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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-PM-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 

We have reviewed the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the proposed Columbia River Channel 
Improvement Project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), under 
section 309 of the Clean Air Act and section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy  

F-1     Act.  Section 309, independent of NEPA, directs the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
review and comment in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all major federal  
actions.  In addition, as a recognized cooperating federal agency for this proposed federal 
project, we will address additional information needed to further the success of federal activities 
within the proposed project area. 
 

The DSEIS addresses proposed channel improvement activities located along the lower 
segments of the Columbia and Willamette Rivers.  Specifically, the proposed project area 
extends from river mile (RM) 3.0 to RM 106.5 along the Columbia River and RM 0.0 to 

F-2     RM 11.6 along the Willamette River.  While the action on Willamette River segments of the  
proposed project is deferred, the proposals on the Columbia River segments will proceed.  The  
DSEIS proposes an action plan to dredge and dispose of riverine sediments in order to improve 
navigational opportunities on the two rivers.  Also, the proposed federal project includes 
ecosystem restoration activities to improve habitat conditions within the project area. 
 

EPA’s recommendations for the Final Supplemental EIS are that the Corps do a 
cumulative effects analysis related to the project area, should explain how this project will either 
advance or delay the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Conservation and Management  

F-3     Plan (CCMP) for the lower Columbia River estuary, and improve its discussion on project  
monitoring.  Additional comments are also supplied. Based on our review, we have assigned the  
Draft Supplement EIS a rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information).  
This rating and a summary of our 
 
 

 

 
Corps of Engineers Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-1.  Comment noted. 
 
F-2.  The Final SEIS supplements the Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement (Final IFR/EIS, August 1999).  The scope of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS included 
the following agency actions: 1) improvements to the navigation channel for the Columbia and 
Willamette Rivers, 2) ecosystem restoration features, and 3) the long-term disposal needs for 
continued maintenance of the Mouth of Columbia River (MCR) project, maintenance of the 
existing 40-foot channel, and the disposal requirements for construction and maintenance of the 
proposed channel improvements alternatives.  The Corps is the agency with primary 
responsibility for navigation improvements and ecosystem restoration actions.  The USEPA is 
the federal agency responsible for designating ocean disposal sites necessary to address long-
term disposal needs.  The USEPA expects to initiate formal rulemaking on the Shallow Water 
and Deep Water Sites in February 2003, with the designations becoming effective by summer 
2003. 
 
A SEIS typically focuses on project changes and/or new information.  To understand the scope 
of the SEIS, it may be helpful to explain how the SEIS is intended to address changes in the 
proposed action and new information for each of the three types of actions that were the subject 
of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS. 
 
Navigation channel improvements.  The Final SEIS reflects the decision to defer action on 
deepening the Willamette River until after USEPA decisions have been made regarding the 
clean up of the parts of the river listed as a Superfund site.  The Final SEIS, therefore, focuses 
on the Columbia River; impacts regarding the Willamette River are discussed to a lesser extent 
in Section 6.12.  With regards to new information, much of the new information presented in the 
Final SEIS, is information that pertains to impacts of deepening the Columbia River, hereafter 
referred to as the channel improvement project. 
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comments will be published in the Federal Register.  A summary of the rating system we used 
in our evaluation of this DSEIS is enclosed for your reference. 

F-3 
Enclosed please find our detailed comments, which elaborate further on these issues.  We 

are interested in working with the Corps in the resolution of these issues.  I encourage you to 
contact John Malek (206-553-1286) or Tom Connor (206-553-4423) at your earliest 
convenience to discuss our comments and how they might best be addressed. 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Columbia River Channel 
Improvement Project. 
 
 

 
 
 
Enclosures 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
F-2 (con’t). 
 
Restoration projects.  The Final SEIS reflects the incorporation of five new restoration features 
and analyzes the environmental impacts associated with implementing these features.  The new 
restoration features result in a minor change to long-term disposal needs. 
 
Long-term disposal needs for MCR and channel improvements projects.  The Final SEIS 
discusses revisions to upland disposal sites for the channel improvement project that resulted 
from the consultation process with NOAA Fisheries.  In addition, implementation of the 
proposed restoration features at the Lois Mott embayment and Millar Pillar are anticipated to 
significantly reduce the need for ocean disposal of river channel material.  The Final SEIS 
addresses this change in the disposal plan.  Because the channel improvement project amounted 
to only a small fraction of sediments proposed for ocean disposal as analyzed in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, the use of this material for ecosystem restoration, while significant in the context of 
the Corps’ decision regarding the channel improvement project, does not fundamentally change 
the need for or sizing of the ocean disposal sites selected in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The SEIS 
also presents new baseline information collected for the ocean disposal sites selected in the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS; however, the SEIS has less new information regarding this action then the other 
two actions discussed above. 
 
F-3.  The Final SEIS has been revised to include a more detailed cumulative effects discussion.  
Also, see our response to the specific comments following. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’S (EPA) DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 

SUPPLEMENTAL INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

(DSEIS) FOR THE PROPOSED COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
 
 
• To adequately address indirect and cumulative effects related to the project area,          

the FSEIS should (1) describe possible potential development more fully and (2)    
disclose the environmental impacts of that development. 

 
The FSEIS should explain more fully and in one place in the document how proposed 

dredging of flowlanes within the lower Columbia River might affect and encourage further 
developments of coastal ports and industrialization within the project area.  As identified in the 
DSEIS (Needs and Opportunities, page 3-1 and 3-2), the proposed project of deepening the 
existing shipping channel will improve waterbome transportation and reduce vessel delay costs. 
Even at the present time, many coastal ports within the project area are planning expansion of 
existing facilities to remain economically competitive and viable (Section 3.4). Future 
development of port marine and industrial facilities in the project area “is reasonably foreseeable 
in response to regional and national economic trends” (page 6-55). 

F-4 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance (Considering Cumulative Effects 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, 1997) provides a framework for analyzing 
cumulative effects.  It is not practical to analyze the cumulative effects of an action on the 
universe; yet, the list of environmental effects related to the project area must focus on those that 
are truly meaningful.  Water quality, biodiversity, and near-shore and estuarine habitats are the 
resources most likely to be candidates for cumulative effects analysis under a dredging project. 
 

In short, the guidance states that in order to address cumulative effects, five things should 
be done: 
 

1.)  Identify resources that are being cumulatively impacted (If there are none, then state 
this.); 

 
2.)  Determine the appropriate geographic (within natural ecological boundaries) area and 
the time period over which the effects have occurred and will occur; 

 
3.)  look at A past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that have affected, 
are affecting, or would affect resources of concern; 

 
4.)  Describe a benchmark or baseline; and 

 
5.)  Include scientifically defensible threshold levels. 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
F-4.  The Final SEIS includes a more detailed cumulative effects discussion.  “Flowlane” is 
defined as the area in and adjacent to the navigation channel to be used for in-water disposal.  
Dredging for the channel improvement project is limited to the Columbia River navigation 
channel, except for selected reaches where dredging will extend 100 feet outside the channel 
boundary.  As documented in the amendment to the Biological Assessment, letters from the 
sponsor ports for the channel improvement project provide additional information regarding 
the Biological Assessment’s discussion of potential future port development.  Specifically, the 
letters support the conclusion that, with the exception of berth deepening at several locations, 
potential future port development is not interdependent or interrelated with the channel 
improvement project, nor is such potential development an indirect or cumulative effect of the 
project for ESA purposes.  The Corps coordinated with the USEPA Sediment Management 
Program and believes the cumulative effects analysis prepared for this Project and ocean 
disposal element follows CEQ guidelines. 
 



 Federal-4

• To advance collaborative efforts for positive net habitat restoration gains within the 
project area, the Corps should explain how this project will either advance or delay      
the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan 
(CCMP) for the lower Columbia River estuary 

 
As a member of the Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership, the Corps should 

evaluate in the FSEIS the potential impacts of this channel deepening project against the goals 
and objectives outlined in the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for 
the lower Columbia River estuary since the action items in the CCMP are necessary to improve 
environmental conditions on the lower Columbia River.  The Partnership includes various 
interest groups, representatives from the two Governors’ offices; Oregon and Washington state  
natural resource agencies, local and tribal governments, and federal agencies, including the  
National Marine Fisheries Service, EPA, and the US Army Corps of Engineers. 
 

In 1995, the environs of the Lower Columbia River estuary became part of EPA’s  
National Estuary Program (NEP).  The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership completed  
their initial obligations to the National Estuary Program (NEP) and EPA with completion of their 
CCMP in June 1999.  This NEP study area, comprising over 230,000 square miles, includes the  
lower 146 river miles from Bonneville Dam to the mouth.  This area was selected because many  
of the environmental impacts within the lower 146 miles were caused by human activities and 
inadequate attention was being paid to the environmental health and conditions of the lower river  
and estuary in the Columbia River system. 

F-5 
The overall task of the Estuary Partnership is to implement the CCMP.  On October 1999, 

the Governors of Washington and Oregon, and EPA signed the Columbia River Estuary Program 
Implementation Agreement.  For the first time, both Oregon and Washington were committed to 
implementing a bi-state plan that focused on the 146 mile stretch of the Columbia River between 
Bonneville Dam and the Pacific Ocean. 
 

The CCMP identified seven priority problems in the lower river and selected forty-three  
specific actions to address those problems.  The Lower Columbia River Estuary CCMP calls for 
no further loss of existing habitat and for restoring existing habitats to achieve a net habitat gain.  
Additionally, the CCMP calls not only for dealing with existing pollution problems, but 
eliminating future ones as well.  Successful implementation of the CCMP depends on effective 
coordination and cooperation of the Partnership members.  The Lower Columbia River Estuary 
CCMP represents a framework of collaborative community efforts whose goal is to facilitate 
coordinated environmental restoration and economic development in a sustainable manner.  
Acknowledgment of the goals and objectives of the Lower Columbia Estuary CCMP or an  
improved evaluation of the proposed project's environmental restoration features should be 
considered toward supporting the goals and objectives of the CCMP. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
F-5.  The omission of reference to the CCMP for the lower Columbia River estuary was 
inadvertent, as both the USEPA and the Corps are participants in that planning effort.  The 
estuary partnership’s scientific workgroup did evaluate the ecosystem restoration features 
proposed for this project against the CCMP criteria and provided their comments.  See 
stakeholder comments SS-90 through SS-102.  The Corps has considered these comments as 
part of the Final SEIS.  The Corps modified the Lois Island Embayment and Miller-Pillar 
ecosystem restoration features in the Final SEIS to address LCREP and comments from 
others.  The Corps believes that these features, as well as proposed monitoring, advance the 
LCREP CCMP goals.  The CCMP calls for an ecosystem based approach to protecting and 
enhancing the lower Columbia River and estuary.  It has six actions that specifically address 
habitat conservation and restoration and are thus relevant to the EIS.  They identify the need 
to: inventory and prioritize important habitats to be protected and conserved; establish a 
systematic approach to protect and restore key habitats; adopt consistent habitat protection 
standards; preserve and restore tributary buffer areas; restore 3,000 acres of tidal wetlands; 
and monitor the effectiveness of habitat projects. 
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• The FSEIS should disclose more explicitly what types of monitoring will be         
employed (e.g., baseline, effectiveness, and compliance) and how monitoring will be 
phased throughout the life of the proposed project to support adaptive management. 

F-6 
On wetland mitigation, the FSEIS should provide further disclosure of any proposed 

monitoring plans.  Also, in the DSEIS, Table 1 (Appendix B, page 25) is referenced as a 
summarization of performance standards which will be used in mitigation.  Yet, Table 1 is 
omitted. 
 
 
• The FSEIS should disclose how adaptive management will actualize monitoring    

findings into adaptive field implementation efforts. 
 

While the DSEIS does state that adaptive management will be applied to monitoring 
(page 4-7) and does address monitoring actions (page 6-39), accompanying monitoring and 
implementation elements were not clearly discussed nor referenced in the DSEIS.  The DSEIS  
states that “monitoring actions proposed are for indicators where the levels of uncertainty and 

F-7     risk from project effects warrant gathering additional information” (page 6-39).  Yet, the  
document does not adequately address how “new information would warrant change” in (see 
Table S6-5) management and/or implementation directions.  The proposed dredging, disposal, 
and habitat restoration actions should be viewed more as potentially beneficial and experimental 
rather than as a approach that has demonstrative results.  Thus, the proposed monitoring plan 
should contain a comprehensive monitoring strategy to evaluate the overall success of the plan in 
meeting its defined goals and objectives. 
 
 
• If the Columbia white-tailed deer is not delisted, we recommend that the FSEIS       

should disclose contingency plans for proposed salmon habitat restoration activities. 
 

Previously, levees on Tenasillahe Island were created to improve habitat for the Columbia  
white-tailed deer, a listed ESA species (page 4-27).  In the DSEIS, the proposed action is to 
remove the levees contingent on the de-listing of the deer.  The intent of levee removal is to  

F-8     promote salmonid access to viable habitat within the interior of the island.  If the deer is not de- 
listed within the time horizon of the project, what n-litigation efforts will be implemented so that  
no further harm, such as lack of habitat access, will occur to listed salmonid species? 
 

This discussion will not only improve disclosure on how restoration activities on  
Tenasillahe Island would move restoration towards “its historical habitat mix”(Section 4.8.6), but 
also how restored sites should be supportive of its historical mix of species. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
F-6.  Monitoring of wetland mitigation is addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-7.  Comment noted.  As part of the terms and conditions by NOAA Fisheries and USFWS, 
the Corps has submitted an implementation draft plan, which included information on 
monitoring methodology for: the ecosystem restoration features, research activities, project 
impacts and adaptive management.  Once approved, the document will be placed on the 
Corps’ web site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-8.  If Columbian white-tailed deer are not de-listed, the long-term actions at Tenasillahe 
would not be implemented as noted in the BA and Draft SEIS.  Ecosystem restoration features 
are voluntary actions by the Corps utilizing existing authorities to implement actions for the 
betterment of listed species as provided under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA; there will be no 
replacement actions if a feature is not implemented. 
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• The FSEIS should disclose how proposed disposal actions within the Gateway 3    
disposal site might impact the Sandhill crane. 

 
The DSEIS lacks adequate discussion on how proposed disposal activities at Gateway 

F-9     Site 3 might impact this state listed species.  In addition, the DSEIS is not clear if proposed 
habitat preservation activities at other locations in the project area will be sufficient for the  
species if the habitat at Gateway properties becomes impaired due to disposal actions.  This  
clarifying information is needed within the FSEIS. 
 
 
• The FSEIS should disclose what are the contingency plans, if any, of the proposed 

restoration sites are determined to be inadequate. 
 

The DSEIS states (page 4-21) that Bachelor Slough “restoration feature is contingent on  
F-10   sediment testing and approval by WDNR [Washington Department of Natural Resources]” 

(Table S4-6, page 4-21).  If approval is not granted by WDNR, the FSEIS should explain what 
are the alternatives within the proposed plan to mitigate for dredging activities and promote  
ecosystem restoration within the Columbia estuary. 
 
 
• The FSEIS should improve cartographic information absent in DSEIS figures. 
 

Figures S4-2, S4-4, and S4-4 lack information in the legend describing what the green 
areas represent.  Figure S4-2 needs to define what the red dash lines represent (National Wildlife 
Refuge Boundary?). 

F-11 
Regarding Figures on Columbia River Channel improvement Study (Proposed - Reach 1,  

Reach 2, Reach 5, and Reach 6), the red fonts identifying the wildlife refuges are hard to read and 
understand since it lies underneath the black hatching. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
F-9.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS is revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-10.  If the Bachelor Slough Ecosystem Restoration Feature is not implemented, no 
alternatives are proposed to replace this action.  These restoration features are not mitigation 
proposed to offset an impact caused from the federal project.  Ecosystem restoration features 
are voluntary actions by the Corps utilizing existing authorities to implement actions for the 
betterment of listed species as provided under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA; there will be no 
replacement actions if a feature is not implemented. 
 
 
 
 
F-11.  Comments noted. 
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Colonel Richard W. Hobernicht, District Engineer 
Portland District, Corps of Engineers 
CENWP-EM-E ATTN: Robert Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Dear Colonel Hobernicht: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department), has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (Supplemental IFR/EIS) on the Columbia 
River Channel Improvement Project, as prepared by the Corps of Engineers (Corps), Portland 
District. We offer the following comments with regard to your agency's proposed project. 
 
General Comments 
 
For over a year the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has worked with numerous entities to 
assist in the development of a new biological assessment and biological opinion on the Channel 
Improvement Project. These entities included the Corps, NOAA Fisheries, the States of Oregon 
and Washington, the Columbia River Ports, an independent scientific review panel, several 
consultant companies, and a variety of public groups. 

F-12 
Simultaneously, the Corps was working to produce the Supplemental IFR/EIS, which 
incorporated the information from the new biological assessment and biological opinion. 
According to the Corps, the Supplemental IFR/EIS was developed to: 1) “document additional 
information, environmental analyses, and project modifications resulting from consultation” on 
the project under the Endangered Species Act (ESA); 2) provide additional information on an 
updated disposal plan as well as updated data on project economics; and 3) comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Washington State Environmental Policy Act requirements. 
With regard to listed species, the focus of the Service was on bull trout, bald eagle, and  
Columbian white-tailed deer and, in addition, coastal cutthroat trout, a species proposed for 
listing. 
 
The Department appreciates the opportunity given the Service to be involved in the development 
of the Supplemental IFR/EIS from an early stage. We believe this early involvement contributed 
to the majority of our concerns being addressed in the Supplemental IFR/EIS through the ESA 
consultation process. We still have some concerns regarding the overall benefit of some of the 
restoration sites, however, and the lack of focus on restoring endemic habitats which have been 
most impacted by development in the estuary and river. Tidal forest swamps (sitka spruce and 
hemlock/cedar swamps) and tidal emergent wetlands with tidal channels, for example, are the 

 
Corps of Engineers Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-12.  Comments noted. 
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habitats that have been most severely diminished in the lower Columbia River over the last 
century. These habitats supported juvenile salmon, benthic invertebrate populations, bald eagles, 
Columbian white-tailed deer, neo-tropical migrants, waterfowl populations, a variety of small and 
large mammals, aquatic furbearers, reptiles and amphibians, and, possibly, spotted owls and 
marbled murrelets. While the Supplemental IFR/EIS acknowledges the importance of these 
habitats, it appears that only one of the proposed restoration sites (Tenasillahe Island) attempts to  

F-12   restore historically important tidal marsh/swamp habitat by breaching dikes and allowing tidal  
inundation of the areas behind the dikes. Tenasillahe Island may not be available for restoration  
work for some time, however, as restoration of the island is contingent on establishment of secure 
Columbian white-tailed deer populations at other locations on the Columbia River. Several of the 
other restoration sites (Mller-Pillar, Lois Island Embayment, Bachelor Slough) also involve 
restoration methods which have not been tested or will require long-term efforts to achieve 
success. We recommend that careful monitoring and evaluation be given the highest priority at 
these sites and that alternative sites be pursued under an adaptive management agreement if these 
sites fail to provide viable habitats over time. 
 
In addition, the Department understands that the Service is currently working on a memorandum 
of understanding to address many of the specific logistics entailed in the ecosystem restoration 
features which will be conducted on Service-managed lands. We believe this approach is the best 
way to ensure the restoration work proposed for Service lands is clearly defined, completed, and 
monitored, so as to achieve the greatest benefit to fish and wildlife resources. 
 
Specific Comments 
 

F-13    Page 4-11, 3rd paragraph: It would be clearer to state the ESA determination for Miller-Pillar and 
the Lois Island Embayment as likely to adversely effect. 
 
Page 4-19, 2nd paragraph: Originally, the restoration project at Shillapoo Lake was to provide for  
off-channel rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. It would be useful to the reviewer to know 

F-14   why this seemingly beneficial feature of the restoration project was rejected. We recommend  
providing this explanation in the EIS. 
 
Page 4-24, 2nd paragraph: The Department encourages the Corps to conduct additional benthic  

F-15   monitoring prior to completing the Lois Island restoration features. This will allow for better  
evaluation of the success or failure of the restoration project. 
 
Page 6-17, 1st paragraph: This paragraph states that chemicals and organics are not present in the  

F-16   channel sediments. It should be made clear whether this statement truly means “not present” or  
“not present above threshold levels.” 
 
Page 6-26, 1st and 2nd paragraphs: The last two sentences of the first paragraph and the first two  
sentences of the second paragraph are redundant. These two paragraphs should be combined to  

F-17   make a clearer statement about crab distribution and abundance at the Deep Water Ocean 
Disposal Site. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-13.  The Corps prefers to use the exact language from the Biological Assessment. 
 
F-14.  The original (WDFW) restoration proposal at Shillapoo Lake was for waterfowl habitat 
enhancement.  The Corps was prepared to conduct a feasibility evaluation of the Shillapoo 
Lake restoration feature for fisheries (salmonid) habitat development.  The fisheries habitat 
concept was coordinated with WDFW and NOAA Fisheries twice and the final determination 
twice presented to the Corps by these agencies was to proceed ahead with WDFW’s original 
proposal for waterfowl habitat enhancement. 
 
F-15.  As included in USFWS’s Biological Opinion dated May 20, 2002, Section 8.5, Terms 
and Conditions, 5f., the Corps is required to coordinate with the Service on the development 
and implementation of pre- and post-construction monitoring protocols for the ecosystem 
restoration actions to gauge their effectiveness in restoring the type, function and value of 
habitats identified in the aquatic species BA.  The Corps will be working with the Service on 
this Term and Condition. 
 
F-16.  Concur.  The Final SEIS has been revised as suggested by the addition of the phrase, 
“not present above threshold levels.” 
 
F-17.  Concur.  The Final SEIS has been revised. 
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Page 6-51, 1st paragraph: The Department appreciates the efforts made by the Corps to fund 
research projects in the lower Columbia River which will add to the knowledge base on how the  

F-18   Columbia River ecosystem functions. We support the ecosystem restoration efforts that will  
increase river and estuarine habitats that have been drastically reduced over the past decades but  
also encourage careful monitoring of these sites to ensure their success as restoration sites. 
 
Page 6-52, 1st paragraph: It is not clear why brown pelicans are mentioned in this paragraph. If  

F-19   brown pelicans were also the focus of the biological opinion, there should be additional discussion  
of the project's impacts on this species. 
 
Appendix B. Wetland Mitigation Plan. Page 31, 1st paragraph: We request that the Service be  

F-20   added to the list of agencies receiving copies of the monitoring reports on the mitigation sites. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me 
at 503-231-6157. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
F-18.  Noted. 
 
F-19.  The potential for impacts to brown pelicans and other listed species relative to 
ecosystem research, monitoring and restoration features were fully addressed in the 2001 
consultation BA.  The sentence referenced in the comment was providing the reviewer of the 
Draft SEIS a specific reference point (Chapter 8) from which they could review pertinent 
information on listed species affected by ecosystem research, monitoring and restoration 
features. 
 
As discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Corps’ 1999 Biological Assessment for the 
channel improvement project, dredging and disposal activities are expected to have no effect 
on brown pelicans.  However, some of the ecosystem research activities developed through 
the ESA consultation process may affect brown pelicans.  Therefore, the 2001 BA addresses 
these new activities.  The BA concludes that they may affect but are not likely to adversely 
affect brown pelicans (BA at Section 8.4.2.4). 
 
F-20.  The USFWS will be furnished monitoring reports on the mitigation sites. 
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September 12, 2002 
 
 
Colonel Richard W. Hobernicht 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EM-E Attn: Robert Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Colonel Hobernicht: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Draft 
Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for 
the Lower Columbia River Channel Improvement Project. I continue to support the proposed 
channel deepening project provided that environmental issues raised by the state and others are 
sufficiently addressed by the Corps in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(FSEIS). 
 
The Columbia River navigation channel is important to the state’s economic health, serving as a 
significant conduit for international trade. Deepening the channel to accommodate fully loaded 
new-generation deep-draft vessels would continue the Port of Portland’s role as a vibrant 
regional port that makes the world market accessible to the goods grown and manufactured 
throughout this region. We have more than a thousand growers and manufacturers in this region 
who rely on the Columbia River channel as an affordable means to reach global markets. In 
rural areas, the project will help keep transportation costs down for growers of agricultural 
products and makers of export goods. 

S-1 
However, in considering the deepening project, we must maintain our important environmental 
standards to protect fish, wildlife and water quality. Given Endangered Species Act listings and 
Clean Water Act concerns, it is imperative to ensure the project minimizes and mitigates 
potential impacts to native salmonids and water quality. 
 
Attached you will find comments from several state agencies. There are several key concerns 
that need to be addressed in the FSEIS. 
 
First, the project must be implemented in a manner that is consistent with local, state and federal 
requirements. This includes federal requirements that are implemented by state agencies. 
 
 
 
STATE CAPITOL, SALEM 97301-4047          (503) 378-3111          FAX (503) 378-4863          TTY (503) 378-4859 

WWW.GOVERNOR.STATE.OR.US 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-1.  Comments noted. 
 
 



 State-2

Colonel Richard W. Hobernicht 
September 12, 2002 
Page 2 
 
 
 
Second, the Corps must maximize opportunities for the beneficial use of dredged sand, and avoid 
disposal that adversely impacts offshore and estuarine habitat. In addition, the Corps must 
carefully consider the project’s potential impacts on sediment transport within the Columbia 
River estuary to ensure the littoral system is managed in an effective and sustainable manner. 
 
Third, the adaptive management process for the project must be open and transparent. At a 
minimum, state agencies having interest and expertise in the estuary should be included in the 
adaptive management framework. Any decisions to change the project through this process  
should be considered publicly, and include input from interested stakeholders. 
 
Lastly, support from the state is dependent on the Corps appropriately addressing agency 
concerns specified in the attachment to this letter. Oregon’s state agencies are prepared to work 
with the Corps to resolve issues identified in the comments. 

S-1 
Not all state agencies with an interest in the project are commenting on the DSEIS. The 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) will not comment due to their upcoming reviews of the proposed  
deepening project under the Clean Water Act and Coastal Zone Management Act. As you know, 
DEQ and DLCD are working with the Corps and sponsoring ports toward commencement of the 
state’s public review processes for the project. The review processes for both agencies will  
include public hearings and comment opportunities. In addition, other state agencies, some of 
which are submitting comments as part of this document, will participate in and comment on the 
state review processes conducted by DEQ and DLCD. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS. I look forward to working with 
the Corps to make this project one that provides economic benefits and maintains the 
environmental health of the Lower Columbia River. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (ODFW) Intejurisdictional Fisheries 
staff, Habitat Division, and Marine Resources Program have reviewed the US Army 
Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Envirorunental Impact Statement for the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project 
(DSEIS). This letter serves as ODFW’s response to the DSEIS concerning both river 
dredging and disposal options and ocean disposal issues. ODFW reserves the right to 
provide additional comments as part of the state's review of coastal zone management 
certification and water quality certification. 
 
The Department provided comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) through the State of Oregon’s DEIS response in February 1999. ODFW also 
commented on the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) through the State of 
Oregon’s FEIS response in November 1999. We continue to have comments and 
concerns relative to the project. ODFW’s major points of concern with the project 
continue to be offshore disposal site issues, threatened and endangered species effects,  
timing, mitigation for offshore and estuarine impacts, and additional information needs. 
In addition, the Department has serious concerns with two of the restoration/DMD sites 
proposed for the first time in the DSEIS. Finally, ODFW believes that it is critical for 
state agencies to be involved with the adaptive management framework proposed by the 
Corps. 
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The project area is situated within federally designated critical habitat for Snake River 
sockeye and chinook salmon. Dredging will occur in the Lower Columbia River where 
steelhead, chum, and chinook are also listed as threatened under the federal Endangered 
Species Act. Willamette River chinook and steelhead are also listed as threatened. In  
addition there are a number of state-listed endangered, threatened, and sensitive species 
in the project area including Lower Columbia River coho which are not currently  
federally listed. 
 
While the Corps has addressed a number of issues raised in our prior comments, such as 
removal of all wetland dredged material disposal sites in Oregon and smelt sampling 
studies, ODFW continues to have a number of serious concerns with the proposal. We 
continue to be concerned that impacts to several of the important resources in the river 
have not been adequately addressed. While we support the work that has been done so 
far on sturgeon, ODFW believes there are still unanswered questions regarding the 
entrainment impacts on sturgeon mortality and disposal impacts on sturgeon rearing 
habitat. If the current telemetry study indicates that dredging and/or disposal would have 
adverse effects on these resources, ODFW requests that appropriate mitigation actions be 
developed including avoidance, minimization and compensation. 
 
In addition, we continue to have serious concerns with the proposed offshore 
management of dredged material disposal (DMD). We summarize the ocean disposal 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
S-2.  Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-3.  After further consultation with ODFW, the Final SEIS is revised to specifically address 
Lower Columbia River coho salmon.  The Corps has added a discussion of Lower Columbia 
River coho to the revised Coastal Zone Management Consistency Determination (Volume 2, 
Exhibit F). 
 
In addition to the species listed under the Endangered Species Act that were the subject of 
consultation with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries, the State of Oregon has requested that the Corps 
include Lower Columbia River native coho salmon listed as endangered under the State's ESA.  
Coho spawn in small, relatively low gradient tributaries in the lower Columbia River. Juveniles 
rear in these tributaries for two years before migrating to the ocean. Adult coho return to spawn 
as three year olds.  Lower Columbia River coho are predominately of hatchery origin, with only 
the Clackamas and Sandy Rivers still having wild runs.  Most of the coho juveniles in the 
channel improvement project area are of hatchery origin and are released from mainstream and 
tributary hatcheries as smolts.  Coho juveniles are considered stream type since most of their 
rearing occurs in the tributary areas.  Consequently, the analysis of the impacts to federally listed 
stocks with stream type juveniles by the channel improvement project consultation would apply 
for coho as well.  In addition, all the monitoring and restoration actions proposed for the federally 
listed stocks would be beneficial for juvenile coho as well.  Adult coho return in the same time 
frame as federally listed stocks of adult fall chinook and would use the same habitat.  
Consequently, the assessment done for adult fall chinook would be applicable for coho.  As a 
result, the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion prepared for the channel improvement 
project for the federally listed stocks in the Columbia River is considered adequate for the 
assessment of impacts to Lower Columbia River coho. 
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issues below. Specific comments on the offshore portions of the DSEIS are addressed in 
Attachment A. 
 
State Endangered Species Act 
 
In our prior comments on the FEIS, the Department addressed the issue that the Oregon Fish and 
Wildlife Commission had listed Lower Columbia River coho as an endangered species under the 
State Endangered Species Act (ESA) (July, 1999 Commission meeting). This was the first time 
the Commission had listed a species since the State ESA was significantly amended in 1995.  
The statute now requires that the state adopt survival guidelines when a species is listed.  In 
addition, the statute has a new requirement for state incidental take permits for state-listed 
threatened and endangered species (ORS 496.172(4). State incidental take permits are not 
needed for species covered by a federal consultation. The only state-listed species that is not 
also federally listed is the Lower Columbia River coho which was not addressed in the 
Biological Opinion by the National Marine Fisheries Service. The state definition of take is 
different than the federal definition. The state definition is "Take " means to kill or obtain 
possession or control of any wildlife. The USACE needs to address the standards for an 
incidental take permit for Lower Columbia River coho potentially affected by the channel 
deepening and disposal actions. The standard for issuance of an incidental take permit is that the 
take will not adversely impact the long-term conservation of the species or its habitat. (ORS 
635-100-0170(l). 

S-3 
As we mentioned in our previous correspondence, survival guidelines are defined as quantifiable 
and measurable guidelines that the commission considers necessary to ensure the survival of 
individual members of the species. State Land Owning or Managing Agencies such as the 
Division of State Lands (DSL) need to determine whether an action proposed on state land is 
consistent with the survival guidelines. If the agency determines that the proposed action has the 
potential to violate the survival guidelines, it must notify ODFW. ODFW then has 90 days to 
recommend reasonable and prudent alternatives, if any, to the proposed action which are 
consistent with the guidelines. The submerged and submersible lands in the Columbia River, as 
well as many of the islands in the Columbia River, are state lands managed by DSL. 
 
The most relevant standard in the survival guidelines for Lower Columbia River coho is that 
actions shall be avoided that cause a violation of water quality standards established by the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. To be consistent with the survival guidelines for 
Lower Columbia River coho then, the project must meet state water quality standards. We will 
not know if the project meets state water quality standards until the Department of  
Environmental Quality completes its 401 Water Quality Certification process later this year. 
 
Timing Issues 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has “Timing of In-Water Work to Protect Fish and 
Wildlife Resources” that permit applicants are typically required to adhere to by the regulatory 

S-4     agencies. Activities within the designated Columbia River navigation channel have usually not 
been required to meet the Department's timing guidelines. The Corps however, is proposing a 
number of activities outside of the navigation channel including flow-lane disposal.  Any 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-3 (con’t).  In that assessment the Corps and Services developed a conceptual model of the 
Lower Columbia River ecosystem relationships that are significant for salmonids.  This model 
also applies to Lower Columbia River coho.  Because the habitat requirements of adult salmonids 
are limited in the lower Columbia River, the model focuses on juvenile salmonids.  The 
conceptual model incorporates the best available science for adult and juvenile salmonids.  The 
basic habitat-forming processes-physical forces of the ocean and river-create the conditions that 
define habitats.  The habitat types, in turn, provide an opportunity for the primary plant 
production that gives rise to complicated food webs.  All of these pathways combine to influence 
the growth and survival and, ultimately, the production and ocean entry of juvenile salmonids 
moving through the lower Columbia River. 
 
The conceptual model also demonstrates that the project complies with the Survival Guidelines in 
ORC 635-100-135.  Specifically, the analysis demonstrates that the project should not degrade 
water quality, reduce stream flows, affect gravel in spawning areas, adversely affect riparian 
habitat, or impair fish migration.  The ESA analysis, including the conceptual model, also 
demonstrates that the project and any incidental take associated with it will not adversely impact 
the long term conservation of Lower Columbia River coho or its habitat, or significantly decrease 
the likelihood that the fish will recover.  The ESA analysis also demonstrates that the Project 
complies with the Survival Guidelines in ORC 635-100-135. 
 
Although none of the changes identified in the conceptual model from the channel improvement 
project are believed to have a measurable effect on existing habitat types, the Corps is proposing 
to implement compliance measures to ensure effects will be minimized and will also monitor to 
confirm this conclusion.  In addition, proposed ecosystem restoration and research actions will 
benefit Lower Columbia River coho.  Based on the above, the project will not have a significant 
effect on native Lower Columbia River coho. 
 
Specifically, through the Section 401 water quality certification process, which is currently 
underway, the state will obtain reasonable assurance that the project will not violate state water 
quality standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-4.  As indicated and coordinated through the ESA consultation process the following in-water 
timing restriction have been agreed to by both the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS as protective of 
aquatic species.  These restrictions, in conjunction with the best management practices (as 
described in the Biological Assessment and Opinions) for dredging and disposal, minimize 
impacts to species of concern including state species of concern. 
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S-4 (con’t). 
 
Dredging Timing 

Construction Features Type of Dredging Timing 
Navigation channel, including overdepth 
and overwidth dredging at depths greater 
than 20 feet 

Hopper 
Pipeline 
Mechanical excavation 

No timing windows 
No timing windows 
No timing windows 

Turning basins at depths greater than 20 
feet 

Hopper 
Pipeline 

No timing windows 
No timing windows 

Rock removal with blasting  Mechanical excavation November 1 to February 28 
Rock removal at depths  
greater than 20 feet 

Mechanical excavation No timing windows 

Berths  Mechanical excavation November 1 to February 28 
Ecosystem Restoration Features   

Lois Island Embayment Habitat Restoration Mechanical excavation 
Pipeline 
Hopper 

No timing window for 
material placed in the 
temp. construction sump 
at CRM 18-20. Pipeline 
dredging of material from 
the temp. construction 
sump will occur in the 
November to February 
in-water work window. 

Purple Loosestrife Control Program  July 1 – Oct 31 (no dredging 
required; represents 
application timeframe) 

Miller/Pillar Habitat Restoration Pipeline No timing windows 

Tenasillahe Island Interim Restoration1 
(Tidegate/Inlet Improvements) 

Mechanical excavation July 1 – September 15 

Tidegate Retrofits for Salmonid Passage Mechanical excavation July 1 – September 15 

Walker/Lord and Hump/Fisher Islands 
Improved Embayment Circulation 

Mechanical excavation July 1 – September 15 

Cottonwood/Howard Island Proposal2  
Columbian White-Tailed Deer Introduction 

Not Applicable No timing window (no 
dredging required) 

Tenasillahe Island Long-Term Restorations3 

(Dike Breach) 
Mechanical excavation 
 

July 1 – September 15 

Bachelor Slough Restoration4 Pipeline July 1 – September 15 
Shillapoo Lake Restoration5 Mechanical excavation July 1 – Sept 15 (in-water 

work only); balance of work 
behind flood control levees 
and thus no timing window 

Mitigation Action   
Martin Island Embayment Pipeline No timing window 

 
 
All flowlane disposal, as mentioned in your comment, is typically done in the channel or channel 
margins in water depths of 50-65 feet.  No timing restrictions are used for maintenance dredging.  
The reason for the ongoing exclusion from the in-water work period for the channel work is that 
it occurs at a depth below 20 feet, which is the depth that salmon commonly migrate.  
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activities outside of the navigation channel should be conducted within the Department’s timing 
guidelines. The in-water work timing for the Columbia River is November 1 - February 28. The 

S-4     Department understands that the Corps will be continuing studies on sturgeon and crab in order 
to minimize the effects of dredging on these species. The results of these studies will need to 
result in timing of dredging operations that minimize impacts to these resources. 
 
Off-Shore Disposal Issues 
 
The Department continues to have significant concerns with the proposed offshore 

S-5     disposal site management. The main issues with marine disposal are the task force, the 
size of the site, the lack of adequate biological characterization of site, and the lack of 
mitigation. These concerns are outlined in more detail in Attachment A. 
 
Proposed Restoration/DMD Sites 
 
The DSEIS contains a proposal for 2 significant new restoration/dredged material 
disposal actions in the Columbia River estuary. The Department has serious concerns  
with the Lois-Mott Island proposal and the Miller-Pillar Rock pile dike proposal. ODFW 

S-6     understands that the Corps, NMFS and USFWS developed these restoration actions. The  
state of Oregon however, was not consulted in the development of these options and we  
have serious questions as to their actual restoration value in addition to their impacts on  
existing natural resources. 
 
The proposed fill at Lois-Mott Island is for 357 acres. It is proposed in an area adjacent  
to the Tongue Point site for a net pen and select area fishery for coho and chinook salmon 
that has received substantial funding from the Department since 1995. The site of the  

S-7     proposed fill is the main area used by fishers in the terminal fishery. We are concerned 
that the proposal would destroy the fishery all together. The Tongue Point fishery is part  
of a joint Oregon-Washington strategy to maintain adequate fishing opportunities for the 
commercial fishing industry in the Columbia River. The proposed restoration site is also 
a rearing area for sturgeon and a popular sport fishing location for sturgeon. 
 
The second proposal at Millar-Pillar would essentially unite Miller Sands and Rice Island 
and would consist of 234 acres of fill. The Department is concerned with this proposal  
for a number of reasons. First, the state, Corps and other federal agencies are already  
trying to deal with a significant bird predation issue created by the existing dredge  
material islands at Rice Island and other locations. We do not believe that it is 
appropriate to add dredged material to these artificially created islands, further 

S-8     exacerbating the bird predation problem. In addition, the proposal would basically split 
the river flow in two. There is a biological value in the current water exchange between 
Jim Crow Sands and Miller Sands. There are two tongues of water that go around Jim 
Crow Sands. The proposed dredged material disposal would substantially reduce this 
flow. If the water flow is eliminated between Miller Sands and Jim Crow Sands, ODFW 
is concerned that the Oregon side of the channel will fill in. This is an important  
commercial fishing area as well. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-4 (con’t).  As long as the dredge discharge is kept below 20 feet, impacts are expected to be 
minimal.  Flow lane disposal in off channel areas that are as deep or deeper than the main 
channel should also have a minimal effect on salmon.  Studies conducted to date have been used 
to develop the restrictions in the above table.  Additional research on sturgeon will be used to 
manage disposal operations to minimize impact to sturgeon and their habitat, including potential 
scheduling of disposal operations.  Additional information regarding entrainment of crab during 
dredging operations has been incorporated into Exhibit K-4.  This information confirms that the 
impacts to crab should be small. 
 
S-5.  General comment noted; specific comments are addressed under S-12 through S-30. 
 
S-6.  Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration features were initially 
discussed and conceptually developed in 1997 with a multiple agency team, which included 
ODFW representatives during the course of the Lower Columbia River Restoration meetings.  
All of the ecosystem restoration features described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, as well as Lois 
Island embayment and Miller-Pillar, were a direct outcome of these interagency meetings.  The 
Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration feature was circulated and comments addressed in our 
October 1998 Draft IFR/EIS.  Miller-Pillar was not included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS due to 
NOAA Fisheries concerns regarding avian predators utilizing the pile dikes associated with the 
feature.  NOAA Fisheries concluded that with resolution of the avian predation problems 
(cormorants perching on pile dikes and foraging on juvenile salmonids), their concern over 
implementation of Miller-Pillar feature would be negated (Ben Meyer, personal communication 
NOAA Fisheries).  The Corps, through use of avian excluders placed on pilings and spreaders, 
which are pile dike features used by perching cormorants, has resolved this issue to the 
satisfaction of NOAA Fisheries. 
 
The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development’ December 1, 1999 review of 
our 1999 CZMA determination specifically requested estuarine restoration actions be included in 
the proposed project.  The State of Oregon was contacted as it related to the zoning for the sites 
and the Corps had conversations with DLCD prior to including these restoration sites as part of 
the ESA consultation.  Further, the Corps and the sponsor ports held a briefing for the State of 
Oregon on these actions after the release of the Biological Assessment on January 28, 2002.  
Specific State of Oregon concerns related to the Lois Island embayment and Miller/Pillar 
ecosystem restoration features are addressed in subsequent responses. 
 
S-7.  The Federal Government disagrees that the proposed restoration would destroy the fishery.  
The proposed ecosystem restoration feature, as revised, is separated from the Tongue Point net-
pen site by greater than approximately 3,000 feet at the nearest point.  The restoration feature will 
impact part of the area established for the select area fishery (terminal) for coho and Chinook 
salmon.  We will first address area extent of the ecosystem restoration feature relative to the 
select area fishery at Tongue Point and potential impact to the net rearing pens where the juvenile 
salmonids are raised.  The total acreage base for the select area fishery (SAF) is approximately 
1,032 acres.  As initially proposed, the 357-acre restoration feature would impact 35 percent of 
the acreage base for the select area fishery (SAF) at Tongue Point.  The Corps’ revised proposal 
to develop tidal marsh habitat in Lois Island embayment would utilize 191 acres or 19% of the 
Tongue Point SAF acreage base (3% of the 6 lower Columbia River SAF sites).  Tidal marsh 
habitat development (fill) would start along the northern edge of the embayment and proceed 
southward in a relatively uniform manner. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-7 (con’t).  A large, open embayment comprising a substantial portion (81%) of the SAF 
acreage base would remain post-restoration for terminal fishers.  The remaining acreage base 
(841 acres) would still be substantially larger than four of the 6 SAFs established in the lower 
Columbia River.  The South Channel (432 acres), Blind Slough/Knappa Slough (700 acres), 
Steamboat Slough (73 acres) and Deep River (190 acres) SAFs are all narrow, linear fishing 
zones.  Thus, the remaining acreage in the Tongue Point SAF is more than adequate to support a 
terminal fishery. 
 
The net pens are currently located at the dock at South Tongue Point.  We estimated that the 
distance from the net pens to the southernmost extent of our original restoration proposal was 
1,250 feet.  The revised proposal would result in a separation distance of approximately 3,000 
feet.  Dredged material to be placed at Lois Island embayment is medium sand with some fine 
and coarse-grained sand that is suitable for unconfined in-water disposal (1999 Final IFR/EIS; 
Section 2.5.1).  There are no contaminant issues associated with the material to be placed.  The 
sandy dredged material will settle rapidly in place and turbid water associated with placement 
will be localized around the discharge point.  Thus, the Federal Government anticipates no affect 
to juvenile salmonids raised in pens at the South Tongue Point dock. 
 
The most popular location for the sturgeon sport fishery in the general project area lies north of 
Mott Island and east of Tongue Point, outside our proposed restoration site.  The temporary sump 
location alongside the navigation channel, from which material would be pumped to the 
embayment, lies immediately north of the most popular sturgeon fishing area.  Occasional use of 
the embayment for sturgeon fishing does occur but the “popular sport fishing location for 
sturgeon” lies outside the restoration area.  We concur that juvenile sturgeon rearing occurs in the 
embayment.  Restoration of tidal marsh habitat would ultimately increase detrital export to the 
estuary providing more food for benthic invertebrates and in turn benefiting white sturgeon.  Any 
habitat restoration action will result in benefits to some species and detriments to others.  While 
the Lois Island restoration feature may have impacts to other species, including white sturgeon, 
the results are expected to be beneficial to endangered juvenile salmonids as well as other fish 
and wildlife resources over the long-term. 
 
S-8.  The comment that the Miller/Pillar ecosystem restoration feature “… would essentially 
unite Miller Sands and Rice Island …” is incorrect.  The Miller/Pillar feature would physically 
begin approximately 600 feet upstream of Miller Sands Spit, channel-ward of the marsh at the 
upstream tip of Miller Sands Island.  The feature would extend upstream to a point approximately 
1,750 feet downstream of Pillar Rock Island.  The location of the Miller/Pillar feature, south of 
the navigation channel at CRM 25-26.5 is approximately 4 miles upstream of Rice Island at 
CRM 21-22.5 that lies north of the navigation channel.  The state’s comment that it is 
inappropriate to add dredged material to Rice, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock given the 
significant bird predation issue created by the existing dredged material islands in the estuary is 
based on a misunderstanding of the proposal.  As revised to respond to comments on the Draft 
SEIS (Section 4.8.6.3), the Miller/Pillar ecosystem restoration feature will restore tidal marsh and 
intertidal flats habitat in a naturally erosive area.  The restored tidal marsh and intertidal flats 
habitat would be inundated daily by tidal action.  Thus, the ecosystem restoration feature, in 
addition to not being connected to Miller Sands, Rice or Pillar Rock Islands, would represent a 
tidal marsh and intertidal flats habitat.   
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The Department is also concerned that the proposed restoration actions are not truly 
restoring habitat types that have been the most severely impacted in the estuary.  
According to the excellent 1983 CREST document, Changes in Columbia River Estuary  

S-9     Habitat Types Over the Past Century by Duncan Thomas, tidal marshes (- 43.1%) and  
spruce swamps (- 76.8%) are the habitats that have been the most adversely affected over  
the past 100 years. Shallow water and flats have actually increased by over 10%. In fact  
every estuarine habitat type has experienced a loss except shallow water and flats. 
 
In addition, ODFW is concerned that the Lois-Mott Island proposal does not restore the  
historic nature of the estuary. The historic nature of Lois and Mott Islands was that they  

S-10   were not islands at all. They are dredge spoil islands. True restoration for these sites  
would be to remove the existing dredge material, not to add additional dredge material.  
While we are not proposing that the Corps remove Lois and Mott Islands, we do not  
believe it is appropriate to call filling of the existing embayment restoration. 
 
The Department is also very concerned with the magnitude of the restoration projects  
being proposed by the Corps. We do not believe it is prudent to proceed with projects of  

S-11   this size without significant pre and post monitoring to ensure that the project is truly  
providing a biological benefit. We believe it would be more prudent to create pilot  
projects first to determine if the proposals are appropriate. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-8 (con’t).  The restoration feature would not provide nesting habitat for Caspian terns or other 
bird species and would not exacerbate the bird predation problem.  Pilings and spreaders 
comprising the pile dikes would be fitted with bird excluders that the Corps has placed on most 
estuary pile dikes since 2000.  These excluders have been effective in keeping cormorants off the 
pile dikes. 
 
Third, the state contends that the feature would basically split the river flow in two and eliminate 
the river flow between Miller Sands and Jim Crow Sands.  This remark is inaccurate.  The major 
source of river flow into Cathlamet Bay in this vicinity is Woody Island Channel immediately 
upstream of Pillar Rock Island.  The Corps’ field data collected in the proposed Miller/Pillar pile 
dike field indicates that flows in the vicinity are primarily directed downstream (west) rather than 
south between the islands. 
 
The Corps’ two-dimensional current model from the navigation channel to south of the 
restoration feature also supports the flow direction and indicates only slight changes would occur 
post-construction of the pile dike field.  No infill of the Oregon side of the channel would occur 
due to implementation of this feature.  The proposed feature would render about 14% of the 
1,629-acre Miller Sands Drift unsuitable for future commercial gill net fishery use, while the 
remaining 86% would remain suitable for commercial fishing purposes. 
 
S-9.  The Federal Government agrees that tidal swamp and tidal marsh habitat have been the 
most severely impacted in the estuary.  Tidal swamp and tidal marsh habitats, however, were 
primarily lost via establishment of diking districts and the subsequent construction of dikes to 
allow conversion of former tidal lands for agricultural, industrial and/or urban purposes.  These 
lands are virtually unavailable for restoration to tidal marsh and swamp as they are held in 
multiple-party private ownerships.  Thus, our restoration course of action was predicated upon 
availability of lands for restoration purposes targeting lands already in public ownership.  The 
Tenasillahe Island long-term restoration feature would restore about 1,778 of tidal marsh habitat 
and represents the best potential action for tidal marsh restoration in the Columbia River estuary.  
While this proposal is constrained for implementation by USFWS management objectives for 
Columbian white-tailed deer, it is a significant contribution to the Columbia River estuary. 
 
To address the state’s and other similar comments about types of habitats to be restored, the 
Corps will modify the Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration features.  
Rather than attempt to mimic the historic bathymetry of these locations, the Corps will place fill 
material to an elevation of approximately +6.6 feet MLLW in order to develop tidal marsh 
habitat.  This will reduce the acreage targeted for restoration purposes to approximately 191 acres 
of tidal marsh habitat at Lois Island embayment.  These features would provide for restoration of 
tidal marsh habitat, a focal point for restoration efforts by the multiple parties addressing 
estuarine habitat restoration. 
 
Attainment of tidal marsh habitat on dredged material at Lois Island embayment is achievable as 
evidenced by existing tidal marsh habitat that has developed on the interior borders of Lois and 
Mott Islands and at South Tongue Point, lands formed by deposition of sandy dredged material. 
Tidal marsh formation around Miller Sands Island, the interior shores of Miller Sands Spit (in 
part) and the south shoreline of Pillar Rock Island are additional examples of tidal marsh 
development associated with dredged material islands. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-10.  The goal of restoration is to restore historic habitat functions and values, not to restore 
predevelopment features at the entire Lois Island embayment location.  The consultation 
determined that these restoration features would return lost functions and values that would 
benefit listed salmon species.  The historical habitat loss at the present Lois Island embayment 
not only involved the formation of Lois and Mott Island and South Tongue Point from dredged 
material but the dredging of that material from the intertidal marsh, mudflat and shallow subtidal 
habitats that formerly comprised the Lois Island embayment area.  The Corps’ initial restoration 
proposal was to restore the historical bathymetry of the Lois Island embayment, for which we 
have records.  Our modified restoration proposal, in response to S-9 and other similar comments, 
is to restore tidal marsh habitat at Lois Island embayment.  The Corps recognizes that this 
represents only partial restoration of the total area impacted at this specific location.  Removal of 
Lois and Mott Island, and even South Tongue Point does indeed represent another restoration 
option at this location.  However, the extensive intertidal marsh and riparian forest associated 
with these islands represents important habitat for listed Columbia River salmonid ESUs plus 
important habitat for other fish and wildlife resources, including bald eagles, another listed 
species.  Thus, the Corps did not consider removal of these islands and the Corps does not concur 
that such an action would be beneficial in the estuary. 
 
S-11.  As discussed in response to S-9, the Corps has revised the proposed action at Lois 
Embayment and at Miller/Pillar to focus on restoration of tidal marsh habitat.  There are 
numerous examples of successful tidal marsh establishment on dredged material in the Columbia 
River estuary (response S-9).  In addition, the proposed action at Lois Embayment has been 
significantly reduced in size and the Miller/Pillar action will be conducted one cell at a time to 
assess results before proceeding further.  These projects are proposed as part of a restoration and 
research actions from the Endangered Species consultation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS, 
and therefore include a range of monitoring actions to be conducted in concert with restoration.  
Given the proposed revisions to the restoration actions, the successes with similar actions 
elsewhere in the estuary, and the proposed monitoring, the Corps believes it is prudent to 
implement these restoration features in conjunction with the channel improvement project.  By 
doing so, it allows the Corps to take advantage of its authorities, willing sponsors, available cost-
sharing dollars, and materials and equipment required to construct these features which otherwise 
would be difficult to obtain. 
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Attachment A 
 
Supplemental EIS 7/2002 
Ocean Disposal and Marine Resource Concerns 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Marine Resources Program has reviewed 
the draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(DSEIS) (Corps, July 2002). ODFW has provided comments to the Corps on ocean disposal and 
marine resource concerns at MCR on several occasions over the past 5 years. We provided 
written comments on the DEIS, FEIS, MCR Ocean Disposal Site Management and Monitoring 
Plan, Batelle’s Dungeness Crab/Flatfish Burial Study, and Crab Entrainment Technical 

S-12   Memorandum. Additionally, ODFW has given direct input on all marine issues of concern 
through the Ocean Disposal Task Force process. Despite these efforts, our concerns receive little 
or no response from the Corps and appear to not receive consideration in Corps decisions on 
ocean disposal and related issues. Our comments in this letter reflect this issue. The lack of 
consideration from the Corps perpetuates the ongoing skepticism in the EIS process and the 
Ocean Disposal Task Force. 
 
This section provides ODFW’s comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS (DSEIS) as it relates to 
marine resources and issues. We also take this opportunity to reiterate our concerns on issues that 
have yet to be addressed to the satisfaction of this agency. 
 
Deep Water Ocean Disposal Site: 
 
The overall size of the proposed Deep Water Ocean Disposal Site continues to be of concern to 
ODFW. The size becomes more excessive with the addition of other disposal options. The Deep 
Water Site is now twice as large as needed for the volume of material that will actually be 
disposed there. The Corps’ original areal calculation of the Deep Water site was based on a 
disposal volume of 225mcy, but the actual disposal volume is less than half because most of the 
material will go to other disposal sites. ODFW has repeatedly requested that the size of the 
proposed site be adjusted (reduced) to account for other disposal options. However, the Corps 
contends that the site must be large enough to accommodate the full 225 mcy in the event that all 
other disposal options are eliminated. ODFW strongly disagrees with this rationale. It is highly 

S-13   unlikely that all other sites would be eliminated. The Deep Water Site should be the minimal 
size necessary to accommodate the amount of material actually going to the site, and not be sized 
for its potential as a sink hole for the Channel Deepening and other dredging projects. 
Furthermore, the site must be “manageable” in terms of being able to detect and respond to 
adverse impacts caused by disposal. MPRSA, Section 102/Sec. 228.5(d) states: “The size of 
ocean disposal sites will be limited in order to localize for identification and control any 
immediate adverse impacts and permit the implementation of effective monitoring and 
surveillance programs to prevent adverse long-range impacts.” The Corps has often stated they 
lack the funds to do detailed baseline studies and can only do limited studies to address specific 
concerns. This further supports scaling back the site to a more manageable size. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-12.  Specific comments are addressed in S-13 through S-30, and we request that the reviewer 
also see the response to F-2.  The Federal Government disagrees with ODFW characterization of 
the coordination on the Ocean Disposal element to date.  The Corps and USEPA have jointly and 
separately coordinated with ODFW throughout the IFR/EIS study process leading to 
identification of the Shallow Water and Deep Water Sites as candidates for formal designation by 
USEPA in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The USEPA is the responsible agency for designation and 
administration of Ocean Dumping sites under the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries 
Act of 1972, as amended (also referred to as the Ocean Dumping Act).  The Corps is the primary 
user of those sites, here off the Columbia River, and elsewhere throughout the Nation.  The Corps 
coordinates its project-level efforts (e.g., MCR and Columbia River which involve use of 
designated (a USEPA 102 action) or selected (a Corps 103 action) ocean sites with ODFW.  
Previous ODFW comments have been given serious consideration by the two agencies. 
 
This is to clarify the role of the Final SEIS with regard to site designation.  The Final SEIS serves 
to supplement the Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(1999 Final IFR/EIS) by documenting additional information, environmental analysis, and 
project modifications resulting from consultation under Section 7 of the ESA; to update the 
disposal plan; to update the project economics; and to comply with NEPA requirements and with 
the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) without changing the elements of 
the1999 Final IFR/EIS related to the Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites designation which 
will be completed by USEPA.  With regard to ocean site designation, additional environmental 
information (e.g., baseline characterizations) has been generated, which the Final SEIS discloses 
(see Exhibit N).  The Final SEIS discussed new project alternatives, which include identification 
and evaluation of restoration elements as the preferred disposal alternative for river material that 
had been identified in the1999 Final IFR/EIS for ocean disposal.  Under the revised plan 
discussed in this Final SEIS, construction of the restoration sites would preclude ocean disposal 
of any of the river channel dredged material from the initial construction as well as the first 20 
years of maintenance (O&M).  If these restoration features are not fully implemented, the 
channel project material would be disposed at USEPA-designated ocean sites.  The need for 
ocean dredged material disposal site designations remains fundamentally unchanged by the Final 
SEIS and will proceed as discussed in the1999 Final IFR/EIS to formal rulemaking by USEPA.  
The primary need for new ocean sites is driven by maintenance of a separate Corps project, the 
Mouth of the Columbia River navigation channel. 
 
S-13.  The Federal Government disagrees that it did not consider ODFW’s concerns regarding 
ocean disposal.  The ocean dredged material disposal site selection process and resulting 
configuration on the Deep Water Site and Shallow Water Site is documented in Appendix H, 
Volumes I, II, and III.  The ODFW was an active participant in the site selection process and 
contributed much to the final site design.  We disagree with ODFW’s interpretation of federal 
regulation.  The rationale for sizing of the Deep Water Site is documented in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, and anticipates that the Shallow Water Site and North Jetty (a 404) Site will continue to 
exist and be used (see also response to S-14).  The Deep Water Site was planned primarily for 
material from the MCR project as the channel improvement project was expected to only 
generate a relatively small volume to be disposed in the ocean and that mainly generated during 
the two years of initial construction.  The determination of “need” and appropriate “size” to meet 
that need is the responsibility of the USEPA, the agency with statutory authority for designation 
and administration of ocean sites.   
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For several years, expanded Site E (proposed as the “Shallow Water Site”) has accommodated 
and will continue to accommodate, a substantial amount of the annual maintenance dredging 
volume (2.1 - 3.7 mcy). There is no justification to assume that this capacity would decrease to 
zero. Additionally, the Corps proposes two new restoration projects, Miller-Pillar and Lois-Mott 
Island Embayment, which will reduce ocean disposal by another 14 mcy. Though these projects 

S-14   are of concern to ODFW and may result in their elimination, we also recognize that the Corps 
may use these sites. If this is the case, there will be14 mcy less material dumped in the Deep 
Water Site. The decision on the restoration projects will likely be decided prior to final 
designation of the Deep Water Site, thus allowing time to adjust the size of the site prior to 
designation.  Is there any reason the Corps and EPA would not use this information in the final 
size determination of the site? 
 
The North Jetty Site is another disposal option with an annual capacity of 100,000 -500,000 cy. 
In total, the volume of material destined for ocean sites other than the Deep Water Site is 
between 2.6 and 4.2 mcy per year (130 - 210 mcy over 50 years), or between 58 and 93 percent 
of all ocean-going dredge material. That percentage will further with the two restoration 
projects. We can think of no justification for maintaining the Deep Water Site at 9,000 acres 

S-15   (4,000 acres internal). The correct response is to reevaluate the total area needed for the Deep 
Water Site with actual disposal volumes. Another lingering uncertainty is the depth to which 
dredge material can safely be mounded in 200-300 feet water without causing unsafe wave 
activity. The Corps determined 40 feet to be the maximum depth accumulation, but verification 
is warranted. ODFW respectfully requests that the Corps' seek verification of the minimum size 
requirement of the Deep Water Site by an independent source with engineering expertise, such as 
an engineering firm or academic institution. 
 
The DSEIS needs correcting on its reference to the selection of the Deep Water Site. The current 
proposed configuration of the site was not selected by the taskforce. On the contrary, the area 
chosen by the taskforce as the Deep Water Site was magnitudes smaller than the current site. The 
Corps enlarged the site several times following the taskforce site selection process. The Corps 

S-16   should phrase their statements to reflect the actual process that took place. The DSEIS also 
states that the site was selected for minimal impacts to the resources. This was somewhat the 
case when the site was the smaller site proposed by the taskforce, though impacts were still 
expected. The current size could very likely have greater impacts, based simply on its overall 
size. For the Corps to state that this massive site will have minimal impact without the data to 
support this is speculative at best. 
 
Section 4.4.3.10 Management and Monitoring Plan: 
 
The DSEIS states that it will follow an “adaptive management approach” to monitoring and use 
of the Deep Water Site by coordinating management plans with state agencies. The DSEIS is 
vague and brief about what this actually entails and ODFW seeks further explanation. ODFW is 

S-17   not confident the Corps will seek and incorporate input from state agencies and stakeholders on 
actual management and monitoring plans. Our concern is based on the fact that ODFW’s written 
comments on the draft and final MCR Ocean Disposal Site Management and Monitoring Plan 
(MMP) had little if any bearing on the final document. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-13 (con’t).  The planning scenario and volume calculations that ODFW refers to were 
developed jointly by the Corps and USEPA.  The Federal Government has repeatedly expressed 
the fact that the existence of an ocean site does not mandate its use.  Used to the maximum 
(essentially the scenario described), site capacity would be exhausted in approximately 20 years.  
Used less, the life of the site is expected to be more, perhaps much more, than the 20-year 
estimate.  From a Federal perspective, a continuing need for ocean disposal capacity exists at 
mouth of the Columbia River.  Both the Corps and USEPA believe that the site is manageable. 
 
As described elsewhere, beneficial use of dredged material to create habitat for endangered 
salmonids has become the Corps’ preferred alternative for channel improvements in the lower 29 
miles of the Columbia River.  The USEPA concurs with that preferred alternative use of channel 
improvements material.  Construction of the Millar-Pillar and Lois Island embayment ecosystem 
restoration features would use dredged materials from initial construction and 20 years of 
maintenance that otherwise would have been taken to the ocean for the channel improvement 
project only.  Changes to the project do not reduce the necessity for conservatively sized ocean 
disposal sites as described in the preceding paragraph.  In the event dredge material from the 
channel project did go to the ocean, the material would be discharged into a site designated under 
Section 102 (if USEPA’s action is complete) or selected under Section 103 of the Ocean 
Dumping Act.  Such discharge would be in accordance with the then-current Site Management 
and Monitoring Plan (SMMP).  At this point in time, we fully anticipate that ocean disposal sites 
will have been designated under Section 102. 
 
S-14.  The Federal Government agrees with these general observations.  Continued use of the 
Shallow Water Site was considered in the evaluation of need and size of the Deep Water Site as 
described in our response to the previous comment (S-13).  With regard to the new preferred 
alternative to use the channel improvements material for the restoration projects that volume 
amounts to approximately 6% of the site capacity.  This would increase the potential life of the 
Deep Water Site by several years for the MCR project.  It does not, however, significantly alter 
either the need for the site or the size. 
 
S-15.  See responses to S-13 and S-14.  The Deep Water Site has been sized for 50 years of 
planned use.  The capacities in both the North Jetty Site and the Shallow Water Site are based on 
dynamic characteristics of the ocean, scouring material from the sites annually, to restore 
capacity for the next dredging season.  Considering the uncertainty surrounding the exact 
capacity that would be available in any given year, the Deep Water Site has been conservatively 
sized to receive all material dredged from the MCR if necessary.  The Corps and USEPA possess 
the necessary expertise to determine the maximum depth accumulation.  Verification by an 
outside expert is not warranted.  If the North Jetty Site as well as the Shallow Water Site are used 
to their fullest capacity, then the amount of material being placed in the Deep Water Site would 
be reduced and the overall mound within the Deep Water Site would also be reduced over the 50-
year time period. From USEPA’s perspective, there is no time limit associated with the volume 
placed.  The total site capacity remains as stated in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-16.  Selection of the Shallow Water and Deep Water Sites as candidate sites to be proposed for 
designation was a governmental decision made by the USEPA and Corps, the responsible agency 
and primary user.  The involvement of the designation Working Group (particularly the intense 
negotiations following the Draft IFR/EIS that is thoroughly documented in Appendix H of the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS) was a critical component in the Federal Government’s selection of 
alternatives.  The Deep Water Site represents a significant reduction in the size and location from 
the originally proposed North and South disposal sites.  The conservative assumptions used to 
size the Deep Water Site during this process remain unchanged (see responses to S-13, S-14, and 
S-15).  Sections of the Deep Water Site are expected to never be directly disposed upon and 
therefore not impacted, i.e., the identified buffer zone.  The present design allows dredged 
material management flexibility within the site, where a site too small limits management to the 
point of non-management as was our experience with Sites A and B.  As described in Appendix 
H, the internal 4,293 acres (disposal zone) is designed to contain the disposed dredged material 
on the bottom.  To achieve this level of placement accuracy, a more restricted  “drop zone” in the 
Deep Water Site will be defined for each use, thereby minimizing the disposal footprint to as 
small an area as possible.  The result of such a small footprint is that the direct impact on that 
small footprint is maximized for that individual disposal event.  This was explained to the 
taskforce (which included ODFW).  Point-location placement within the site on any given year 
would be monitored.  As the site is used over time, a mound of sediment would build over the 
inner disposal zone, but also over an extended period of time, thereby ameliorating any 
immediate, annual disposal effects.  The extensive work done to evaluate alternatives with 
resource agencies and stakeholder groups through the site selection process led to the 
Government’s decision selecting the Deep Water and Shallow Water Sites for proposed 
designation and refinement of the SMMP.  Subsequent to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, physical and 
biological baseline studies have been conducted at both the Shallow Water and Deep Water sites.  
This work is included in this Final SEIS and has generally confirmed the Government’s 
assumptions from the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and provides additional basis for designation, future 
use and management of the sites. 
 
S-17.  Both the Shallow Water and Deep Water Sites were originally selected for proposed 
designation and if designated will be managed by the USEPA to minimize impacts to the 
maximum extent practicable.  The USEPA, as part of the site designation process, will provide 
the opportunity for further review of the SMMP for the two sites and will make revisions as 
required.  The SMMP will specify a review schedule for revisiting and potential revision of the 
SMMP.  Presently, the frequency is not less than 10 years after adoption of the initial plan, and 
then at least every 10 years thereafter.  A SMMP works in concert with annual monitoring, data 
review, and expert recommendations, and public participation as is required by law.  We 
anticipate the ODFW would be a participant in these reviews as well as annual site-use reviews.  
Annual site-specific use is determined by the Corps and USEPA based upon actual site 
conditions and disposal needs.  The Corps already hosts annual dredging workshops as part of 
their O&M Program. 
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If the “adaptive management approach” is to be based on the MMP, it will not succeed. The 
MMP has two major problems: 1) The MMP is not an actual site management plan. It is not site 
specific. It is a generic outline for a plan. Federal law requires the management plan to be site-
specific, 2) The MMP is designed to not detect impacts until they are highly magnified. The 
“triggers” for detecting impacts in the model require a large change in bathymetry before the 
Corps will do any monitoring. In addition, “monitoring” as defined in the MMP refers only to 

S-17   physical changes, not biological. This is a very critical and deleterious distinction. Without 
ongoing biological monitoring, environmental impacts would be profound before ever being 
detected. The current MMP has no biological basis and will not help the Corps avoid impacts.  
To be effective, the “adaptive management approach” should include a site-specific management 
and monitoring plan for each MCR ocean disposal site with focus on the key biological 
resources. We encourage the Corps to take a sincere “partnership approach” to this process by 
giving equal weight to state and other stakeholders in all decisions on management and 
monitoring. Additional ODFW comments on the MMP are in our written comments to the 
DEIS, the FEIS and the MMP. 
 
Monitoring and Baseline Information: 
 
For any monitoring plan to be effective, it must have sufficient baseline information of the 
biological resources. This includes distribution and relative abundance of important species that 
inhabit the sites. Because of the natural variation in marine populations and the marine 
environment, baseline sampling must occur with enough frequency to minimize the variability 
and yield results with statistical validity. In other words, sampling must occur multiple times 

S-18   within a season, during all seasons, and for multiple years. We have stressed this in all previous 
comments to the Corps, yet the baseline studies designed for the new ocean disposal sites include 
only one week of sampling in July 2002 and one week in spring 2003. This level of sampling is 
not adequate to determine abundance. It will not allow managers to predict or avoid resource 
impacts. The sampling design lacks the statistical rigor needed to produce appropriate  
confidence in these data. Additional sampling days should be added throughout 2002 and 2003. 
We request that the Corps solicit further discussion on sampling design with ODFW and other 
interested taskforce participants. 
 
Section 6.6.1.2 / Dungeness Crab Sampling: 
 
The DSEIS states that impacts to Dungeness crab at the Deep Water Site will be minimal  
because channel maintenance material would not be placed there for 10 years. The statement 
implies that no impacts will occur there for 10 years. The DSEIS fails to mention that the Corps 
intends to use the Deep Water Site for MCR maintenance material in 2003 and, if the habitat 

S-19   restoration projects are not used then that material will also go to the Deep Water Site. The 
DSEIS also states that prior to using the Deep Water Site, the Corps will conduct thorough 
studies to quantify crab. We question how the Corps defines “thorough” (see previous section). 
One week of biological sampling over two seasons is not adequate for measuring seasonal 
distribution and abundance of a highly sporadic species in a dynamic environment. What is 
required is sampling over multiple seasons (years) to see the range in the population. Years of 
crab landings have shown the population to be sporadic, but over time, the range in the 
population becomes more apparent. If 2002 is a low abundance year for crab, it will 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-17 (con’t).  There are different statutory directives for our respective levels of government that 
govern the approach to evaluating resource impacts at ocean dredged material disposal sites.  The 
Federal Government understands that ODFW is working to manage all marine resources within 
their jurisdiction and is concerned about individual localized impacts.  Under the Ocean 
Dumping Act, the USEPA and Corps assess impacts at the population level of particular species.  
Traditionally, the Federal Government assumes that most of the non-mobile benthic organisms 
living in the specific area of the immediate disposal placement will be destroyed.  Because of 
this, biological monitoring is not conducted immediately following disposal.  Based on numerous 
studies at in-water disposal sites around the nation, many organisms, and particularly mobile 
organisms like crabs and lobsters, survive the disposal event.  Even for non-mobile organisms, 
recolonization of the disposal footprint is relatively rapid.  To that end, we believe that the 
predicted biological effects of ocean disposal at the two sites have been adequately characterized 
and disclosed and that those effects are minimal and acceptable.  The Federal Government has 
taken a sincere approach in seeking, receiving and fully considering the concerns and opinions of 
state agencies, stakeholders, and other members of the public. 
 
S-18.  The biological information presently being gathered, along with the previous biological 
information collected off the mouth of the Columbia River by the USEPA and Corps, as well as 
other federal agencies and academic institutions, is expected to establish an adequate baseline for 
monitoring and management of the ocean disposal sites selected to be proposed for designation.  
It is not generally the purpose of designation surveys by themselves to provide the basis 
(baseline) for any future site monitoring, but rather to provide a picture of existing conditions at 
the time of the survey to meet the statutory requirements of the MPRSA and its implementing 
regulations for site designation.  Designation surveys are conducted for the primary purpose of 
identifying and minimizing conflicts with other uses of the ocean to select and designate a 
disposal site, and should not be confused with trend assessment surveys or monitoring surveys 
used to assess the extent and trends of environmental effects which assist in the management of a 
site.  Timing, duration, and number of samples for the biological surveys used in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS are consistent with federal site designation guidance.  Additional baseline information 
has been collected since 1999 and presented to interested agencies, stakeholders, and disclosed 
through this Final SEIS, Exhibit N. 
 
S-19.  The statement refers to marine impacts resulting from the channel improvement project, 
which is the substantial focus of the Final SEIS, not the MCR project or ocean site designation 
(see response to F-2).  If the two estuary restoration features are fully implemented ocean 
disposal will not be used for any material from construction of the channel improvement project 
and for the first 20 years of maintenance dredging.  The Final SEIS fully discloses that in the 
event these restoration features are not fully implemented, then ocean disposal as described in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS will be used.  The Federal Government did not intend to imply that under the 
channel improvement project’s preferred option, the MCR project would not use ocean disposal 
sites; however, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS analyzed those impacts.  In addition, the actual statement 
in the Draft SEIS is, “The Corps is further investigating the distribution and abundance of crabs 
and benthic organisms at the Deep Water Ocean Disposal Site.”  The sentence should have noted 
that USEPA is participating in this effort. 
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underestimate the population, likewise, if it is a high abundance year, it will overestimate the 
population. Additionally, if the objective is to quantify crab density at the Disposal Site, the 
population must be compared to the larger MCR area to determine its relative importance. One 
season of sampling at the Deep Water Site will tell us nothing about crab population levels, 
contrary to what the DSEIS claims. 
 
Section 6 6.1.2 / Reference to Batelle Crab Burial Study 
 
ODFW must once again address the Batelle pilot crab burial study entitled, “Effects of Sand 
Accumulation on Juvenile Flatfish and Soft-Shelled Dungeness Crab”, because it continues to be 
misrepresented by the Corps and others who reference Corps documents. ODFW provided 
comments on the study at the time the report was released and in responses to the DEIS and 
FEIS, though these comments seem to have no bearing on the Corps’ continued reference to the 
study. First off, this was indeed a pilot study and as such, results of any pilot study are to be used 
only for refining sampling methods and developing a more complete study. Pilot studies are not 
used for drawing final conclusions or the basis of decisions. Secondly, ODFW and others echoed 
the author’s warnings that the study had several shortcomings and was inconclusive. In spite of 
several opinions, the Corps continues to present the results of the study as definitive and bases its 

S-20   decisions about impacts on the pilot study. Not only does the Corps overstate the study’s 
reliability, they also misinterpret the information. The authors also warned that the study could 
not be applied to a larger population of crabs, yet the Corps does exactly that in the DSEIS. The 
Corps conclusions on the study are invalid without the data to support them and should be 
removed from the DSEIS and other related Corps documents, as we have advised in every 
written response. 
 
Also in error is the statement in the DSEIS that ”direct and indirect mechanisms” were 
“...thoroughly evaluated relative to the potential for impacts at the Deep water Ocean Disposal 
Site...”. This statement is blatantly false. The Corps’ misuse of the pilot study not only weakens 
the Corps’ credibility, but also is an insult to the scientists and authors involved. Once again, 
ODFW requests that the Corps retract erroneous and exaggerated references to the Crab Study in 
the final Supplemental EIS. 
 
Exhibit K: Dungeness Crab Entrainment Study and Technical Memorandum: 
 
ODFW was surprised to learn that the Corps and the ports had initiated the Crab Focus group 
with the state of Washington to examine dredging impacts to Dungeness crabs. According to the 
Corps and the ports, Oregon was not included in the group because the purpose was to address 
Washington’s SEPA requirements. While this may be the case, Oregon’s concerns for  

S-21   Dungeness crab are no less significant and must also be addressed. Moreover, most of the 
dredging impact issues occur on Oregon’s side of the river. It is the Corps’ responsibility to see 
that all affected parties are adequately involved. The fact that the technical memorandum 
produced from the Crab Focus group elaborates so extensively on ocean disposal issues is more 
reason to include Oregon in the process. We appreciate the Corps’ and the ports’ willingness to 
now include Oregon. Due to our late inclusion, however we are not as familiar with the work in 
progress, so our comments are somewhat limited in breadth and depth. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-19 (con’t).  In the instance of Dungeness crab, the Federal Government determined that the 
impact to the relevant crab population from ocean disposal is likely minimal.  The Corps and 
USEPA based this conclusion on the fact that crabs are widely distributed throughout the coastal 
area, and that neither the Deep Water nor the Shallow Water Sites appear to provide any unique 
habitat for crabs.  Dungeness crab populations do not appear to be declining based on landing 
data.  Individual crabs could be killed during disposal.  This loss of individuals should not 
significantly impact population structure or dynamics. See the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-4. 
 
The Deep Water Site was originally selected because it did not contain unique habit for 
Dungeness crab and its location resulted in the least conflict with the commercial crab fishery in 
the Washington and Oregon region around the Columbia River.  Although there is likely to be a 
minimal impact to crabs, a more detailed research study of crab population and density in and 
around the site is not necessary for designation.  A baseline assessment is required under MPRSA 
and the second of two seasons of data collection were completed this year.  The information 
developed will be used in revising the SMMP. 
 
S-20.  Nowhere in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS or SEIS did the USEPA or Corps use the information 
from the crab burial study as definitive.  In fact, on page 6-23 of the Final IFR/EIS it specifically 
states that the study is “preliminary” and also that, “The tests were limited, and additional tests 
would be necessary to fully define this impact.”  This paragraph goes on to state that, “Disposal 
at the ocean disposal site would result in the mortality of the benthic organisms and some of the 
crabs and fish that are in the disposal location,” a statement that is supported by the available 
information.  Though the burial study is not directly referenced in the SEIS (your comment 
indicated that it was), the SEIS does describe the potential impact to the Dungeness crab 
populations and other organisms by disposal in the Deep Water Site.  The SEIS states, “Disposal 
of dredged material at the Deep Water Site has the potential to impact Dungeness crab and other 
biological resources by direct or indirect mechanisms.  These include burial, turbidity, dissolved 
oxygen reduction and habitat alteration.”  The mechanisms are then thoroughly evaluated using 
existing information.  Consequently, the Federal Government takes strong exception to your use 
of the words “blatantly false” to express your point.  Nowhere in any of the documents for this 
project has the Federal Government ever tried to dismiss the impacts to Dungeness crabs by 
either dredging or disposal.  The Federal Government repeatedly stated that Dungeness crab 
populations will be impacted by dredging and disposal operations.  The crab burial study 
information has only been used as an indication that some crabs may be able to dig out and 
survive, particularly in the thinner layer material as would occur at the Deep Water Site.  Based 
on the Federal Government’s national experience with other bottom feeding species (e.g. lobster, 
blue crab) and the available information for the Pacific Ocean off of the Columbia River, the 
Federal Government has concluded that using the ocean disposal sites will not significantly 
impact crab populations in the Washington and Oregon region around the Columbia River. 
 
S-21.  The ODFW neglected to include in their comment that the Corps and the ports fully 
intended to discuss and get input from the State of Oregon and had communicated with the 
designated Oregon point of contact on numerous occasions.  As the Corps has stated on 
numerous occasions, the Corps recognizes and acknowledges this issue as having regional 
importance.  ODFW’s comment also should note that it has been involved in all meetings of the 
workgroup since June 10, 2002.  This has included meetings on June 26, July 19, October 17, 
October 28, October 29, November 13, November 21, and November 26, 2002.  Finally, 
ODFW’s comment in S-29 indicates that it supports the direction the workgroup is going. 
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ODFW provided written comments to the Corps on the June 9, 2002 Technical Memorandum. 
The memorandum in the DSEIS, dated June 10, 2002, does not reflect these comments.  

S-21   However, we were assured by the Corps and Pacific International Engineering (PIE) at the Crab 
Focus meeting on September 5, 2002, that ours and others comments would be incorporated in 
the updated Technical Memorandum for the final SEIS. The comments provided below respond 
to the written technical memo of June 9, 2002. 
 

ODFW Comments to June 9 Technical Memorandum: 
1) The Technical Memorandum: “Impacts of the Columbia River Channel Improvement 

S-22            Project Dredging on Dungeness Crabs (Cancer magister)” is a draft document and 
should be so stated on the title page and wherever it is referenced in the DSEIS. The 
memorandum should also include the name of the consultant and authors who wrote the 
report, for future reference of the report. 

 
2) The entrainment study summarized in the report is a pilot study, with the primary 
purpose of examining methods to estimate crab entrainment and gathering data needed to 
design a more complete study. The results of any pilot study are to be used only for  
refining sampling methods and developing a more complete study. The title of the 

S-23            memorandum is misleading. Until the study is complete, the title and introduction need to 
emphasize that it is an examination of modeling techniques to determine entrainment and 
that it includes a pilot study. It would be inappropriate to use any entrainment estimates 
reported in the pilot study for developing avoidance measures or mitigation plans. Only 
the more complete study planned for the future can provide the necessary information.  
The title also needs to indicate that the study’s scope is on entrainment due to dredging in 
the Columbia River estuary and river and not a study on ocean disposal. 

 
3) Examination of impacts to crabs should include the full spectrum of dredging and 

S-24            disposal actions from both maintenance and channel deepening. Although this impact 
study is a good start, the Corps needs to conduct entrainment studies at MCR and crab 
burial studies at the Shallow Water Site and the Deep Water Site. 

 
4) Section 3.3: The DIM model applied with Grays Harbor entrainment rates was used to 
conclude that no further entrainment work would be needed upriver of Flavel Bar. The 

S-25            same section states that entrainment rates measured in Grays Harbor are much lower than 
those in the Columbia and are "... not appropriate for the Columbia River...". Table 10 
shows that the entrainment rate for 1+ crabs can be two orders of magnitude higher in the 
Columbia than Grays Harbor. It is premature to draw conclusions on the upriver limit of 
crab impacts until more data are gathered on Columbia River entrainment rates. 

 
5) Section 4.3: Pearson and Williams (2002) extrapolated the pilot study data to 
determine the loss of crab to the crab fishery, albeit, as an example. Nevertheless, this is 

S-26            an inappropriate and dangerous application of the data. Dangerous because other pilot 
studies, such as the crab burial study, have been routinely misused throughout the EIS 
process. 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-22 to S-28.  Comments noted.  Material initially presented in the Technical Memorandum has 
been revised based on the development of a statistical methodology and the 2002 crab 
entrainment research, and this information is presented in Exhibit K-4 to the Final SEIS. 
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6) Section 5: There are statements that conclude dredging impacts would be minimal 
S-27            based on the habitat and DIM models. As pointed out in comments 3, through 5 above, it 

is not appropriate to base conclusive statements about impacts on these models. 
 

7) Section 6: This section mentions disposal options at various sites, but focuses 
primarily on the Deep Water Site. This section is merely a reiteration of the 1999 FEIS 
and provides no new information regarding resource information or disposal impacts. We 
do not see the value in presenting this section or its relevance to the entrainment study, 
which is the sole objective of the Crab Focus Group. This section reiterates the Corps’ 
claim that disposal impact mechanisms have been “thoroughly evaluated” at the Deep 
Water Site. Not only is the Technical Memorandum at fault for not referencing the 
original source of the information (i.e., the Batelle Crab study), but for stating false 
information. 

S-28 
The Technical Memorandum makes other speculative and unsubstantiated statements that 
are lifted directly out of the FEIS. At the very least, PIE should eliminate discussions for 
which they have no direct experience. This would include all references to disposal  
impacts on marine organisms at the Deep Water Site and elsewhere at MCR, discussions 
about the abundance of crabs at the Deep Water site, and reference to the site selection 
process. This section lacks credibility by mimicking speculations of the FEIS. PIE should 
review its sources of information more thoroughly to avoid supporting and making 
unsubstantiated claims. 

 
The final sentences in this section are beyond the scope of this technical memorandum  
and the work being conducted by PIE: “The results [summer 2002 field sampling] would  
be used to verify the conclusions of this technical memorandum with regard to the  
potential for impacts to crab due to disposal of dredged material at the DWS." The 
implication that PIE can develop conclusions about disposal impacts to crabs at the Deep 
Water Site based on no actual work of their own, but on a summary of speculations and 
pilot study data is inappropriate. The statement should be deleted from the technical 
memorandum. 

 
ODFW Comments on Crab Entrainment information provided at the Sept. 5 meeting: 
ODFW is pleased to learn that the entrainment model will apply actual entrainment data 
collected during dredging and at several areas to be dredged. The study seems to apply 

S-29            sound, statistical approaches to study design and analysis. This will provide a good  
estimate of entrainment rates for determining potential impacts to Dungeness crab at the 
different sites, and will help set a dredging schedule that should minimizes impacts. If it  
is determined that entrainment is significant and unavoidable, mitigation measures will be 
necessary to offset the loss to the resource. 

 
Ocean Disposal Taskforce: 
 
At the June Taskforce meeting, the Corps proposed that the Ocean Taskforce expand its  

S-30   coverage of issues to include estuarine and riverine portions of the River. ODFW does not 
support this proposal. Expanding the taskforce’s coverage into the river will dilute attention to 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-29.  Comments noted. 
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ocean issues. The Corps has devoted little time to the taskforce these past two years and progress 
on marine issues has been very slow to non-existent. Furthermore, adding freshwater or estuarine 
issues to the process will be asking participants with marine interests and expertise to address 
issues that may be out of their realm. For example, the Corps asked the taskforce to consider the 
decision of whether to use the Deep Water Site or the two newly proposed in-river restoration 
projects. This is clearly beyond the scope of the ocean taskforce since the taskforce has had no 
involvement with the restoration projects and has never addressed riverine issues. It would be 
irresponsible to assume that the taskforce is the appropriate forum for such a decision. ODFW is 
of the opinion that the ocean disposal taskforce should stay focused on its original intent of 
dealing with marine issues. That is not to say that the Corps should not consider a separate forum 
to deal with riverine issues. 
 

 As the taskforce attempts to redefine its purpose and usefulness, it is important to recall 
its original purpose. The following comments were provided by ODFW in response to the 
FEIS and are still applicable: 

S-30 
"ODFW agreed to the Deep Water Site under the condition that an inter-agency task 
force would be formed and would be instrumental in the management of the site. The 
main objective of the taskforce is to minimize impacts to resources within the site through 
assisting in the management and monitoring decisions regarding disposal operations and 
to help determine special studies that better educate us about impacts and ways to reduce 
them........... the FEIS lacks a clear commitment of long-term support for the taskforce, 
and lacks information about the taskforce’s level of participation in the decision making 
process. ODFW expects the taskforce to be fairly integrated into the decision making 
process with respect to disposal locations, techniques, volumes, baseline studies, and 
monitoring studies. The M&M Plan needs to describe how the taskforce will participate 
in these decisions, and how much weight will be given to taskforce recommendations on 
management and monitoring. There also needs to be a clear commitment from the Corps 
to retain and fund the taskforce over the long-term. 
 
"The M&M plan states that the EPA and Corps will coordinate management decisions 
and make determinations about impacts between themselves and then inform the 
taskforce of those decisions. In our acceptance of the Deep Water Site, we understood 
that the taskforce would be involved in these decisions from the beginning. According to 
the FEIS, some decisions about site use have already been made. Of greatest concern to 
ODFW is the decision to use the southwest corner of the site during the first year of site 
authorization. ODFW was not involved in this decision, nor is it on record in the 
Working Group meeting minutes. The site will need to be adequately characterized for 
habitat and species composition prior to making decisions about disposal locations, 
seasonal restrictions, and other management decisions. The taskforce will need to be an 
integral part of such decisions.” 

 
As a final comment, it cannot be overstressed that the success of the ocean taskforce and the 
resolution of marine resource issues depends on the Corps’ willingness to take on a partnership 
approach by incorporating state agency and stakeholder opinion in decisions related to ocean 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-30.  The management and monitoring of ocean dredged material disposal sites are a federal 
responsibility shared between the USEPA and the Corps.  Delegation of that responsibility as 
suggested is not possible.  The Ocean Task Force is not a decision making body and was never 
proposed as such.  In the Management and Monitoring Plan (MMP) included as Exhibit H, in 
Appendix H of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Corps and USEPA noted that they would “seek input 
from a taskforce consisting of regulatory agencies and other stakeholders, for the management 
and monitoring of the MCR disposal sites” (page H-4).  The emphasized words set out the scope 
of the task force.  The Federal Government held the first meeting of the Ocean Dredged Material 
Taskforce on April 13, 2000 and presented the charge and scope to the task force at that time.  
The Federal Government has been able to use some of the input from the task force to design and 
scope baseline studies; however, the task force has spent much of its meeting time attempting to 
reopen selection of the disposal sites.  That issue is beyond the scope of the task force. 
 
The Federal Government recognizes that issues associated with dredging and dredged 
material/sediment management are important to the states and a variety of stakeholders.  A 
number of initiatives reflect this, including the CCMP for the lower Columbia River estuary, the 
Lower Columbia River Estuary Program, the Corps’ Regional Sand Management initiative, and 
the USEPA and Corps formation of the Northwest Regional Dredging Team (RDT) earlier this 
year.  The Federal Government recognizes that a forum is needed to address the many issues of 
dredging and dredged material/sediment management, but has concluded that the Ocean Dredged 
Material Taskforce is not the proper forum for that discussion.   
 
The current task force will be disbanded and discussions are underway to consider a new forum.  
It is hoped that the State of Oregon will be an active, valued participant in this new forum.  The 
membership, purpose, goal, and geographic extent of the new forum is being examined and 
configured.  As stated by ODFW, there are issues “clearly beyond the scope of the ocean 
taskforce.” 
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disposal. Decisions should be by consensus, and not solely by the Corps. The Corps should 
solidify their commitment to the taskforce through an MOU that includes a mechanism for  

S-30   accountability on all issues brought forth in the process. Any deviation the Corps takes from 
taskforce decisions should be fully explained with an opportunity for review and discussion prior 
to any final decision. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to the Corps’ response on the 
issues raised in this letter. 
 
Division of State Lands 
 
The Division of State Lands (Division) offers the following comments on the Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) DEIS for the Channel Deepening project. 
 

1.  The Division is concerned about cumulative effects of channel deepening not addressed 
S-31               in the DEIS: the number of non-Corps dredging projects that will occur to make side 

  channels as deep as the main navigation channel. The Division has already had several  
  inquiries about the permit requirements for such projects. 

 
2.  No dredged material should be disposed of in wetlands, in riparian inclusions, or early 

successional habitat. Wetlands provide important ecosystem functions beyond wildlife 
S-32                habitat, including stormwater filtration and flood control. Historically, most of the 

  riparian wetlands in the Lower Columbia River have been filled, or diked and drained. 
Current emphasis should be on reversing this trend. We recommend that full wetland 
delineations be conducted on all sites with potential wetland impacts. 

 
3.  The bed and banks of the Lower Columbia River are state owned. The sale of any 

dredged material or other use of that material as an “article of commerce” is subject to 
royalty payments to the Division. The Corps has worked with the Division to notify 

S-33               adjacent landowners of the royalty requirements. However, the Division is willing to 
  consider alternative royalty approaches such as credit back against the State of Oregon 

cost share for the channel deepening project to encourage economic use of dredged the 
materials. 

 
4.  As shown on map of Reach 7, river mile 3 through 29, most of Rice Island is within and 
  owned by the State of Oregon and its designation should reflect that fact. CREST has 
  approved conceptive idea to remove the existing material from Rice Island to address the 

S-34               existing Caspian Tem problem on the island. 
 

To be consistent with those efforts, further intergovernmental effort to address the long 
term use and management of this site as a dredge spoil site must occur. 

 
The Division has sold 80 acres of the Rainier Industrial site (0 through 64.8) for industrial 

S-35   development. However, the Division has surveyed a new site for disposal of material adjacent to 
this site. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-31.  The Corps and USEPA are not sure what side channels are being referred to in the 
comment.  The areas that are required to accommodate the ships forecasted to call on the 
Columbia River have been identified in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Draft and Final SEIS, and 
the ESA consultation.  Information available to the Corps indicates that only certain berths along 
the Columbia River will require deepening to benefit from the channel improvement project 
(Final IFR/EIS and SEIS at Section 4.6.3).  The potential effects of deepening these berths, and 
deepening the side channels that provide access to these berths, are addressed in the Final 
IFR/EIS and SEIS at Section 6.9.  The Corps is not aware of other channels that are planned for 
deepening at this time.  However, should additional side channel deepening occur in the future, 
its effects would likely be similar to the effects discussed in Section 6.9 of the Final IFR/EIS and 
Final SEIS.  Further, any such deepening would be subject to independent review under NEPA, 
the Clean Water Act, and the ESA with either specific authorization or specific Army Corps of 
Engineers’ permits. 
 
S-32.  Selection of dredged material disposal sites was an intensive multi-year process that relied 
upon numerous evaluation criteria, including identification of wetland habitats and avoidance of 
wetland impacts, where possible.  It entailed interagency coordination and development of an 
associated wildlife mitigation plan to address and compensate for wildlife habitat losses, 
including wetland habitat.  This detailed analysis of disposal sites minimized the losses of 
wetland, riparian, and agricultural lands habitat.  Not all habitats could be avoided, thus the 
development of a wildlife mitigation plan.  We are well aware of wetland functions and historical 
habitat losses in the lower Columbia River.  Our proposed disposal plan took these factors and 
information into account.  Further, our wildlife mitigation plan emphasized wetland and riparian 
forest development although these habitats incurred minimal acreage (wetland fill associated with 
the preferred option is only approximately 16 acres, all of which is in Washington).  The 
ecosystem restoration features developed during the ESA reconsultation process will lead to 
additional wetland habitat (tidal marsh) restoration.  No wetland habitat delineation will occur for 
this project.  The USFWS’s Habitat Evaluation Procedures, which analyses habitat quantity and 
quality through use of representative target species, was used to evaluate losses in habitat value, 
including wetland habitats. 
 
S-33.  Comment noted. 
 
S-34.  The designation of W-21.0 for Rice Island has long standing and simply reflects that the 
disposal site lies to the Washington side of the navigation channel.  A change in designation at 
this point in time would likely only result in confusion.  The Federal Government is working with 
the Caspian Tern Working Group in an effort to address Caspian tern management in the estuary 
and elsewhere in the western United States.  Should a viable plan be developed for export of sand 
from Rice Island, the Corps will lend assistance to attain that objective.  We have met with 
entities seeking to use sand from Rice Island and will lend comparable assistance in the future. 
 
S-35.  It appears that the comment refers to the gypsum plant developed just downstream of the 
Lewis and Clark Bridge.  The gypsum plant was built on an old disposal site designated O-65.7, 
not on the currently proposed site O-64.8.  Please inform us if this assumption is incorrect.  Our 
designated disposal site, O-64.8, occurs near the downstream end of Dibblee Point.  We 
understand that a DSL-licensed operator borrows sand from the location for commercial sale.  
Our intent is to work cooperatively with DSL to use the disposal site for navigation channel 
materials and to allow sand borrow operations, dependent upon periodic replenishment by 
dredged material disposal, to continue operations. 
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Department of Geology and Minerals (DOGAMI) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers “Columbia 
River Channel Improvement Project, Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement.” The comments provided below refer specifically to a 
technical memorandum entitled “Columbia River 43-ft Navigation Channel Deepening 
Sedimentation Impact Analysis” contained in the Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report. 
Furthermore, the material presented in this letter represents the view held by the Oregon 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, and does not necessarily reflect the view held by 
the State of Oregon. 
 
We would first like to commend your agencies efforts in compiling the information provided in 
the document, particularly the holistic approach used to integrate the changes that have occurred 
in the river, lower estuary region, the MCR, and the adjacent coastal beaches. 
 
The Columbia River Estuary is an extremely complex littoral system that historically has 
contributed significant quantities of sediment to the PNW coasts of Washington and Oregon.  
The supply of sediment to the coast however, has been dramatically altered as a result of a 
variety of anthropogenic effects, including: 

S-36 
• The construction of jetties at the estuary mouth has essentially controlled the natural 

migration of the bay mouth, resulted in deeper channels, and has caused a broader, 
shallower intertidal region to form within the estuary; 

• The construction of pile dikes along upriver channels have been used to control flow 
velocities and sedimentation patterns; 

• The construction of 11 major and over 200 smaller dams in the Columbia and Willamette 
River watersheds have effectively reduced the supply of sand to coastal beaches. The   
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has indicated that the effects of dam construction 
effectively eliminated the supply of sand to the coast; 

• A reduction in the peak Columbia River flow statistics over the past 60 years, which is 
likely to have reduced the river’s ability to transport sediment, particularly out of the  
lower estuary. These effects have been greatest following the construction of several of  
the largest reservoirs in the 1960s; and, 

• Dredging and disposal practices. 
 
To this we should include: 
 

• Climate effects such as those associated with the El Nino Southern Oscillation 
phenomena, the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, and the apparent long-term decrease in river 
discharge in the Columbia River. 

 
The combined effect of these changes has been to significantly alter the overall stability of the 
estuary-coast littoral system during historical time-scales. 
 
After reviewing the sediment transport technical memorandum, several areas of concern still 
remain, particularly some of the conclusions reached concerning cause and effect along the river 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
S-36.  The Corps also recognized the importance of the five anthropogenic actions identified here 
by DOGAMI and they are addressed in detail in Exhibit J of the SEIS.  Their impacts on the 
Columbia River and littoral system sediment budgets were found to range from large for the 
MCR jetties and flow regulation, to insignificant for pile dikes.  The climate phenomena of El 
Nino and Pacific Decadal Oscillation are mentioned in Exhibit J, but are not emphasized because 
they are beyond the influence of the project. 
 
The Corps disagrees that there is a fundamental gap in the understanding of sediment transport in 
the river or estuary.  The channel improvement project has presented a comprehensive series of 
sedimentation analyses that include the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the June 2001 SEI workshop on 
sedimentation, the 2001 BA for endangered fish, and finally Exhibit J of the 2002 SEIS.  These 
analyses have been based on the abundant available data on the Columbia River and years of 
professional experience with the Columbia River hydraulics and sedimentation.  The 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS provides a complete description of existing sedimentation, including sediment transport 
and the navigation channel shoaling processes.  The SEI workshop and the 2001 BA explain the 
existing system and the potential sedimentation impacts from the 43-foot deepening, with an 
emphasis on the estuary.  Exhibit J of the SEIS provides a comprehensive review of sediment 
processes and trends in the Columbia River, estuary and coast since the late 1800s, with the 
emphasis on the past and potential future changes to the sediment budget.  The SEI expert panel 
affirmed the reliability of the Corps’ sedimentation analyses when they found the Corps 
adequately understood the physical processes of the river and estuary, including flow alterations, 
dredging volumes, suspended sediment and bathymetry changes. 
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channel, estuary, MCR, and the adjacent coastal response. More importantly, it is quite clear that 
there remain fundamental gaps in our understanding, including those of the U.S Army Corps of 
Engineers, of cause and effect in the Columbia River, particularly the transport of sediment along 

S-36   the river, sediment transport pathways and residence times between the river and lower estuary 
region, and the net exchange of sediment between the lower estuary and the coast. These 
deficiencies make it extremely difficult to mange the Columbia River/coast system in an  
effective and sustainable manner. 
 
Listed below are a variety of issues: 
 

1.  Page 2, 2nd para: “However, the jetties caused a large discharge of sand from the MCR 
and vicinity, to the ocean. The sand eroded from the inlet and south flank of the inlet 
following jetty construction has deposited in the outer delta, on Peacock Spit, and the 
shorelines along Long Beach, Washington, and Clatsop Plains, Oregon.” 

S-37 
There is no question that a significant amount of sediment was redistributed along the 
beaches of Washington and Oregon during and after the construction of the Columbia 
River jetties. It is well accepted in the scientific literature that these changes were 
directly related to jetty construction, which effectively concentrated river and tidal flows 
within a much smaller area, and led to the scouring out of the inlet throat (Locket 1963). 
Thus, the erosion of sediment adjacent to and within the inlet, and offshore from the 
Columbia River reflected a massive redistribution of sediment along the coast. However, it 
is also evident from the recent work of Gelfenbaum et al. (2001) that these sediments 
have been almost fully absorbed into the coastal system. The question thus remains, what 
will happen along the Washington coast when this massive redistribution of sediment is 
fully absorbed by the coastal system? It seems intuitive that unless Columbia River 
sediments are able to reach the coast in sufficient quantities, as it did prior to jetty 
construction and the control of river flows, it is quite likely that parts of the Washington 
and Oregon coasts will undergo significant erosion in the future. In addition, these 
processes may be further enhanced through rising sea level, both eustatic and coseismic 
(from subduction zone earthquakes). Neither of these latter effects has been raised in the 
technical memorandum. 

 
2.  Page 2, 3rd para: “However, past dredging and channel modifications upstream of RM 40 

have not measurably altered the available sand supply or sand transport in the river.” 
S-38 

Based on the information available in the sediment transport technical memorandum, it is 
apparent that past dredging and channel modification effects upstream of RM 40 has 
never been adequately assessed. 

 
3.  Page 5, 2nd para: “Global scale climate variations that reduced streamflows were the 

primary cause of the decline in sand transport between the 1800’s and 1972.” 
S-39 

This statement completely ignores the role of major dam construction and the impact 
impoundment has had on sediment supply in the Columbia River. Dam construction 
commenced with the Bonneville dam in 1937, with several other dams having been 

 

Corps of Engineers Responses 
 
S-37.  The Corps and DOGAMI appear to be in agreement over the significance of the MCR 
jetties on coastal sediment processes over the last 100 years.  The Corps also agrees that a 
question remains as to what will happen when this massive redistribution of sediment is fully 
absorbed by the coastal system.  Natural sedimentation processes shaped the coast and 
continental shelf of the Columbia River littoral cell over the previous 10,000 years.  The MCR 
jetties caused localized changes in hydraulics (concentrated tidal flows and altered wave patterns) 
that resulted in the displacement of 800 mcy of sand.  The distribution pattern of the MCR sand 
differed significantly from that of the natural system, with deposition initially concentrated 
offshore of the jetties and not spread out along the coast and continental shelf.  Natural littoral 
forces are still working to redistribute that sand along both the Oregon and Washington coasts. 
 
As documented in Exhibit J, there has been a natural, long-term decline in the Columbia River 
sediment yields to the coast; rates fell from a 10,000-year average of 15 mcy/yr to 7 mcy/yr 
during 1868-1926.  More important to littoral processes is the decline in sand yield from the 
river, caused by both natural and human influences.  Of the 15-mcy/yr 10,000 year average 
sediment yield to the coast, over three-fourths (11 mcy/yr) is estimated to have been sand.  By 
1868-1926, the average sand yield had declined to just over 2 mcy/yr primarily due to natural 
reductions in sand transport in the river and estuary.  The sand yields declined to an average of 1 
mcy/yr 1927-1958, due largely to climate variations and to a lesser extent, water resource 
development in the upper basin.  Sand yields are probably even lower now because of the effects 
of flow regulation by upstream reservoirs that became effective in 1973.  As explained in Exhibit 
J, those reductions in sand yields to the coast are all related to changes in Columbia River 
streamflows and have not been significantly impacted by past navigation channel actions, 
dredging, disposal, or pile dikes.  The proposed 43-foot navigation channel also will not 
significantly impact future sediment yields to the coast.  Sand yields can only return to pre-1900 
levels if the large spring freshets, with high peak discharges and large flow volumes, are restored 
to the Columbia River, and even then the sand yields would be only 20% of the average 11 
mcy/yr sand yields that existed during the 10,000 year formation of the littoral system.  The long-
term climate changes and upstream water resource development for flood control, irrigation and 
hydropower, mentioned in Exhibit J of the SEIS, make the restoration of large spring freshets 
impractical.  Sea level rise and subduction zone earthquakes are outside of the control or 
influence of the proposed project and thus were not covered in the SEIS. 
 
S-38.  The Corps disagrees with the comment.  Over the past 70 years, the Corps has built up a 
great deal of knowledge and a sound understanding of the sedimentation processes of the 
Columbia River.  The effects of dredging and channel modifications upstream of CRM 40 have 
been assessed numerous times, including the following reports that are referenced in Exhibit J of 
the SEIS; Hickson 1930 and 1961; Locket 1963; USACE 1986, 1987, 1999, and 2001; and 
Eriksen and Gray 1991.  The Corps also has conducted special studies that have contributed to 
our knowledge but were not cited in the SEIS.  Those studies include Design Memorandums for 
the 40-foot channel dredging and pile dike construction 1963-1968; Studies to Control Shoaling 
of the Navigation Channel, Lower Columbia River 1985; Maintenance Improvement Review 
1988; Dobelbower Groins Monitoring 1988; and Sand Wave Removal Test 1994.  As noted 
above, in response S-36, the SEI expert panel affirmed the Corps’ knowledge and understanding 
of the Columbia River in 2001. 
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constructed shortly after. To our knowledge, the effects of dams in impounding sand 
transported down the Columbia River has never been adequately assessed. Furthermore, 
the above statement ignores the role of dredging, which has removed substantial  
quantities of sediment from the system. Indeed, there appears to be no comprehensive 

S-39              assessment of the effects of dredging on sediment supply. Finally, in a report concerned 
with sediment transport and sediment budgets, it is surprising that there is very little 
discussion of how these sediments have been disposed of historically or more recently. It 
is acknowledged by scientists that the removal or disruption of the supply of sediments 
from a fluvial system to the coast can have significant adverse effects on the stability of 
the coastal system. 

 
4.  Page 9, 3rd para: “The project also will not reduce the abundant sand supply available in 

the riverbed within the project area.” 
 

As discussed in the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries technical note 
“Columbia River Littoral Cell - Technical Implications of Channel Deepening and  
Dredge Disposal” concerns could be raised over the loss of sediments associated with 
channel deepening, channel maintenance, and MCR dredging. In particular, there is 
evidence to suggest that although sediment does not leave the estuary in large enough 
quantities to supply the coast, sand does come into the estuary from the offshore ocean 
environment (Lockett, 1963; Sherwood and others, 1990; USCE, 1999). These sediments 
are transported in on the flood tide, and over time accumulate in the main channel and 
elsewhere. Thus, any extraction of sand adjacent to the river mouth and navigation  

S-40              channel does constitute a net loss of sand from the coastal system since it continues to 
deplete sand from an already starved coastal system. Because of the lack of information 
on the volumes of sand that enters and leaves the estuary through the mouth of the 
Columbia River, this is probably one of the main reasons why further studies should be 
undertaken to better understand the transport hydrodynamics adjacent to the river mouth. 
Furthermore, although a 3 ft deepening of the Columbia River may not significantly 
influence the ability of the river to transport sediments under the present regime of 
controlled river flows as contended by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the cumulative 
impact of pile dikes and channel deepening over the years from 25 ft, 30 ft, 35 ft and the 
current 40 ft channel has significantly altered the hydrodynamics of the system.   
Whatever decision is made concerning the channel deepening project, it would be   
prudent that a carefully planned monitoring program be established on the Columbia  
River to properly assess cause and effect. 

 
The following comments refer specifically to the material contained in Appendix A: 
 

5.  Page 4, 3rd para: Further discussion is required concerning the temporal variability in  
river flows. In particular, it would be beneficial to discuss the temporal effect of the 

S-41               Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), which may account for the reduced sediment 
     transport volumes that occurred during the warm PDO phases between 1925 - 1946, and 

1976 - 1996. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-39.  This comment refers to a paragraph that is part of a summary of the sedimentation analysis 
presented in Appendix A of Exhibit J.  The impact of Columbia River dams on flow regulation 
and thus on sand transport are acknowledged two sentences later in the same paragraph.  The 
effects of climate changes, dams, and dredging and disposal are examined in detail in Appendix 
A.  Figure 2 of Appendix A clearly shows the decline in sand transport that occurred before the 
construction of the Columbia River dams.  The question of how much sand is being impounded 
by the dams is irrelevant to assessing the potential sedimentation impacts of the proposed 43-ft 
channel.  As explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 2001 BA and Appendix A, there are ample 
sand sources downstream of Bonneville dam to maintain the sand supply for the Columbia’s sand 
transport for many hundreds of years.  The Final IFR/EIS notes that there is as much as 100 mcy 
of sand just in the river’s active sand wave zone downstream of CRM 106.  The sand wave zone 
is only the top 4-8 feet of the riverbed’s alluvial sand deposits that range from 100 feet deep near 
Portland/Vancouver to 400 feet deep in the estuary.  Where dredging removes sand, it will 
expose the underlying sand to the river’s hydraulic forces and that sand will then become part of 
the active sand transport system.  In areas requiring frequent maintenance dredging this will 
eventually result in a 3-foot deeper increment of sand being incorporated into the active sand 
transport system than would occur without the proposed 3-foot deepening.  Sand from upstream 
of the proposed project and the newly exposed sand will maintain the Columbia River’s sand 
supply for the foreseeable future. 
 
Disposal practices have varied with both time and location over the past 100 years, with some 
river locations utilizing in-water, shoreline, and upland disposal, depending on the conditions at 
the time of dredging.  As noted in discussions about disposal practices in Appendix A, a 
complete description of historical disposal practices is impossible because many older disposal 
locations were not recorded.  Disposal practices during the last 20 years have been recorded and 
the important characteristics of those practices are described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and 
Appendix A.  The disposal plan for the 43-foot channel is described in the Final IFR/EIS, SEIS 
and the BA.  As in the past, future disposal practices can be expected to vary depending on site 
conditions, such as volume of shoaling, dredging equipment available, disposal sites available, 
and environmental restrictions. 
 
The Corps recognizes the potential for the removal or disruption of sand supply to the coast to 
affect the stability of the coastal system.  However, as the reviewer noted earlier (comment S-37) 
a sudden injection of sand can also upset the stability of the coastal system.  Over the past 100 
years, the Columbia River littoral cell has experienced an abrupt increase in sand supply caused 
by the MCR jetties and a gradual decline to sand discharge from the river system because of 
natural and anthropogenic changes in the river’s flows.  The Columbia River littoral system is 
very likely still adjusting to both those events and may continue to do so for many more years.  
As described in the Final IFR/EIS, BA, and SEIS, the proposed 43-foot project is not expected to 
alter the river’s sand discharges and therefore will not significantly impact the littoral system. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-40.  The Corps is in general agreement with the comment on the following points; some sand is 
discharged from the estuary to the coast, sand enters the estuary from the MCR, sand enters 
during flood tides, and sand entering the estuary from MCR does accumulate in the estuary.  It 
also appears to the Corps that the recent sand discharges from the estuary to the coast may not be 
sufficient to maintain a stable littoral system.  As discussed in Appendix A, the Corps is 
uncertain about the source of sand entering the estuary from the MCR because the available 
studies of this very complex area provide differing results as to the movement of sand through 
the MCR.  The source may be localized in or just upstream of the MCR or it could be a 
combination of local and littoral sources.  As discussed below, this uncertainty does not affect the 
Corps’ conclusion regarding the project’s impacts because the Corps’ modeling and other 
analysis indicates that regardless of the source of sand entering the estuary, the Project will not 
affect the mechanisms of transport.  Appendix A describes the pathways for sand entering the 
estuary from the MCR as being through the North Channel, with sand accumulation occurring in 
the North Channel and on Desdemona Sands, not in the main (South) channel as claimed by the 
reviewer.  As explained in the impacts discussion of Exhibit J, the proposed 43-foot channel does 
not involve deepening the MCR, the North Channel, or the main (South) channel downstream of 
RM 5, and hydraulic modeling does not indicate any hydraulic changes in those areas.  For these 
reasons the Corps does not foresee the 43-foot channel causing any changes in the movement of 
sand into or out of the estuary or through MCR, or in the areas of accumulation of that sand. 
 
The Corps does not agree that the extraction of sand from the navigation channel, upriver or in 
the estuary, will impact the coastal system in the predictable future.  Approximately 63 mcy is 
forecast to be removed from the river (CRM 40-106) and disposed of upland during the first 20 
years of the proposed project.  As explained in the Final IFR/EIS, BA, and Exhibit J of the SEIS, 
the removal of this material will not reduce the available sand supply or the river’s sand transport 
capacity, and thus will not alter the river’s sand yield to the estuary.  In the estuary (downstream 
of CRM 40) the disposal plan is similar to past practices.  Only 10 mcy are planned for upland 
disposal in the estuary.  Approximately 7 mcy dredged between CRM 20-30 would go upland at 
Rice and Pillar Rock islands and about 3 mcy would be placed on Welch and Tenasillahe islands.  
Approximately 6 mcy would be placed as in-water fill at each of the two ecosystem restoration 
sites (Lois Island and Miller-Pillar).  The remainder of the dredged sand, about 30 mcy, would be 
placed back in-water by means of flowlane and shoreline disposal, minimizing the extraction of 
sand from the estuary and keeping disposal in the active sand transport system.  During channel 
maintenance, sand dredged from CRM 5-13 will be placed in flowlane sites downstream of CRM 
5, keeping the sand in the active transport zone and moving that sand closer to the MCR. 
 
Comparing the 10 mcy of estuary upland disposal to the Sherwood et al (1984) estimates of 
approximately 2,000 mcy of accommodation space in the estuary shows the insignificance of this 
upland disposal volume.  Thus the proposed upland disposal (extraction) is not likely to alter the 
estimated 800 years that it may take to fill the estuary.  It should be noted that there is an 
additional 3,000 mcy of accommodation space in the entrance and that 7,700 years are estimated 
to be required to fill the combined estuary and entrance volumes.  The Corps has agreed to 
conduct a bank-to-bank bathymetric survey of the estuary prior to construction and to perform 
annual bathymetric surveys in and adjacent to the navigation channel.  Those surveys will 
provide an update of overall estuary sedimentation and monitor the predicted channel response to 
the 3-foot deepening. 
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6.  Page 6, 2nd para: “The Corps (USACE, 1999) estimated the current average suspended bed 
material (sand) transport into the Columbia River is only between 0.2 and 0.6 

S-42               mcy/yr”. 
 

It would be useful if the location where this was determined were included in the text. 
 

7.  Page 8, 2nd para: “They also found that sediment was not generally accumulating in the 
main stem reservoirs because of scour by high discharges.” 

S-43 
This statement is not very clear. Does the statement imply that sediment has not been 
accumulating within specific river transport reaches? Or does it suggest that sediment is 
not accumulating behind the main Columbia River reservoirs? 

 
8.  Page 8, 2nd para: “Shoaling in the navigation channel through the river and estuary is 

primarily the result of convergence of bedload transport paths and sand wave 
development (USACE, 1999). This process goes on continuously, but occurs more  
rapidly during river discharges over 300,000 cfs. This shoaling is more a redistribution   
of bed sediment, rather than accumulation of sediment, since it does not change the 
volume of material in a river reach.” 

S-44 
I assume you mean that sediment is constantly moving through the river reaches. 
However, what is the ultimate source of these sediments? The sand must be coming from 
somewhere. Is sand getting through the dams? Is all of the sand from tributaries between 
dams? 

 
9.  Page 13, 2nd para: “However, there are no bathymetric difference studies for the  

Columbia River upstream of RM 48.” 
S-45 

For a river system as important as the Columbia River, it is quite surprising that there has 
been never been an attempt to quantify changes in the volume of sediment upstream of 
RM48. In terms of the effective management of the Columbia River fluvial system, this   
is a major oversight, particularly in terms of assessing the sediment budget of the river. 

 
10.  Page 21 2nd para: “As Table 3 shows, the only estimate of river channel volume changes is 

Hickson's (1961) 140-mcy of erosion between Bonneville and the estuary, between 1920 
S-46              and 1960.” 

 
Has this area continued to erode? 

 
11.  Page 21 3rd para: “Therefore, the riverbed upstream of RM 48 has not been a net supplier 

of sand to the estuary or ocean.” 
S-47 

Given the 205 million cubic yards of sediment dredged between RM40 and RM105, and 
the relatively low flows associated with the Columbia River (and hence low sediment 
transport potential) it is of no great surprise that this region is unable to supply sediments 
to the estuary, except in times of high discharge. Thus, the above statement would appear 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-41.  The influence of climate variation on the river’s hydrology and sand transport is 
acknowledged and references are provided in Exhibit J for anyone interested in more information 
on the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) or El Nino/La Nina cycles.  The reviewer refers to the 
1925-46 and 1976-96 periods as having reduced sediment volumes.  The 1947-75 average of 3.8 
mcy/yr is less than half of the 1879-1904 average of 8.8 mcy/yr.  Sand transport in 1976-96 was 
substantially influenced by upstream flow regulation.  It must also be recognized that the effects 
of any future high river flows also will be moderated by flow regulation from the current 
upstream reservoir system.  The focus of Exhibit J is the Columbia River’s sediment budget; the 
temporal variations in that budget and contributing factors, both natural and anthropogenic, are 
clearly described in the text. 
 
S-42.  This estimate would generally apply to the river between CRM 40 and CRM 125. 
 
S-43.  The statement in question summarizes Whetten et al. (1969) findings concerning sediment 
accumulation behind main stem dams.  It has been rewritten in the revised Exhibit J to say:  
“Whetten et al. (1969) found that sediment was not generally accumulating in the main stem 
Columbia River reservoirs because sediment was being scoured from those reservoirs during 
high flows.” 
 
S-44.  Sand sources are described on p. 8 of Appendix A of Exhibit J in the SEIS.  The ultimate 
source of Columbia River sand is the Cascade Mountains.  Currently, there may be some sand 
moving downstream through Bonneville Dam, but the main sand sources include tributaries 
downstream of Bonneville Dam, such as the Sandy and Cowlitz Rivers, and the riverbed of the 
Columbia River itself where sand is estimated to be 100 to 400 feet deep.  Bedload particles have 
been estimated to travel only several hundred feet per year in the Columbia River.  Thus the sand 
source of most navigation channel shoaling is the riverbed adjacent to and a short distance 
upstream of the shoal location. 
 
S-45.  While knowing the historic volume changes upstream of CRM 48 would be interesting, 
they are not necessary for effective management of the river.  As explained in responses S-36 and 
S-38, the Corps has developed a sound understanding of the Columbia’s current sand transport, 
geomorphology, and dredging and disposal practices.  This understanding supports the 
conclusion that sand volumes changes upriver of CRM 48 are not an important factor in 
determining the project’s impacts on accretion or erosion in the estuary, the mouth or along the 
coast.  The Corps also continuously surveys the river channel to monitor shoaling.  That 
knowledge and monitoring allow us to effectively maintain the existing navigation channel and to 
evaluate potential impacts for the proposed 43-foot channel. 
 
S-46.  This paragraph in Exhibit J is clarified in the Final SEIS.  The 140-mcy had not eroded in 
the normal sense, but had been transported as bedload into the nearby navigation channel and 
then dredged and removed from the river.  That shoaling process still continues, but the resulting 
riverbed volume changes depend on the disposal method used at each site.  Where in-water and 
shoreline disposal have dominated, the volume changes are slight.  Where disposal has been 
primarily upland, there has been a reduction in the riverbed volume.  Combinations of those 
disposal methods are used at most shoaling locations upstream of CRM 40.  Typical riverbed 
changes related to navigation development from 1909 to the present are shown on Figure 13 of 
Appendix A of Exhibit J. 
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to be a misrepresentation of the available evidence, which is acknowledged to be limited, 
and cannot be concluded as such. 

 
12.  Page 39 1st para: “As can be seen in Table 5, there is a large volume imbalance within the 

MCR area. The total unaccounted for loss of material amounts to 247 mcy, between the 
amount of sediment being supplied from the Columbia River (138 mcy) and an apparent 
loss of sediment (- 109 mcy) in the areas surrounding MCR. Some of this sediment could 
be accounted for in the amount of sediment dredged from the entrance channel, but that 
only amounts to about 6 mcy for the entire period. The material may have moved into 
areas further north and south along the coast, areas still within the CRLC but that are not 
accounted for in Table 5. The volume changes further offshore are also difficult to 
evaluate due to lack of sufficient survey data.” 

S-48 
As discussed in the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries technical note 
“Columbia River Littoral Cell - Technical Implications of Channel Deepening and   
Dredge Disposal”, the ongoing erosion of sediment immediately adjacent to the   
Columbia River mouth, inlet, and offshore from the Clatsop plains, reinforces the 
conclusion that the Columbia River littoral system is starved of sediment. For this to 
occur, there must have been a major change in the sediment budget of the Columbia 
River/coast system. Such adjustments can only come about through changes in the  
process environment, or as a result of disruption in the supply of sediment to the coast. 
Although scientists have documented apparent increases in the wave heights offshore  
from the coasts of Washington and Oregon, modeling efforts as part of the Southwest 
Washington Coastal Erosion Study have indicated that this effect results in only minor 
adjustments in the stability of the system (Kaminsky pers. comm., 2002). Thus, the  
erosion of these areas is much more likely to be related to a general decrease in the   
supply of sediments from the Columbia River to the coast. 

 
13.  Page 40 1st para: “The hydrologic analysis of Bottom et al. (2001) indicates that because  

of regional climate trends, annual runoff tended to be below normal between 1927 and 
1944 and then returned to a more normal pattern for 1945-58.” 

S-49 
These changes are directly correlated with warm phases of the PDO cycle. See earlier 
note. 

 
14.  Page 40 2nd para: “Other than the effects due to streamflow changes, the upstream 

S-50              reservoirs did not noticeably affect sand transport or supply.” 
 

What evidence is there that points to this conclusion? 
 

15.  Page 44 2nd para: “From the transport paths and sediment vollune changes it is also 
possible to make an estimate of the volwne of sand that may have entered the estuary 

       from the ocean. Both UC-B and Locket indicate sand moves upstream in the north  
S-51              channel but not in the south channel in the vicinity of RM 4-5. The reports also show 

       that the landward movement terminates around Desdemona Sands. Therefore, if there 
       were any inflow of sand from the MCR, it would be part of the 24-mcy accumulation on 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-47.  The Corps believes the statement is a reasonable conclusion based on the line of reasoning 
presented in the text of the Final SEIS, Exhibit J, Appendix A.  The text acknowledges that there 
are not enough data to calculate an exact answer, thus the need to present the alternative 
hypotheses that are argued in the referenced paragraph and the next.  The analysis utilizes the 
best available data and the Corps’ understanding of river processes to reach the stated conclusion.  
The reviewer did not offer an alternative conclusion. 
 
S-48.  The characterization of the Columbia’s littoral system as sediment starved, conflicts with 
the recent findings of Gelfenbaum et al. (2001) that since 1926 there has been a net accumulation 
of sediment.  The Clatsop Plain inner shelf and offshore areas certainly show consistent decreases 
in volume that suggest sediment-starved conditions.  However, erosion in the MCR and South 
Flank areas may very well still be in response to the hydraulic disturbance caused by the MCR 
jetty construction.  Kaminsky (2000) notes that it is difficult to determine if those areas are yet 
approaching equilibrium with the jetty perturbation of the early 1900s. 
 
Appendix A of the SEIS describes reductions in the Columbia River’s sand yields to the coast 
that have occurred over time scales of 10s to 1,000s of years.  Those reductions may contribute to 
the observed sediment volume decreases on the Clatsop Plain offshore area, but other possible 
causes should not be overlooked.  The Columbia River littoral cell sediment erosion and 
accretion appears to be driven by far more complex physical processes than the comment 
suggests.  Other potential causes of current sediment trends include increased wave heights 
(mentioned, but dismissed by the reviewer), the still active sediment system response the MCR 
jetties (noted by the reviewer in comment S-37), sea level change, and large-scale climate 
variations such as El Nino/La Nina events. 
 
S-49.  See response to S-41. 
 
S-50.  The referenced paragraph is a summary of the results of the report by Whetten et al (1969).  
They examined the Columbia River basin sediment processes and reported on sources, impacts of 
dams, and downstream transport.  The work by Sherwood et al (1990) and Bottom et al (2001) 
also conclude that the dams have not altered sand supply.  Those authors used sand transport 
relationships developed from measured data for the Columbia River near Vancouver from 1964-
70, to hindcast sand transport from 1879 to 1999.  If the dams had altered the available supply of 
sand, a single sand transport-river discharge relationship could not be used for the entire time 
period.  In reference to the difference in sand transport between the 1868-1934 and 1958-1981 
time periods, Sherwood et al concluded, “The dramatic decrease in estimated sediment supply to 
the estuary is clearly related to the decrease in peak riverflow caused by regulation.”  While the 
Corps does not believe that regulation caused all the 1958-81 decrease, we do agree that the 
reduction in sand supply to the estuary was caused by the decrease in peak riverflow. 
 
S-51.  The text of the referenced paragraph has been revised to explain that it is based on the 
theories of mass balance and that converging transport pathways will terminate in an area of 
sediment accumulation.  The available information from UC-B (1936) and Locket (1967) come 
from the beginning and end of the time period and present consistent sand pathways.  The 
volume changes come from Sherwood et al (1984).  The pathways and volume changes represent 
net sediment movement over time.  While the conclusion is not without qualifications, it is 
reasonable based on the best available information. 
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Desdemona Sand. As described above, the 19 mcy of sand eroded from the north  
channel, mid-estuary shoal, Grays Bay, and Brix Bay was the likely source of much of  
that accumulation. The additional 5 mcy of sand accumulated on Desdemona Sand could 

S-51          have come from the river, the MCR, or the ocean. Based on Lockett's conclusions that 
there was ocean sand moving upstream in the north channel, that additional 5 mcy would 
have come from the MCR or ocean. This amounts to an average annual sand inflow from  
the MCR of less than 0.2 mcy/yr.” 

 
This paragraph is speculative and should be revised to acknowledge the inferences made. 

 
Neither the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement nor the technical memorandum on sediment transport provide any recommendations 
to address many of the technical deficiencies acknowledged by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers throughout the document. As managers of the Columbia River, this deficiency 
reflects a serious oversight by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
Several options were presented at a recent workshop on sand transport held in Portland on June 
10th 2002. Two options presented at the meeting included: 
 

• A comprehensive bank-to-bank survey of the lower estuary region; 
• Installation of 3 monitoring stations to quantify river velocity and temperature. 

 
It is imperative that these proposed efforts be explicitly stated in the final document. However, 
we would recommend the inclusion of the following: 

S-52 
(1) The bank-to-bank survey is provided as a baseline survey. Given many of the 

acknowledged gaps in our understanding of the Columbia River, particularly the issue of 
sediment budgets, it would be prudent to undertake additional follow-up surveys to assess 
morphological changes in the river. 

(2) Although the installation of monitoring stations in the Columbia River is a good idea, the 
proposed system would essentially ignore sediment transport. In light of the virtual 
absence of sediment transport measurements in the Columbia River, it is essential that 
state-of-the-art instrumentation be installed to properly address deficiencies in our 
understanding of sediment transport dynamics throughout the river/estuary environment. 
As noted by Jay and Naik (200), it is anomalous that sediment transport is not regularly 
measured on a river as important as the Columbia River. 

(3) Given the complete lack of knowledge on changes in the volumes of sand upstream of 
RM 40, it would be prudent for a complete bank-to-bank survey to be undertaken 
upstream of RM 40. 

 
Finally, the sediment transport document contends that there is no real sediment (sand) issue 
associated with the Columbia River. As noted in our agency’s technical note “Columbia River 

S-53   Littoral Cell - Technical Implications of Channel Deepening and Dredge Disposal” this 
argument is based on two positions to which counter-arguments are offered in the present 
environment of insufficient data: 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-52.  The channel improvement project has presented a comprehensive series of sedimentation 
analyses that include the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the June 2001 SEI workshop on sedimentation, the 
2001 BA for endangered fish, and finally Exhibit J of the SEIS.  These analyses have been based 
on the abundant available data on the Columbia River (Exhibit J references 37 reports and papers 
on sedimentation) and years of professional experience with the Columbia River hydraulics and 
sedimentation.  The SEI expert panel affirmed the reliability of the Corps’ sedimentation 
analyses when they found the Corps adequately understood the physical processes of the river 
and estuary, including flow alterations, dredging volumes, suspended sediment and bathymetry 
changes.  The Corps agrees there are gaps in historical data that limit the sediment analyses 
presented in the Final IFR/EIS, BA and SEIS.  However, the analyses presented in these 
documents accurately portray sediment behavior and hydraulics in the riverine environment. 
 
The commenter’s statement that the Draft SEIS does not include recommendations to address 
uncertainties is inaccurate and surprising given the many discussions with the state on this point.  
The monitoring actions, including those for sedimentation, are described in Table S6-5, p. 6-43, 
of the SEIS.  The sediment related monitoring actions include three hydraulic monitoring stations 
in the estuary, annual reporting of dredging volumes, and main channel bathymetric surveys.  
The hydraulic monitoring stations are being installed to validate the results of the hydraulic 
modeling that there would be no measurable hydraulic changes caused by the proposed 43-foot 
channel.  Annual dredging volumes can be used to assess bedload movement and the O&M 
dredging forecast.  This annual review allows the Corps to track the actual volumes of dredge 
materials against its projections.  This comparison will provide one indication of the accuracy of 
the Corps analysis as presented in Exhibit J.  Significant increases in volumes in the estuary 
above that projected would be one performance criteria that could be tracked and used together 
with other information to determine if there is an unexpected impact. 
 
The proposed project also includes main channel bathymetric surveys to monitor the predicted 
riverbed responses to the deeper channel.  The main channel surveys approach bank-to-bank 
coverage upstream of CRM 48 as requested by the reviewer and will be sufficient to monitor 
river responses along the navigation channel.  Specifically, the survey results may be reviewed to 
determine the pattern of sand accumulation or depletion in the areas being surveyed.  The 
monitoring results could also be used to plan adaptive management strategies if unexpected 
sediment impacts are found. 
 
A bank-to-bank bathymetric survey of the estuary was agreed to as part of the ecosystem research 
actions in the BA.  That survey will provide the data needed to update the volume change 
analysis conducted by Sherwood et al. (1984) on a consistent time scale (1935, 1958, 1982 and 
then 2003).  The need for additional bank-to-bank bathymetric surveys will depend on future 
research priorities.  The planned bank-to-bank bathymetric survey of the estuary will be included 
in the SEIS.  Together these monitoring and data collection measures provide effective tools for 
monitoring the project’s impacts and determining if unexpected patterns of accretion or erosion 
are incurring. 
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• Position One: Because the present system cannot discharge sand to the coastal 
environment, the future extraction of more sediment as a result of the channel deepening 
project and ongoing maintenance is justified. Such actions according to this concept  
would not affect the amount of sediment present in the coastal system because sand does 
not get out of the estuary. 

 
Counter argument: While this may be the case under the present conditions, it has 
certainly never been the case historically. This is a circular argument that overlooks 
significant additional considerations as seen below. Furthermore, channel deepening and 
maintenance dredging adjacent to the river mouth and in the estuary may in fact enhance 
the estuary's contemporary role as a sink for beach sand. 

S-53 
• Position Two: There are considerable volumes of sand within the river and lower estuary 

that are unlikely to run out in the foreseeable future. The removal of the volumes of 
material touted for the channel deepening project and for its ongoing maintenance is 
negligible compared with the overall volume of sand stored in the Columbia River and its 
estuary. 

 
Counter argument: The volume of sediment contained in the Columbia River system is 
undeniably enormous. However, sediment available for transport remains a finite   
resource particularly in a fluvial system as extensively modified as the Columbia River, 
with its many dams and existing flow regulations. Furthermore, although the depth of  
sand contained in the river may be large, not all of this material is available for transport. 
This is because the present fluvial system is striving to reach some form of equilibrium 
state, or grade elevation, that has been imposed on it over the course of the past 5 - 6000 
years in response to a slowing of the post-glacial sea level rise. Thus, the bulk of the 
sediment contained in the Columbia River channel is essentially held in storage, and will 
remain so unless there is a sudden change in mean sea level, or a dramatic increase in 
river discharge. Furthermore, as previously noted concerns could be raised over the loss of 
sediments associated with channel deepening, channel maintenance, and MCR  
dredging, since these are the sediments that are available for transport under the present 
regime. Given many of the uncertainties in the sediment budget presented as part of the 
technical memorandum, and those identified as part of the Southwest Washington Coastal 
Erosion Study, every effort should be made to better quantify and assess the transport of 
sediment throughout the Columbia River system. 

 
References: 
Gelfenbaum, G., M.C. Buijsman, C.R. Sherwood, H.R. Moritz, and A.E. Gibbs, 2001, Coastal 

Evolution and Sediment Budget at the Mouth of the Columbia River, USA, 4th International 
Conference on Coastal Dynamics, Lund, Sweden. 

 
Jay, D.A. and P. Naik, 2000, Climate Effects on Columbia River Sediment Transport, USGS 

Open File Report 00-439, Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Workshop Report 1999, 
edited by G. Gelfenbaum and G. Kaminsky. 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-52 (con’t).  It should be noted that the Columbia River system imposes inherent limitations on 
a perfect understanding of sediment transport.  The reasons for this are; suspended sediment 
concentrations are low, average annual sediment transport is small, bedload moves predominately 
during flows over 300,000 cfs and is difficult to measure, there is a wide range in river discharges 
and large freshets are infrequent, the estuary is large and contains a variety of bathymetric and 
hydraulic environments (such as Cathlamet Bay, the North and South channels, the inter-tidal 
flats, and near the entrance), and the hydraulic conditions at the MCR are complex and hazardous 
to work in when sand transport is likely the highest (high tidal or river discharges and/or high 
wave conditions).  To measure sediment transport throughout the Columbia River, estuary, and 
MCR system would require a very large annual monitoring effort, for an extended period of years 
to cover the wide range of special and temporal variations in the system.  As discussed below, 
such an effort is not appropriate or necessary for this project. 
 
The level of future sediment monitoring necessary in the Columbia River and estuary depends on 
the issues to be addressed.  The Corps, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS, 
identified a monitoring plan to confirm the expected impacts from the proposed project and 
provide a base for adaptive management, if necessary.  This plan addresses the impacts that have 
been identified and provides a mechanism for responding to new information. 
 
The development of a precise sediment budget for the entire system is a major undertaking that is 
outside normal Corps authority and beyond what is necessary for this project.  However, the 
Corps’ Regional Sediment Management (RSM) program may offer an opportunity to address 
some of the broader sediment concerns expressed by the reviewer.  The RSM is a national 
initiative based on the recognition of the regional implications of dredging and other activities in 
the littoral zone.  RSM treats sand as a resource and applies a regional (rather than project) 
perspective to managing sand in coastal, estuarine, and riverine systems.  The RSM program 
encourages collaborative partnerships among stakeholders. 
 
S-53.  The two “positions” outlined by the reviewer suggest a misunderstanding of the Corps’ 
sediment impact analysis.  Position one is not a position advocated by the Corps in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, BA, or SEIS.  The Corps’ analysis (documented in detail in Exhibit J) concludes that 
sand moves in both directions in the MCR and that the volumes of sand moving are small.  It has 
also been the Corps’ position that the proposed 43-foot channel would not significantly alter the 
sand yield to the estuary or the coast.  The 43-foot channel would not enhance the estuary’s role 
as a sink for coastal sands in the foreseeable future, as explained in Exhibit J and in response to 
comment S-40. 
 
Position two addresses only one aspect (supply) of the sediment system.  The Corps’ arguments 
supporting our conclusion that there will be no significant changes to the sediment or sand 
budgets are based on there being insignificant or no measurable changes to the systems transport 
capacity or sand supply.  The Corps recognizes that not all the sand in the Columbia River’s bed 
will be available for transport, but as explained in response to comment S-39, only a small 
fraction of that sand is needed to maintain the sand supply.  The comment seems to confuse sand 
supply with sand transport potential.  The sand on or just below the surface of the riverbed 
represents the available sand supply.  How much of that sand may be in transport over any given 
time depends on the river’s discharge and resulting sand transport potential.  As has been stated 
in responses to your comments S-36 through S-52, the Corps believes it has adequately assessed 
the proposed 43-foot channel’s potential sedimentation impacts to the river, estuary, and coast. 
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Lockett, J.B., 1963. Phenomena affecting improvement of the lower Columbia estuary and 
entrance. Federal Interagency Sedimentation Conference, Jackson, Mississippi, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, 626-668. 

 
Oregon Economic & Community Development Department 
 
The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department has reviewed the US Army 
Corps of Engineers' Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements and 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). The Oregon Economic and Community Development 
Department supports deepening the Columbia River channel to 43 feet as proposed in the SEIS. 
We offer the following comments concerning the economic impacts of this proposal. 
 
Maintaining economically competitive ports on the Columbia River is a key to Oregon’s 
economy remaining competitive in a global market. The Columbia River serves as a vital trade 
corridor for Oregon’s manufactured goods and agricultural commodities as well as a large share 
of the nation’s grain exports. In 1997, approximately 30 million metric tons of cargo valued at 
$13 billion moved through the lower Columbia River ports. This is due in part to the lower 

S-54   Columbia River providing the shortest route to Asian markets for exports. Asian markets not 
only receive the majority of the waterborne trade from the West Coast, but have also served as a 
critical component of Oregon’s economic growth during this decade. The Oregon Economic and 
Community Development Department believes it is necessary to maintain a strong and direct  
link to Asian and international markets in order to ensure Oregon's current and future economic 
health and diversity. 
 
The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department supports the analysis and 
conclusion of the SEIS and the restated reports. The reports document that over time there has 
been growth in the level of waterborne commerce on the Columbia River. With this growth we 
have seen an increase in the average vessel size due in part to the efficiency gains for shippers 
using larger, deeper draft vessels to transport bulk items such as grain as well as containerized 
goods. Without deepening the channel, these vessels cannot come into Portland fully loaded,  
thus making the Columbia River ports less competitive. This creates market pressure to utilize 
California and Puget Sound ports, increasing the costs of shipping cargo to and from Oregon. If 
the Columbia River channel is not deepened, Oregon companies will probably lose business to 
other locations with lower transportation costs and Oregon consumers will simply have to pay 
more. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-54.  Comment acknowledged. 
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Sept 15, 2002 
 
 
 
Robert Willis       Judy Grigg 
CENWP-EM-E       Port of Longview 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Portland Dist.  PO Box 1258 
PO Box 2986       Longview, WA  98632-7739 
Portland OR 97208-2946 
 
 
RE: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for 
Columbia River Channel Improvement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Willis and Ms. Grigg, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Columbia River Channel Improvement 
Project Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (DSEIS). 
 
In our prior communications, including the September 29, 2000 letters denying section 
401 water quality certification and consistency with Washington’s coastal zone 
management program, Department of Ecology (Ecology) has raised a number of 
concerns. Our understanding is that this DSEIS was prepared, in part, to respond to those 
concerns. We also understand that considerable effort was focused on other topics, 
including salmon listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

S-55 
We would like to thank the Ports and the Corps for the significant work over the past year 
to address the concerns of Ecology and other state agencies. This DSEIS marks a “check 
point” in that effort. The ongoing process to address the issues of concern has included 
numerous focus meetings and the production of technical memoranda which are attached 
in an appendix to the DSEIS. Our comments today are part of that ongoing dialogue. 
 
Ecology has already provided input (written and verbal) on many of the issues. These 
comments will provide an update on Ecology’s view of the issues, particularly those 
topics for which information was developed too late for Ecology to provide input prior to 
the publication of the DSEIS. Additionally, we will try to summarize previous statements 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-55.  Comment noted.  The scope and purpose of the SEIS is further explained in our response at F-2.  
Detailed responses to Ecology’s comments are below. 
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that still remain relevant. Our detailed comments are attached. We hope that our concerns 
will be addressed and integrated into the final SEIS. 
 
If you have questions, comments, or concerns, please contact me at 
bmcf461@ecy.wa.gov or 360 407 6976. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Brenden McFarland 
Environmental Coordination Section Manager 
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program 
 
 
 
attachment: detailed comments 
 
 
cc (via email): 
Laura Hicks, Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
Dianne Perry, Port of Portland 
John Malek, EPA 
Carol Jolly, Governor Locke's Office 
Gary Cooper, WA DNR 
Bob Burkle, WA DFW 
Steve Manlow, WA DFW 
Bill Jolly, WA Department of Parks and Recreation 
Mike DeSimone. Pacific County 
Tom Byler, Governor Kitzhaber’s Office 
Russell Harding, OR DEQ 
Christine Valentine, OR DCLD 
Jonathan Allan, OR DOGAMI 
Dave Hunt, Channel Coalition 
Matt Van Ness, CREST  
Dale Beasley, CRCFA 
Peter Huhtala, CDOG 
Tracey McKenzie, PIE 
Kristin Rich, PIE 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Department of Ecology’s 
Detailed Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project 
 
 
Ecology’s detailed comments are organized under the following headings: 
 

• Aquatic Resources (including crab, sturgeon, and other organisms) 
• Wetlands 
• Sand Management and Sedimentation  
• Shoreline and Coastal Zone Management  

 
While these subjects are used as topical headings, the material ties to our 401 and CZM 
decisions. All the topics covered were previously cited in our September 29, 2000 letters 
denying 401 certification and CZM consistency. The material in the final supplemental 
EIS (including response to comments) is a tool that will help inform our permit 
decsionmaking. 
 
We want to make it clear that we are appreciative of the progress made towards 
addressing the issues we raised previously. Depending on the issue, the amount of 
progress varies. For example, we are appreciative of the measures taken to assess the 
impacts on crab from entrainment, yet we would like to see more work on mitigating for 
those impacts. Additionally, we would like to see more work on the disposal impacts and 
habitat alteration impacts to crabs. Other topics also reflect this balance of progress 
versus remaining issues to address. 

S-56 
The introduction of an adaptive management approach may hold the best prospect of 
addressing Ecology concerns on many of the issues. For some issues there is uncertainty 
associated with the topic (such as crab and sand management), yet acquisition of 
information cannot be accomplished within a short time frame. In order for Ecology to 
make decisions in the short-term, we will need to outline in greater detail future studies 
planned and determine appropriate actions in response to potential outcomes of such 
studies. Additionally, Ecology would need to formalize an adaptive management 
agreement that requires future decisions in order to provide the assurances necessary for 
more immediate permit decisions. 
 
In order to put in place an adaptive management approach, we would need to have a 
discussion on how best to deal with overlaps between Ecology concerns and elements of 
the adaptive management approach involving federal agencies resulting from the ESA 
reconsultation process. For Ecology permitting needs, we cannot necessarily rely on an 
agreement between the federal agencies that would exclude our agency from review and 
approval of study plans, reports, and decisions about resulting actions. 
 
We look forward to response to our comments and are interested in ongoing discussion to 
resolve the remaining issues. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-56.  The Corps concurs that an adaptive management approach is likely the best approach in dealing 
with several of the issues that still have some level of concern with your agency.  It is the Corps’ intent 
to have a separate process from the ESA adaptive management process for the state issues related to 
water quality and coastal zone authorities, since the issues with the states are much broader.  This 
process has been proposed and recently discussed with WDOE, ODEQ, ODLCD, and USEPA as an 
adaptive management process to deal with 401 and CZMA concerns with both states and to discuss 
both the channel improvement project and the Mouth of the Columbia River project from a regulatory 
perspective. 
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Aquatic Resources (including crab, sturgeon, and other organisms) 
 
 
The comments in this section focus on issues related to marine and freshwater aquatic 
resources particularly Dungeness crab, Sturgeon, Smelt and their essential habitat.  The 
comments take into account the Technical Memoranda included in Appendix K of the 
Draft SEIS and discussions of the Crab Technical Focus group including information 
presented on September 5, 2002 that have not yet been incorporated into the Draft SEIS. 

S-57 
Ecology recognizes the applicant’s efforts toward addressing many of the issues raised in 
the 401 denial and CZM consistency letter regarding potential impacts to Dungeness 
crabs, Sturgeon and Smelt through the recently conducted and in progress studies. 
Findings from these studies will provide useful information on the magnitude of direct 
entrainment impacts, indirect impacts to some aspects of habitat change, and disposal 
impacts.  Much of this information however will not be available prior to permit decision 
deadlines.  A framework explicitly detailing how results of these ‘studies in progress’ 
will address the existing concerns and be interpreted to inform project management 
decisions should be included in the final SEIS. 
 
The comments below on this topic include a table organizing Ecology’s concerns and 
expectations followed by comments focusing on the crab technical memorandum. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-57 (includes responses to table).  The table provided is unclear as to how the Department would have 
expectations shown in column 7 in the table without completing the management decisions specified as 
incomplete in column 6 of the table.  In addition, most of the issues discussed in column 5 have been 
resolved and the studies are either completed or underway.  Baseline studies for the proposed ocean 
disposal sites were completed and the information is disclosed as part of the Final SEIS, Exhibit N.  As 
noted in the response to F-2 assessments for sites designation are contained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS. 
 
Crab impacts from entrainment 1, bullet 1:  This task has been completed except for the final salinity 
versus abundance model using data collected in 2002.  Please see information provided in the Final 
SEIS, Exhibit K-4. 
 
Crab impacts from entrainment 1, bullet 2:  The Corps is funding three additional hydraulic monitoring 
stations in the estuary.  These stations, in addition to the rest of the CORIE monitoring network, collect 
real time data for both flow and salinity.  This information will be used to the extent practicable to 
schedule dredging for the construction of the project, to minimize impacts to crabs.  It may not be 
possible to schedule the dredges for the O&M program.  O&M dredging is performed after the spring 
freshet and when shoaling infringes on the authorized channel depth, usually during the summer. 
 
Crab impacts from entrainment 1, bullet 3:  The Corps will continue to avoid and minimize 
entrainment impacts to Dungeness crab to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
Crab impacts from disposal, bullet 1 to 3:  The preferred option for dredged material disposal during 
channel improvement project construction for CRM 3-30 would be to place it in a temporary 
construction sump between CRM 18-20 for subsequent construction of the Lois Island ecosystem 
restoration feature rather than ocean disposal.  All data collected to date indicates no crab occur at that 
Lois Island location based on its low salinity.  Consequently, there is no need to develop a statistically 
robust experimental design or mitigation for construction disposal.  There is a potential to impact crabs 
with O&M flowlane disposal downstream of CRM 5.  This flowlane area is small compared to the 
estuarine area (CRM 15 to mouth, bank to bank) inhabited by Dungeness crab.  The project flowlane 
disposal increment compared to the existing condition is small.  Baseline studies for the proposed 
ocean disposal sites were completed and the information is disclosed as part of the Final SEIS, Exhibit 
N.  Assessments for site designation are contained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS. 
 
Crab impacts 3, bullet 1-3:  A bank-to-bank bathymetric survey will be obtained prior to construction 
of the deepened channel.  Up-to-date bathymetry was used in the salinity models for the navigation and 
main channels where the potential impacts are expected to occur.  The oldest bathymetry used in the 
models was for those areas outside of the main channel.  The modeling results presented in the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS and the 2001 BA indicate that hydraulic and salinity changes range from none to very 
slight for areas away from the navigation channel.  Updating the models’ bathymetry may result in 
slightly different base condition results, but would not alter the with-project impact levels.  The 
existing model results provide the level of understanding of the estuary’s hydrodynamics necessary to 
judge the project’s potential impacts to circulation, salinity, temperature, and the ETM.  The SEI 
expert panel confirmed the adequacy of the hydrodynamic modeling during the BA consultation. 
 
Sturgeon impacts 4, bullet 1:  This information is provided in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1. 
 



 State-32

Department of Ecology’s Comments on the Columbia River Deepening DSEIS 
September 15, 2002 
Page 5 
 
 
The table below organizes Ecology’s concerns, the measure(s) being implemented to address the concern, the technical issues and management decisions that 
remain incompletely addressed, and what still needs to be included in the final SEIS. 
 

Issue 
Number 

Issue supporting 
documents 

Applicant’s response Technical analysis remaining 
incomplete 

Management decisions 
remaining incomplete 

Ecology’s expectations 

Crab impacts 
1 Direct impacts to 

crab from 
entrainment  

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
attachment 
Outstanding 
issues8/10/01 letter  
 

• Existing  
information 
compiled and 
analyzed. 

• Entrainment Study 
designed then 
reviewed by state 
agencies. 

• Sampling begun in 
lower Columbia 
River (CR) in  
March and June and 
planned to continue 
through  October 
2002 

• Validation of salinity/crab 
relationship in CR through 
concurrent sampling of 
salinity during entrainment 
sampling. 

• Further sampling upriver in 
Upper Sands, Tongue Point 
Crossing and Miller Sands 
Channel 

• Verification of dredge volume 
sampled (flow meter) 

• Estimate of total crab 
entrained through construction 
of deeper channel and 20 yrs 
maintenance dredging. 

• Estimate of crab abundance 
and entrainment under various 
flow conditions. 

• Determination of the 
level of impact that 
triggers the need for, 
type, and extent of 
mitigation has not been 
discussed. 

• Continue gathering 
entrainment data further 
upstream, analyze data to 
establish salinity/crab 
relationship.  Run model  
with high and low flow 
salinity distribution patterns 
(using newly collected 
bathymetry data- see issue  
no. 3) to estimate number of 
crabs entrained. 

• Monitor flow and salinity to 
determine (on an annual 
basis) dredging windows to 
avoid and minimize impacts 
to crab. 

• Determine mitigation 
requirements in cooperation 
with state resource agencies. 

2 Direct impacts to 
crab from  
disposal 

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
attachment 
Outstanding 
issues8/10/01 letter  

• Burial study 
included in FEIS 
1999 

• Proposed baseline 
study of Deep  
Water Site 

• Results of the study presented 
in the 1999 FEIS did not 
provide reasonable assurance 
that crabs would not be 
impacted from burial or 
suspended sediment.  

• Information is lacking on 
temporal and spatial crab 
abundance and distribution at 
potential disposal sites  

 

• Preferred disposal 
alternatives cannot be 
legitimately selected 
lacking information on 
relative level of impacts. 

• Determination of the 
level of impact that 
triggers the need for, 
type, and extent of 
mitigation has not been 
discussed. 

• A statistically robust 
experimental design to   
assess these potential   
impacts should be outlined 
then made available for 
review and comments  
(before any sampling begins) 
by state resource agencies. 

• Crab populations should be 
sampled and characterized for 
all potential disposal sites  
and monitored post disposal 

• Determine mitigation 
requirements in cooperation 
with state resource agencies. 
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Issue 
Number 

Issue supporting 
documents 

Applicant’s response Technical analysis remaining 
incomplete 

Management decisions 
remaining incomplete 

Ecology’s expectations 

3 Indirect 
impacts to 
crab 
through 
habitat 
alteration 

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
attachment 
Outstanding 
issues8/10/01 
letter  
Comments on 
2001 BA 

• Salinity/entrainment 
relationship 
investigated in the 
entrainment study; 
salinity is being 
concurrently 
measured with 
entrainment    
samples and at 
CORIE monitoring 
stations. 

• A  bank-to-bank   
pre-construction 
survey is planned 

• Model predictions of changes 
to the distribution of salinity, 
temperature and turbidity 
maximum resulting from 
channel construction and 20 
yrs of maintenance needs to be 
assessed with up to date 
bathymetric data.  Potential 
changes to crab distribution 
and vulnerability to impacts 
from dredging or disposal  
must be assessed. 

• An adequate 
understanding of the 
existing physical 
conditions is required 
before potential  
impacts from channel 
deepening and 
maintenance can be 
assessed  

 

• Complete bank-to-bank 
survey and re-run CORIE 
model with new 
bathymetric data.  Apply 
pre and post channel 
construction scenarios to 
predict distributions of 
salinity, temperature and 
turbidity maximum.   

• Monitor bathymetric 
changes in highly dynamic 
areas and entire bathymetry 
at pre determined time 
interval and re-run model  

• Determine avoidance, 
minimization and if 
necessary mitigation 
requirements in  
cooperation with state 
resource agencies. 

sturgeon impacts 
4 Direct 

impacts to 
sturgeon 
from flow 
lane 
disposal 

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
F&W  6/26/02 
Tech memo 
comments 

• Compilation of 
existing information 

• Study initiated to 
assess sturgeon 
distribution and 
abundance 

• Tagging studies to monitor 
sturgeon movement in these 
sites before and during  
disposal 

• Assessment of whether sites 
are important rearing areas for 
sturgeon 

• Assessment of habitat 
use is necessary to 
determine potential 
impacts 

• Development of a matrix 
detailing the potential for 
adverse direct impacts to 
sturgeon based upon what is 
learned from the studies. 

• Specific mitigation 
measures must be 
determined in cooperation 
with the state agencies 

• A monitoring plan to 
continually assess impacts 
that may result from 
maintenance disposal must 
be developed in  
cooperation with the state 
agencies. 
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Issue Number Issue supporting 
documents 

Applicant’s response Technical analysis remaining 
incomplete 

Management decisions 
remaining incomplete 

Ecology’s expectations 

5 Indirect 
impacts to 
sturgeon 
through 
habitat 

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
F&W  6/26/02 
Tech memo 
comments 

1. Study initiated to 
assess abundance, 
distribution and 
type of prey 
species sturgeon 
rely on. 

• Diet analysis from stomach 
content sampling and 
comparison to benthic 
sampling at these sites 

 

• Assessment of  
whether benthic 
invertebrates in these 
deep instream sites are 
important prey   
species 

• Development of a matrix 
detailing the potential for 
adverse impacts to prey 
species based upon what 
learned from the studies. 

• Specific mitigation 
measures must be 
determined in cooperation 
with the state agencies 

Biological impacts from physical changes in the estuary 
6 Biological 

impacts 
from 
physical 
changes to 
the estuary 

DEIS letter 1999 
FEIS letter 1999 
401 letter 
CZM letter 
attachment 
Mar 2001 letter 

Applicant refers to 
findings from the SEI 
independent science 
panel. 

• Impacts to benthic 
invertebrates and their 
habitats requires a thorough 
assessment, particularly 
since they have a 
fundamental position near 
the base of the foodweb. 
Such a review should 
include referencing 
information when available 
regarding ranges of physical 
habitat parameters, 
recolonization rates, and 
species assemblages pre and 
post  dredging  

• When physical 
changes are  
considered with 
respect to habitat 
requirements of the 
benthic species 
avoidance, 
minimization and/or 
mitigation measures 
can be properly 
assessed. 

• Develop a monitoring   
plan that incorporates 
CORIE data collection to 
continually evaluate range 
of parameters benthic 
species are exposed to 
throughout the duration of 
the channel construction 
and maintenance. 
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The comments below (in this section) are an edited version of those submitted to the 
applicant on June 26, 2002 pertaining to the Technical Memorandum (now included in 
Appendix K of the Draft Supplemental EIS ) entitled: The impacts of the Columbia River 
Channel Improvement Project Dredging and Disposal on Dungeness Crabs (Cancer 
magister).  The edits reflect Ecology’s understanding of the status of these concerns 
following discussions at the September 5th 2002 Crab Focus Group. 

S-58 
Section 2, final paragraph 
Although changes in level of impact from existing entrainment due to O&M may not be 
significant, the entire impact associated with maintenance dredging must be addressed to 
determine whether impacts are significant.  Ecology acknowledges the applicant’s intent 
to address of impacts of the entire maintenance volume at the September 5th 2002 Crab 
Focus Group meeting and expects this to be incorporated into the final SEIS document. 
 
Section 3.1, final paragraph 
Application of DIM to entire maintenance dredge volumes, not just incremental 
maintenance dredge volumes must be addressed. Ecology acknowledges the applicant’s 

S-59   intent to address of impacts of the entire maintenance volume at the September 5th 2002 
Crab Focus Group meeting and expects this to be incorporated into the final SEIS 
document 
 
Section 3.3, paragraph 1 
The conclusion that no additional crab sampling or dredge entrainment sampling appears 
warranted in Upper Sands, Tongue Point Crossing and Miller Sands Channel is 

S-60   unreasonable.  Ecology acknowledges the applicant’s intent to sample further upstream 
in theses areas expressed at the September 5th 2002 Crab Focus Group meeting and 
expects this to be incorporated into the final SEIS document. 
 
Section 4.3, final paragraph 
Ecology requires information on Dungeness crab population abundance and impacts 
(both direct and indirect) from dredging and disposal.  With accurate information a plan 

S-61   for avoidance, minimization, and, if necessary, mitigation can be developed.  A 
comparison of the number of crabs entrained to the total number of crabs harvested is not, 
ultimately, the single issue of concern. 
 
Section 5.1, paragraph 1 
The crab/salinity model was developed from Grays Harbor data.  Verifying this 
relationship with entrainment data compared with CORIE stations in the Columbia River 
is desirable.  Assuming this relationship holds for the Columbia River, following 

S-62   construction and maintenance the salinity distribution is predicted to change, with the 
maximum intrusion moving upstream.  This prediction will 1) need to be assessed with 
model runs using new bank to bank bathymetry and verified with post project bathymetry 
and 2) Evaluate any changes to the salinity distribution with respect to crabs.  Further 
intrusion of the salinity wedge is likely to drive the distribution of crabs further upstream 
and increase the area where crabs are vulnerable to entrainment.  Although the absolute 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-57 (con’t).   
 
Sturgeon impacts 4, bullet 2:  Avoidance and minimization has been discussed in a multi-agency group 
including representatives from WDOE, WDFW, ODFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries.  Preliminary 
agreement has been reached for this approach outlined in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1. 
 
Sturgeon impacts 4, bullet 3:  The matrix under development does not contain a long-term monitoring 
study.  Impacts to sturgeon will be minimized to the extent practicable through avoidance and timing 
of dredging actions during project O&M. 
 
Sturgeon impacts 5, bullet 1:  This information has been collected and analyzed and is presented in the 
Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1. 
 
Sturgeon impacts 5, bullet 2:  Avoidance and minimization has been discussed in a multi-agency group 
including representatives from WDOE, WDFW, ODFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries.  Preliminary 
agreement has been reached for this approach outlined in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1. 
 
Biological impacts from physical change in the estuary 6, bullet 1:  The Corps is committed to fund, 
for 7 years, 3 hydraulic monitoring stations in the estuary.  As we have discussed with representatives 
from your agency on November 6, 2002, the Corps will use annual navigation channel bathymetric 
survey data to assess any potential for changes to the physical environment within the estuary and then 
assess whether additional data collection is warranted. 
 
S-58.  Comments and statements about the entrainment study at the September 5, 2002 meeting are 
noted and agreed to. 
 
S-59.  See response S-58. 
 
S-60.  See response S-58. 
 
S-61.  Concur, additional information is added to the Final SEIS from the 2002 crab research and 
modeling efforts. 
 
S-62.  Additional information is provided in the Final SEIS on the crab entrainment data collected in 
the summer of 2002.  This includes further refinement of the crab/salinity model using additional 
CORIE data.  The small change in upstream salinity predicted for the channel improvement project is 
not expected to have a significant impact on upstream crab distribution compared to what occurs now 
due to normal flow and tidal variations.  In upstream areas, crabs occur primarily in the deeper channel 
areas because this is where salinities are highest.  Recent main channel bathymetry was used to predict 
salinity changes.  New bank-to-bank bathymetry will not aid in the prediction of salinity changes in the 
deeper channel areas.  Both the CORIE and WES models are highly reliable in predicting salinity 
changes in the channel areas where the existing information on bathymetry is very good.  The bank-to-
bank survey would only be useful in refining existing conditions in the shallow water areas where 
crabs do normally not occur because of the low salinity, and the predicted salinity changes are very 
small. 
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number of crabs may be small on an annual basis, the impacts over the life of the projects 
may be significant.  This needs to be addressed in the impact assessment. 
 
Section 5.1, paragraph 3 
Sampling also needs to occur further upstream of Flavel Bar, especially during the 

S-63   summer and fall and in low flow conditions to accurately assess potential entrainment 
impacts.  Ecology acknowledges the applicant’s intent to sample further upstream in 
theses areas at the September 5th 2002 Crab Focus Group meeting and expects this to be 
incorporated into the final EIS document. 
 
Section 5.2, paragraph 1 
Evidence supporting the assertion that “...these organisms are expected to recolonize the 

S-64   dredged areas and the habitat is expected to recover quickly” must be cited.  If supporting 
evidence cannot be found, such claims should be removed and this should be noted as an 
issue that will be addressed either through monitoring of benthic invertebrate populations, 
monitoring relevant habitat indicators, or a combination of these.  
 
Section 5.3, conclusion 
It is inaccurate to use the phrase “are not expected to be measurable” if any crabs at all 

S-65   are entrained.  The number entrained may be insignificant based on some defined level of  
significance but is still measurable.  The determination of significance needs to be 
defined in coordination with the state agencies responsible for protecting the resource. 
 
Section 6.1, paragraph 1 
SEIS must address not only impacts due to construction of the deepened channel but also 
maintenance.  A worse case scenario indicates 16 mcy being placed in the Deep Water  

S-66   Site (7 mcy from construction, 9 from maintenance over 20 yr life of project).  Ecology 
acknowledges the applicant’s initiation of baseline biological characterization of the 
deepwater site and intent to examine burial impacts through further study at the 
September 5th 2002 Crab Focus Group meeting and expects this to be incorporated into 
the final EIS document. 
 
Section 6.3, final paragraph 
Evidence supporting the assertion that “The habitat alteration is expected to have  

S-67   essentially no adverse impact on crab populations in this area” must be cited.  If 
supporting evidence cannot be found, such claims should be removed and this should be 
noted as an issue that will be addressed either through monitoring of benthic invertebrate 
populations, monitoring relevant habitat indicators, or a combination of these. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-63.  As discussed at the September 5th Crab focus group meeting, samples have recently been taken 
upstream of Flavel Bar (CRM 10-14) at Miller Sands (CRM 24) during periods of low flow when 
salinity was highest and crabs would be expected to occur.  The results of this sampling are included in 
the Final SEIS. 
 
S-64.  The reference used for this statement is Nightingale, B. and C. Simenstad, 2001, Dredging 
Activities: Marine Issues.  This report is a white paper submitted to Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Washington Department of Ecology and Washington Department of Transportation, July 
13, 2001.  Within the above document, several studies are referenced that support our statement that 
recolonization of the dredged area by benthos is expected to occur quickly.  Specifically: 
 
• McCabe et al. (1996) reported no significant effect of clamshell dredging on the standing crop 

of benthic invertebrates in the Wahkiakum County Ferry Channel.  They reported that benthos 
in slumping channel walls may have contributed to the rapid recolonization. 

• Rapid recolonization (substantial recovery in 3 months) was also attributed to benthos in 
slumping channel walls in an estuary in South Carolina (Van Dolah et al. 1984). 

• Richardson et al. (1977) reported that invertebrates recruiting from surrounding areas could 
facilitate recolonization. 

 
McCabe, G.T., S.A. Hinton, and R.L. Emmett. 1996. Benthic invertebrates and sediment 

characteristics in Wahkiakum County Ferry Channel, Washington before and after dredging. 
Coastal zone estuarine studies. Northwest Fisheries Science Center, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Seattle, WA. 

 
Richardson, M.D., A.G. Carey, and W.A. Colgate. 1977. Aquatic disposal field investigations 

Columbia River disposal site, Oregon. Appendix C:  the effects of dredged material disposal on 
benthic assemblages. Report to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterways Expt. Station, 
Vicksburg, MS. 

 
Van Dolah, R.F., D.R. Dalder, and D.M. Knott. 1984. Effects of dredging and open-water disposal on 
benthic macroinvertebrates in a South Carolina estuary. Estuaries 7: 28-37. 
 
S-65.  The Final SEIS has been revised to include additional data on crabs entrained.  See Exhibit K-4. 
 
S-66.  See responses to F-2 and S-57. 
 
S-67.  The full statement is, “The habitat alteration is expected to have essentially no adverse impact 
on crab populations in the area because the deposited material falls within the range of material that is 
suitable for this species and the prey they consume.” 
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Wetlands 
 
These comments are specific to the Draft Wetlands Mitigation Plan (June 24, 2002), 
Appendix 2, Volume 2, of the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement.  These comments should be considered Ecology’s 
opinion on the Project’s impacts to wetlands from the upland disposal of dredged 
material and the mitigation of those impacts.  Where appropriate, specific page numbers 
are provided; some comments are more general in nature and do not reference a specific 
statement in the Plan. 
 
Page 8 – Please note that Ecology staff have not yet given approval that the proposed 
mitigation actions will compensate for impacts to wetlands resulting from this project.  
We have agreed that the mitigation approach (i.e., large, focused mitigation actions) and 
locations are appropriate, but have concerns over the proposed construction and 
implementation of the plan.  In recent discussions with the Corps and the Ports, Ecology 
and WDFW agreed to drop the requirement for additional HEP analysis with the 
understanding that the sites in the proposed mitigation plan, including the entire area of 
Martin Island and Woodland Bottoms, would not be reduced based on alterations to the 
scope of the project. 
 
Any ambiguity over the use of the embayment or uncertainty over the undefined 80 acres 
of upland must be addressed.  An appropriate contingency should be identified in case the 
applicant is ultimately unable to fill in the 32 acre freshwater embayment on Martin 
Island.  Final approval from Ecology will include a limit on any additional dredge 
material being placed on Martin Island. 

S-68 
Most of our remaining concerns center on the specific design elements of the proposed 
plan.  There is no specific description of construction actions related to mitigation; e.g., 
the elevation, location and extent of berm construction and excavation, water control 
structures, other excavation and fill, and any other construction related activity or impact. 
The final mitigation plan must include a description of pre and post-project conditions. 
 
No slope should be graded to steeper than 5:1 in the buffers or 10:1 in the wetlands. 
 
Monitoring needs to be extended for a 10-year period.  Five monitoring events within that 
period should be adequate; i.e., years 1, 3, 5, 7, 10.  An as-built report will be required in 
addition to the follow-up monitoring. 
 
Performance standards are not necessarily reflected in the monitoring requirements; e.g., 
amphibian egg masses.  However, care should be taken that performance standards are 
reasonable and are within the influence of the applicant; e.g., using the presence of 
amphibian egg masses as a standard of success after five years may not be as practical as 
ensuring the appropriate vegetation is in place for egg attachment. 
 
The Monitoring Plan (Table 2) needs to be combined with Table 3 so the Interim 
Performance Standards are linked to monitoring methods and schedules.  These standards 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-67 (con’t).  As indicated in the recolonization studies mentioned in comment S-68, any habitat 
impacted will quickly reestablish itself and still be useable to Dungeness crabs.  Another study from 
the White Paper substantiates this and is listed below: 
 
Hinton et al. (1992) found there to be an increase in benthos densities after disposal in June 1989, 
when measured in June 1990.  Although a slight decrease in productivity was assumed to be probable 
during disposal and shortly after, successful recolonization occurred by June 1990. 
 
Hinton, S.A., R.L. Emmett, and G.T. McCabe. 1992. Benthic invertebrates, demersal fishes and 

sediment characteristics at and adjacent to ocean dredge material Disposal Site F, offshore from 
the Columbia River, June 1989-1990. 

 
S-68.  The Corps convened a meeting with State and Federal resource agencies and Cowlitz County on 
December 2, 2002 to resolve concerns raised by the agencies and the county regarding wildlife 
mitigation.  Specifically, the agencies and the county addressed concerns over construction and 
implementation of the proposed mitigation efforts at Martin Island and Woodland Bottoms, including 
the concerns raised by the County under its Shoreline Master Program regarding recreational use and 
filling of the Martin Island lagoon for wildlife mitigation purposes.   
 
As a result of this meeting, the Corps now proposes to fill only 16 acres of the embayment for wildlife 
mitigation purposes.  Because the Corps has reduced habitat impacts, including wetland habitat 
impacts, since publication of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, a minor reduction in wetland mitigation acreage 
is warranted.  The mitigation ratio for wetland habitat will still be greater than 12:1 after this reduction 
of 16 acres. 
 
Regarding the rest of the mitigation on Martin Island, the Corps is not including the 80-acre parcel 
once proposed as a disposal site in the wildlife mitigation development plan. 
 
For Woodland Bottoms, the Corps proposes to breach the levees that contain Burris Creek and allow 
that stream to flood over the wetland mitigation acres.  This will provide for a more natural hydrologic 
regime for the wetland habitat, an objective of WDOE, WDFW and Cowlitz County for this location. 
 
Regarding the specific description of construction actions related to mitigation, these would be 
accomplished during Plans and Specifications when the final mitigation plan will be completed.  The 
sponsor ports have not acquired these lands to date but will be required to do so by the Corps upon 
their signing of the Project Cooperation Agreement, a legally binding contract. 
 
The Corps will extend the monitoring period to 10-years after construction with five monitoring 
periods during that timeframe as suggested in your comment.  An as-built report can also be developed 
and provided. 
 
We will combine the Monitoring Plan (Table 2) with Table 3 such that the Interim Performance 
Standards are linked to the monitoring methods and schedule. 
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are more objective and may be more appropriate than some of those given in Table 1. 
Generally, those standards with measurable criteria (e.g., survival rates of planted 
material) are preferable as performance standards than those that rely on anecdotal 
observations (e.g., presence of nesting birds).  This information is useful and should be 
included in the monitoring reports, but should not be considered a standard by which to 
measure the success of the project. 
 
Page 32, Table 3, an interim performance standard for Martin Island is “surface water 
present during normal tidal cycles.”  This standard lacks the necessary specificity to 
determine if compliance has been achieved.  More specific information needs to be 

S-69.  provided in terms of the expected hydroperiod of this wetland.  This and other  
performance standards should be presented in terms of wetland function.  In other words, 
what is the targeted wetland function associated with this mitigation action and how will 
the performance standard track that function? 
 
Page 15 - “Provide a more diverse aggregate of habitat types” is given as a design 
objective.  This can be accomplished in part through the development of “micro habitat”  

S-70.  features such as excavating channels and other depressions (such as behind root wads), 
and creating upland mounds and other undulating features.  This level of design detail has 
not been provided, but will be required in a final mitigation plan. 
 
Page 15 – A permanent deed restriction must be placed on the mitigation sites, in addition 
to title to the land.  A landowner and responsible party must be identified.  For example, 
an agreement with the WDFW which includes a permanent restriction on the use of the 

S-71.  land as a natural area and the understanding that the habitat elements of the mitigation 
plan will be maintained in perpetuity.  It will also be necessary to identify the responsible 
party for mitigation follow-up.  As the applicant, the Ports will bear that responsibility 
unless another party is identified.  That party will have the legal responsibility to fulfill 
the conditions of the 401 Certification regarding mitigation actions. 
 
It is stated on page 27 that wetland functions will be assessed using Ecology’s Methods 
for Assessing Wetland Functions on Riverine and Depressional Wetlands in the Lowlands 
of Western Washington (1999).  However, there is no indication of when and for what 
purpose this assessment would occur.  This assessment should occur as part of the 
baseline study, prior to mitigation action, as well as being a component of post 
construction monitoring; perhaps at years 5 and 10.  This will present all parties with 
information that will be useful for this project and future mitigation proposals. 

S-72 
Baseline monitoring must be done as soon as possible.  There are statements concerning 
assumptions about existing and proposed hydrology, elevation, surface contours, and 
vegetation communities that can not be confirmed without an understanding of existing 
conditions.  Understanding existing conditions will provide more certainty regarding 
anticipated hydrologic conditions (i.e., the extent, frequency, depth, and duration of 
inundation) resulting from mitigation actions. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-69.  The basis for our wetland mitigation element of the Wildlife Mitigation Plan was the USFWS’s 
Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) that analyzed habitat quantity and quality over time.  The 
WDOE was a partner in the wildlife mitigation planning process.  The objective for Martin Island 
embayment was development of intertidal marsh habitat utilizing the surveyed elevation of adjacent, 
existing intertidal marsh to accomplish the objective.  Given the proper elevation from the adjacent 
intertidal marsh habitat, we will then attain a hydro-period identical to established marsh habitat.  The 
WDOE’s requirement for more specific information on expected hydro-period is, therefore, 
unnecessary. 
 
S-70.  WDOE’s desire for development of “micro-habitat” in the Martin Island embayment can be 
accomplished relatively simply during site construction.  The desired elements can be, and typically 
are, described in the final mitigation plan with design detail completed during plans and specifications. 
 
S-71.  While the sponsor port will hold the title to the property, the Corps is the applicant for 401 
certification.  Accordingly, the Corps will require the sponsor ports, through the Project Cooperation 
Agreement, to place permanent deed restrictions on mitigation property after acquiring it.  Deed 
restrictions will ensure use of the land as a natural area and ensure that the habitat elements will be 
maintained in perpetuity.  The Corps is coordinating with WDFW to determine if they will accept the 
role as the responsible party for long-term maintenance of the mitigation sites. 
 
S-72.  Your suggestion for wetland function assessment as a baseline and post-construction monitoring 
effort (years 5 and 10) will be implemented.  Baseline monitoring to determine existing conditions will 
be accomplished during Plans and Specifications when the sponsor port has acquired these mitigation 
lands. 
 
The Corps is aware of Ecology’s concern that mitigation activities should be targeted to develop 
naturally functioning and self-sustaining systems.  And we reiterate that the Woodland Bottoms site 
lies behind main flood control dikes, which makes development of a natural, and self-sustaining 
wetland system difficult.  During the Plans and Specifications phase, the Corps will present a proposal 
regarding the Woodland Bottoms wetland mitigation element directed toward development of a 
naturally functioning, self-sustaining wetland to the extent practicable given existing conditions. 
 
Ecology’s uncertainty over the long-term commitment to funding ongoing active management of the 
mitigation sites is unfounded.  The Corps has established that it can set up a trust fund in which a lump 
sum is placed to cover projected mitigation O&M costs for the project life.  That information has been 
provided to Ecology at several interagency meetings as our preferred method to assure that the site 
management agency, assumed to be WDFW, will have adequate funding to manage the site. 
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Ecology staff has expressed significant concerns in the past over the proposed mitigation 
construction methods; we continue hold the view that mitigation activities should be 
targeted to developing a naturally functioning and self sustaining system.  The use of 
water control devices perpetuates the need for active management which is contrary to 
the goal of ecosystem restoration.  A healthy wetland exists in a state of dynamic 
equilibrium, fluctuating through periods of drought and flood, as animal and plant 

S-72   populations seek out that point where they can survive and thrive.  The use of water 
control structures prevents this natural fluctuation from occurring, holds the wetland at an 
artificial point in its development, and creates an ongoing need for more management. 
We would like to see the Corps and Ports explore construction options that avoid 
structures or facilities that will require regular and routine maintenance.  This may be 
accomplished, among other methods, through a series of step pools or excavation to 
develop the same area of seasonal impoundment. This should help reduce costs over time 
as well.  There is considerable uncertainty in our minds over the long-term commitment 
to funding ongoing active management of a mitigation site.  The potential sustainability 
of the site with little or no active management will provide greater assurance that 
compliance with state water quality requirements will be met. 
 
As stated in the mitigation plan, no planting of wetland vegetation is planned for 
Woodland Bottoms or the Martin Island embayment or excavated wetland.  Success 
standards of 20% cover the first year, 40% by year 3 and 70% by year 5 are proposed.  At 
the same time, a standard of 20% cover of invasive species has been established as a 

S-73   maximum threshold.  The likelihood of meeting these standards will be dependant on the 
hydrologic conditions that are achieved through the mitigation actions, the existing seed 
bank, and the opportunity for new colonizers.  Understanding those possibilities will be 
greatly enhanced with good baseline information.  Specific contingencies should be 
identified as appropriate responses to potential development scenarios at the mitigation 
sites. 
 
The embayment at Martin Island is proposed to be capped with material excavated from 
upland areas on the Island.  Care should be taken that potential problems with invasive 
plant species are not exasperated by this action.  Soils placed near the perimeter of the 

S-74   embayment may be at elevations that are suitable for the germination and growth of 
species such as Reed Canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and Purple Loosestrife 
(Lythrum salicaria), especially if the surface is going to be exposed for extended periods 
due to tidal fluctuations.  Soil from areas with infestations of invasive species should not 
be used where there is a likelihood of continued survival. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-73.  The Corps believes that attainment of the proper site elevation is the key to development of 
intertidal marsh habitat at Martin Island.  Site elevation will mimic that of immediately adjacent, 
existing intertidal marsh habitat, thus assuring proper hydrologic conditions.  The adjacent and 
upstream intertidal marsh plant communities will provide sufficient plant propagules to establish a 
viable marsh plant community at the Martin Island lagoon mitigation site. 
 
As discussed at the December 2002 interagency meeting, the Corps proposes to breach the levees at 
Woodland Bottoms that contain Burris Creek and allow that stream to flood over the wetland 
mitigation acres.  This will provide for a more natural hydrologic regime for the wetland habitat, an 
objective of WDOE, WDFW and Cowlitz County for this location.  The Corps believe that wetland 
plant seeds in the soil seed bank will provide adequate source material for marsh plant community 
development at Woodland Bottoms.  We have implemented test plots in the Salmon Creek 
(Vancouver, WA) watershed that have demonstrated amply that seeds in the soil seed bank will 
propagate and populate these wetland development sites given exposure and water.  Exhibit K-8, Part 
II, has been revised to include contingencies to address native and non-native wetland plant 
establishment in the wetland mitigation units. 
 
S-74.  The final site elevation for Martin Island embayment will be based upon the surveyed elevation 
of immediately adjacent intertidal marsh that occurs below the zone where reed canarygrass is 
observed to be established.  We believe that elevation control is the critical factor regarding 
establishment of an intertidal marsh plant community.  Reed canarygrass seeds, and those of other 
invasive plants, will be transported to the site by the Columbia River and wildlife that use the site.  
That is the simple reality of an ecosystem already compromised by these species.  Regardless of what 
actions are taken to control/minimize invasive species, it must be recognized that they are pervasive in 
the ecosystem and they can be expected to occur at this mitigation site. 
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Sand Management and Sedimentation Issues 
 
Introduction 
 
In review of all the available data and literature it has become evident that the cumulative 
affect of human intervention has converted the Columbia River estuary from a source of 
sand to the littoral cell to a sink of sand that draws in and accumulates sand from the 
coastal zone.  The proposed channel deepening project and proposed 20-yr dredged 
material disposal plan enhances the capacity of the estuary to function as a sink for 
coastal sand, thus maintaining, and likely increasing, erosion along the beaches of 
Washington and Oregon.  Not only does this erosion cause the loss of public and private 
land, infrastructure and resources, the erosion also actively undermines the very stability 
of a fundamental federal navigation facility – the Columbia River jetties.  Until there is a 
radical shift in dredged material disposal practices whereby dredged sand is kept within 
the active transport system and is managed in a way to reduce the losses of coastal sand 
into the estuary, the maintenance of the Columbia River navigation project will come at 
the cost of deterioration of these federal, state and local amenities. 

S-75 
The proposed dredged material management plan of extracting 3.5 to 8.75 times more 
sand from the river and estuarine system than can naturally be replenished by the river is 
contrary to the Corps own regional sediment management objectives of managing 
dredged material as a finite resource and restoring and maintaining coasts as balanced 
natural systems.  The Portland District Corps position that that the lower Columbia River 
and estuary has an abundant supply of sand is no justification for removing huge 
quantities of sand from its active transport system and contributing to the net loss of sand 
in the coastal zone.  The fact that the Columbia River valley contains an enormous 
volume of sand does not mean that this sand is available for transport to the coastal zone. 
On the contrary, the Corps own analyses suggest that the proposed project will increase 
the length of salinity intrusion in the navigation channel, thus decreasing the downstream 
transport of river sand and increasing the capacity of the estuary to accommodate sand 
from the coastal zone. 
 
In summary, the proposed channel deepening project and 20-yr dredged material disposal 
plan exacerbates the deficit of sand supply to and within the coastal zone.  The impact 
violates basic policies of sustaining Washington coastal resources and communities. 
 
The Coastal Sand Deficit 
 
The proposed project is not only a navigation channel improvement/deepening plan, but 
also a 20-yr dredging and dredged material disposal plan.  Regardless of the channel 

S-76   improvement/deepening aspect of this project, the Corps has proposed a substantial 
change in sediment management practices, one that removes substantially more sand 
from the river and estuarine system than previous practices.  This proposed change in 
management practice conflicts with common goals of Regional Sediment Management to 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
S-75.  This comment introduces an assortment of sand management issues without consideration of the 
interrelationships between sedimentation processes, or the physical and temporal scales of those 
processes.  The comment does not appear to recognize the injection of nearly 800 mcy of sand into the 
coastal system following construction of the MCR jetties or the coastal systems roughly 100-year 
reaction to that injection of sand.  Coastal erosion is referred to as a problem without acknowledging 
that the Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study found that for over 100 years, the Washington 
shoreline for 12 miles to the north of the MCR has been prograding and accreting sand.  The statement 
that the estuary has become a sink for coastal sand is inconsistent with evidence that indicates the 
estuary has been and can still be both a source and sink for coastal sand depending on seasonal weather 
and/or hydrologic conditions. 
 
The bottom line concern of WDOE is that the proposed project “exacerbates the deficit of sand supply 
to and within the coastal zone.”  The Corps has recognized this concern and it is addressed in a holistic 
evaluation of sedimentation and sedimentation impacts in Exhibit J of the 2002 SEIS.  That evaluation 
does not support WDOE’s conclusion.  Specific WDOE sedimentation concerns and the Corps’ 
responses are presented in S-76 through S-97. 
 
S-76.  The Corps is proposing some changes in disposal practices that will place more sand in upland 
disposal sites.  Approximately 63 mcy is forecast to be removed from the river and disposed of upland 
during the first 20 years of the proposed project from upstream of the estuary (CRM 40).  Most of the 
new upland sites are upstream of CRM 75 (all are upstream of CRM 43) and many are beneficial use 
sites.  As explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, BA, and Exhibit J of the SEIS, this change in upstream 
disposal is not expected to alter the river’s sand delivery to the estuary, downstream of CRM 40.  
Where dredging removes sand from the riverbed, the underlying sand is exposed to the river currents 
and will become part of the active sand transport system.  Thus, there is no meaningful reduction in the 
sand supply.  The timing and rate of transport of the exposed sand will vary depending on the river 
conditions, just as it would for the riverbed sands without dredging.  Most maintenance dredging 
occurs in the summer when river flows are low, so transport may not occur until the winter, or even 
spring, when the river flow and sand transport increases.  The removal of sand upstream of CRM 40 
should have no impact on coastal erosion. 
 
In the estuary (downstream of CRM 40) the proposed disposal plan is similar to past practices, except 
for the addition of the ecosystem restoration sites.  Only 10 mcy during the first 20 years of 
maintenance is planned for upland disposal.  About 7 mcy to be dredged from CRM 20-30 would go 
upland on Rice and Pillar Rock Islands.  Over 2 mcy would be placed upland on Tenasillahe Island 
near CRM 38.  The two ecosystem restoration sites, Lois Island and Miller-Pillar, will each receive 
approximately 6 mcy placed as in-water fill.  The remainder of the dredged sand, about 30 mcy over 20 
years, would be placed back in-water at flowlane and shoreline sites.  During channel maintenance, 
nearly 10 mcy of sand dredged from CRM 5-13 will be placed in flowlane sites downstream of CRM 
5, keeping the sand in the active transport zone and moving that sand closer to the MCR.  This disposal 
plan minimizes the extraction of sand from the estuary, while meeting other important regional 
economic and environmental goals.  Again, Exhibit J documents that there should be no significant 
sedimentation impacts to the estuary as a result of this disposal plan. 
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retain dredged material within active zones of sediment transport, and to enhance the 
natural functioning of coastal systems. 
 
The Corps has claimed that the Columbia River has an unlimited sand supply and the 
removal of material from construction and maintenance of the navigation project will not 
effect the available sand supply to the coast.  This claim is based on the assumption and 
preliminary model results that suggest there will be no significant change in tidal or 
fluvial hydraulics to affect a change in sediment transport.  Yet the Corps BA (p. 6-57 
states that “…alteration of the channel bathymetry, resulting from dredging and flowlane 

S-77   disposal, has the potential to change the relative balance between the freshwater 
velocities and ocean tidal forces.”  Furthermore, the Corps FEIS states that “tidal forces 
have established a pattern of sediment transport within the Columbia River Estuary, 
which is responsible for the fact that river sediments in transport close to the bottom are 
inhibited in their passage to the ocean.  These forces also introduce ocean sediments into 
the estuary throughout the length of the salinity intrusion. As a consequence, bottom 
sediments from the ocean as well as from the upland areas are gradually filling the 
estuary.” 
 
The Corps apparently misses several key points in regard to sand supply to the coast: 
 
1.  The net extraction of sand from the river and estuary through dredging disposal 

practices results in a decrease in the overall volume of sand in those systems.  Due to 
S-78        flow regulation and up-river dredging, the sand that is removed from the estuary can 

not be replenished by the river in the absence of a catastrophic, unmitigated event 
such as an extreme flood or debris flow from a volcanic eruption. 

 
2.  A decrease in sand volume in the estuary increases the accommodation space of the 

S-79        estuary to accumulate sand and maintains the estuary as an effective trap for fluvial  
and marine sediment. 

 
3.  An enormous supply of sand in the river does not equate to any sand supply to the 

coast.  As noted by Allan and Beaulieu (2002), “The volume of sediment contained in 
the Columbia River system is undeniably enormous.  However, sediment available for 
transport remains a finite resource particularly in a fluvial system as extensively 
modified as the Columbia River, with its many dams and existing flow regulations. 
Furthermore, although the depth of sand contained in the river may be large, not all of 

S-80        this material is available for transport.  This is because the present fluvial system is 
striving to reach some form of equilibrium state, or grade elevation, that has been 
imposed on it over the course of the past 5 – 6000 years in response to a slowing of 
the post-glacial sea level rise.  Thus, the bulk of the sediment contained in the 
Columbia River channel is essentially held in storage, and will remain so unless there 
is a sudden change in mean sea level, or a dramatic increase in river discharge.  
Furthermore, as previously noted concerns could be raised over the loss of sediments 
associated with channel deepening, channel maintenance, and MCR dredging, since 
these are the sediments that are available for transport under the present regime. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-77.  The Corps’ judgment that the proposed project will not significantly affect sand supply to the 
coast is based on our comprehensive evaluation of the Columbia River system’s hydraulics and 
sedimentation processes.  The two independent, three-dimensional hydrodynamic model studies that 
showed minimal impacts to estuary hydraulics provided important information, but are only part of the 
overall evaluation presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, BA, and SEIS.  In reference to the reviewer’s 
two quotes from Corps documents; the first is simply an introductory statement recognizing the 
potential for change, which the BA analysis demonstrated would be negligible.  The second quote is a 
very brief summary of processes that are described in detail in Exhibit J of the SEIS. 
 
S-78.  The Corps has acknowledged that the removal of sand from the river and estuary reduces the 
overall volume of sand in the riverbed.  However, it is critical to place this reduction in context, as 
sand beds hundreds of feet thick will remain after completion of the proposed dredging.  The expected 
reductions in riverbed sand volumes will not measurably impact sand transport in the river or estuary.  
In addition, the Corps’ disposal plan aims to minimize sand removal from the estuary while also 
accomplishing other important goals, such as safe navigation and ecosystem restoration.  As described 
in Exhibit J, changes in the Columbia River’s hydrology, caused by both climate variations and flow 
regulation, have reduced the sand inflow from the river to the estuary to around 1 mcy/yr under current 
conditions, but it has not stopped. 
 
S-79.  As noted in response to comment S-76, the proposed disposal plan only removes 10 mcy from 
the estuary over the first 20 years of the project.  That volume is approximately the same volume as 
would be removed from the estuary for maintenance of the 40-foot channel, without construction of the 
43-foot channel.  The remaining 42 mcy of disposal will be placed in-water at ecosystem restoration, 
shoreline, and flowlane sites.  Comparing the 10 mcy of upland disposal to the Sherwood et al. (1984) 
estimates of the volume of accommodation space, approximately 2,000 mcy in the estuary and 3,000 
mcy in the entrance (includes the MCR, Baker Bay, Youngs Bay, Desdemona Sands, and the lower 
reaches of the North and South channels) shows how insignificant this upland disposal volume is in the 
context of the estuary environment.  The proposed upland disposal (extraction) is small by comparison 
to the accommodation space available for sand and is not likely to alter the estimated 800 to 7,700 
years that it may take to fill the estuary and MCR. 
 
WDOE’s sediment comments indicate a special concern about increased accommodation space for 
coastal sands in the estuary.  As the Corps has described in Exhibit J of the SEIS, coastal sands have 
been and are expected to continue accumulating in the North Channel and Desdemona Sands area 
downstream of CRM 15.  The only removal of sands from downstream of CRM 15 is the 3 mcy that 
would be moved to the Lois Island restoration site during construction.  This 3 mcy would come from 
the South Channel where sand movement is dominated by river processes so there would be no 
immediate impact on coastal sand accumulation in the North Channel and Desdemona Sands.  In the 
longer term, coastal sand could eventually fill the over 400 mcy of accommodation space Sherwood et 
al. (1984) estimated for the North Channel and Desdemona Sands.  This fill space has nothing to do 
with and is not affected by the project because the dynamic hydraulics in the North and South channels 
of the estuary function in different ways.  Based on a continuation of the average fill rates for those 
areas from 1935-58 from Sherwood et al. (1984), it would require approximately 900 years to fill this 
space.  If coastal sand accumulation spreads to other areas of the lower estuary, the accommodation 
space expands substantially to nearly 3,000 mcy.  The removal of 3 mcy would not significantly alter 
the accommodation space available to coastal sands, now or in the foreseeable future. 
 
S-80.  See our response to the DOGAMI comment S-53. 
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Given many of the uncertainties in the sediment budget presented as part of the 
technical memorandum, and those identified as part of the Southwest Washington 
Coastal Erosion Study, every effort should be made to better quantify and assess the 
transport of sediment throughout the Columbia River system.” 

 
4.  A change in hydraulics is not required to result in a greater loss of sand from the coast 

to the estuary.  On the contrary, increasing the salinity intrusion (a Corps-stated 
S-81        impact of this project) increases the distance over which littoral sand can be 

transported upstream as bedload, enhancing the sink capacity of the estuary for  
littoral sand.  The overall effect of this change is to decrease the littoral availability of 
fluvial sand supply and increase the littoral sand supply from the coast to the estuary. 

 
5.  Regardless of the extent of additional impacts caused by the deepening project, a 

review of recent studies suggest that even maintaining the status quo (existing 
S-82        disposal practices) would cause impacts and would need to be modified as an  

adaptive management measure.  Because historical dredging has exceeded inflow of 
fluvial sand in all by six years since 1910 is no justification to continue this practice  
in the future. 

 
6.  The utilization of dredged sand from the Columbia River navigation project is one of 

the few viable options for reducing erosion in the Columbia River littoral cell and 
S-83        offsetting the losses of coastal sand to the estuary caused by the construction and 

maintenance of this project.  The key issue here is that sand removed from the estuary 
could and should be used to restore sand supply to the littoral cell, particularly in light 
of contribution of the project itself to the coastal sand deficit. 

 
7.  The Corps recent change in proposal (as described in the BA) to avoid deepwater 

ocean disposal of dredged sand within the first 10 years of the project by placing sand 
in the Lois embayment and Miller-Pillar pile dike sites is not a significant 
improvement in dredged material management (from a coastal erosion perspective). 
The use of these sites effectively removes sand from the active transport system. 
Moreover, the use of these sites results in extracting a large quantity of sand from the 

S-84        lower estuary (some, if not most of which has been deposited from inflow from the 
coastal zone) and moving it upstream of Tongue Point, further upstream than even the 
extent of downstream fluvial bedload transport and up-river oriented bedforms found 
during low-flows.  Therefore, the use of these sites reduces the fluvial supply of sand 
to the lower estuary, likely extracts sand that recently originated from the coastal 
zone, and increases the capacity of the lower estuary to continue to fill with sand from 
the coastal zone. 

 
8.  Although the Corps agrees that if the estuary were to fill to capacity, then more sand 

would be supplied to the coast, the Corps position that it would take a long time until 
S-85        the estuary is filled is no justification to continue removing more than 3.5 times the 

amount of fluvial supply, enhancing the sink capacity of the estuary and the deficit of 
coastal sand. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-81.  The Corps disagrees with the reviewer.  The Corps believes hydraulic changes, from the 
proposed project or other sources, would be required to produce a greater loss of sand from the coast to 
the estuary.  Sand transport processes are not the same as those for salinity transport; there must be 
strong currents to move sand, while salinity can diffuse in still water.  The hydrodynamic modeling of 
low flow conditions predicted the proposed 43-foot channel would cause only slight increases in 
salinity intrusion in the South Channel, on the order of 1 ppt or less between CRM 10-30, and bottom 
velocity changes of –0.1 to 0.2 fps in the same reach.  Changes of these magnitudes, limited to the 
South Channel under low flow conditions, are not expected to have a measurable impact on the 
predominately downstream sand transport through the South Channel to the MCR.  Furthermore, the 
models predicted fundamentally no changes in salinity or velocities in the MCR, the reach that controls 
the movement of sand into and out of the estuary, thus there should be no change in the rates of sand 
transport into or out of the estuary from the 43-foot project. 
 
S-82.  The Corps cannot respond to this comment because there are no indications of what impacts or 
what recent studies are being referred to in the comment. 
 
S-83.  As has been explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, BA, SEIS, and in responses to other WDOE 
comments, sand removal from the estuary has been minimized and the proposed project is not expected 
to impact coastal sand supplies.  In particular, maintenance dredging between CRM 5-13 will dispose 
of sand in-water downstream of CRM 5, moving that sand closer to the coast and keeping it in the 
active sand transport system. 
 
S-84.  See responses to comments S-76 and S-79. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-85.  See responses to comments S-76 and S-79. 
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Findings of the DSEIS and Exhibit J 
 
The draft document “Columbia River 43-ft Navigation Channel Deepening 
Sedimentation Impacts Analysis” (Exhibit J) prepared by Portland District Corps of 
Engineers, June 2002, appears to be an initial substantive attempt by the Corps of 
Engineers review historical changes and quantify sedimentation processes throughout the 
river, estuary, and coastal system.  However, the report does not effectively evaluate the 
potential impacts of the proposed 43-ft channel deepening project.  Instead, the report 
reviews historical data and literature to construct an interpretation of sedimentary 
processes in the system over the last century.  Thus, while the compilation of historical 
information is commendable, a meaningful evaluation of project impacts is still lacking. 

S-86 
The report makes many statements and draws conclusions that appear to be unsupported 
by the available data.  For example, on page 21 of the report it states “The detailed data 
on riverbed volume changes, sand transport rates, and disposal placement, necessary to 
calculate the sand behavior in this reach does not exist.  It is therefore necessary to draw 
conclusions about sediment processes from theory and the limited data that is available.”  
While the engineering profession may require decision-making in the absence of 
complete data, an important distinction must be made when conducting an assessment of 
environmental impacts.  In making objective and scientifically-defensible environmental 
assessments with insufficient data, often the best professional practice is limited to 
drawing hypotheses, not conclusions.  When conclusions must be drawn from limited 
data, scientists define parameters upon which their findings are supported, similar to 
professional engineers who incorporate factors of safety in order that there are reasonable 
assurances that the safety, health, and welfare of the public are protected.  This report 
contains many “conclusive findings” that appear to either lack the appropriate parameters 
upon which these findings apply and are supported, or they lack the appropriate margins 
of safety necessary to assure that the welfare of the public is protected. We do not agree 
that the available data is interpreted correctly and there is no proposed action to address 
the uncertainties on issues related to the sediment budget in the report. 
 
A few major “conclusive findings” are made that warrant specific mention here: 
 
1.  The report asserts that “past dredging and channel modifications have not measurably 

altered sand supply or sand transport in the river or estuary”.  Yet, the report 
appropriately acknowledges that “Dredging has exceeded sand transport in all but 
seven years since 1910, and four of those years were prior to completion of the 35-ft 
channel”.  The tables included in the report indicate that dredging has played a major 

S-87        role in the sediment budget for most of a century.  Furthermore, because sand 
discharge has been reduced due to flow regulation and irrigation, the influence of 
dredging has increased over the last 30 years.  The Corps has previously stated that 
there will be lower future maintenance dredging levels due to the removal of the sand 
from the system that will reduce re-handling.  This change in practice certainly 
constitutes a change in the sand budget, relative to the current situation.  The Corps 
seems to ignore evidence that the net removal of sand from the system appears to be a 
practice that has been initiated only within the last 2 decades.  Sherwood et al. (1990) 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-86.  The Corps disagrees with the reviewer’s remark that the statements and conclusions in Exhibit J 
are unsupported by the available data.  These analyses have been based on a wide range of available 
data on the Columbia River and years of professional experience with the Columbia River hydraulics 
and sedimentation.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS provides a complete description of existing sedimentation, 
including sediment transport and the navigation channel shoaling processes.  The SEI workshop and 
the 2001 BA explain the existing system and the potential sedimentation impacts from the proposed 
43-foot channel, with an emphasis on the estuary.  Exhibit J of the SEIS provides a comprehensive 
review of sediment processes and trends in the Columbia River and estuary since the late 1800s with 
the emphasis on the past and potential future changes to the sediment budget.  The SEI expert panel 
affirmed the reliability of the Corps’ sedimentation analyses when they found the Corps adequately 
understood the physical processes of the river and estuary, including flow alterations, dredging 
volumes, suspended sediment and bathymetry changes. 
 
The statement that there are no proposed actions to address uncertainties is incorrect.  The Corps has 
proposed monitoring actions to measure predicted environmental impacts, including those for 
sedimentation that allow the Corps to evaluate its conclusions on an ongoing basis.  Those actions are 
described in Table S6-5, p. 6-43, of the SEIS.  The sediment related monitoring actions include three 
hydraulic monitoring stations in the estuary, annual reporting of dredging volumes, and main channel 
bathymetric surveys.  The hydraulic monitoring stations are being installed to confirm the results of the 
hydraulic modeling that no measurable hydraulic changes are expected from the proposed 43-foot 
channel.  Annual dredging volumes can be used to assess bedload movement and the O&M dredging 
forecast.  The main channel bathymetric surveys are to monitor the predicted riverbed responses to the 
deeper navigation channel.  The main channel surveys approach bank-to-bank coverage upstream of 
CRM 48 and will be sufficient to monitor riverbed responses along the navigation channel.  The 
monitoring results can also be used to plan adaptive management strategies if unexpected sediment 
impacts are found. 
 
A bank-to-bank bathymetric survey of the estuary was agreed to as part of the ecosystem research 
actions in the BA.  That survey will provide the data needed to update the volume change analysis 
conducted by Sherwood et al. (1984) on a consistent time scale (1935, 1958, 1982 and then 2003).  The 
need for additional bank-to-bank bathymetric surveys will depend on future research priorities.  That 
action will be listed in Table S4-7 of the SEIS when the table is added to the text. 
 
S-87.  The Corps’ did not include the sand volume changes in the riverbed in our sediment budget 
because neither the riverbed volumes nor the upland disposal volumes are available.  This does not 
represent a major shortcoming since that sand was simply moved from storage in the riverbed to 
storage on shore.  The resulting changes in the depths and shape of the river channel were outlined in 
Exhibit J of the SEIS.  It is the Corps’ expectation that placing future dredged material upland will 
lower the riverbed enough that bedload transport can proceed without interfering with the navigation 
depths and thus reduce future maintenance dredging.  As the WDOE reviewer has noted in comment 
S-80, not all the sand in the Columbia River system is available to supply the sand transport system, 
much of it is held in long-term storage in the riverbed.  As explained below, the available sand supply 
in the riverbed is actually only a surface layer directly exposed to the river’s currents. 
 
Suspended sand is picked up by the river and carried along in the water column at near the average 
speed of the river.  The Columbia River has attained its suspended sand transport capacity before it 
reaches the project area.  The primary sources for the suspended sand are the Columbia’s riverbed 
between Vancouver and Bonneville Dam, and tributary streams, especially the Sandy River.  The 
suspended transport occurs under most flow conditions with the rate dependent on the river discharge. 
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suggests that 49.3 - 100 Mm3 has been disposed in upland sites since 1939.  Over a 
period of 50 years, this amount is approximately 1.5 Mm3/yr.  Gelfenbaum et al. 
(1999) estimates that the river supply of sand during 1935-1958 was 2.6 Mm3/yr 
suggesting the annual upland disposal of sand at that time was less than the annual 
supply. 

S-87 
2.  The report asserts that “The project will not reduce the abundant sand supply  

available in the riverbed within the project area”.  At the same time, the Corps claims 
that the total sand transport is 0.4-1.0 million cubic yards per year (mcy/yr) and 
proposes to remove 70 mcy of sand from the Columbia River within the next 20 
years, an equivalent rate of 3.5 mcy/yr.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
remove 3.5 to 8.75 times the amount of sand transported in the river on an annual 
basis.  This net extraction of sand from the system reduces the volume of sand in the 
system and increases the capacity of the estuary to trap sand, and reduces the potential 
sand supply to the coast. 

 
3.  The report asserts that “Deepening of the navigation channel will not alter the sand 

transport through the MCR nor the sediment budget of the littoral cell”.  Dredging at 
MCR and the navigation channel in the lower estuary has clearly already altered this 

S-88        balance.  As noted by Allan and Beaulieu (2002) “any extraction of sand adjacent to 
the river mouth and navigational channel does constitute a net loss of sand from the 
coastal system since it continues to deplete sand from an already starved coastal 
system.”  To determine the degree to which further alteration of the balance would 
occur requires detailed data collection, analyses and modeling studies.   

 
4.  The report asserts that “There will continue to be…a small net discharge of sand from 

the estuary to the MCR.”  This statement is not supported by the available data and 
contradicts other statements made in the FEIS without providing any evidence.  This 
assertion also directly contradicts statements made by the Portland District Corps of 

S-89        Engineers that the effects of dam construction and flow regulation have eliminated  
the supply of sand to the coast.  In addition, the Corps study on sediment trend 
analysis (McLaren and Hill, 2001) concluded that “the results of the STA clearly 
show that the nearshore shelves and beaches on both sides of the Columbia river 
mouth are sediment starved.” 

 
5.  The report states that “…past dredging and channel modifications upstream of RM 40 

have not measurably altered the available sand supply or sand transport in the river.”  
Yet the Corps provides no evidence that the effects upstream of RM 40 has ever been  

S-90        adequately assessed.  On the contrary, the Corps acknowledges that “…there are no 
bathymetric difference studies for the Columbia River upstream of RM 48.”  And at 
the same time the Corps claims that “…the riverbed upstream of RM 48 has not been 
a net supplier of sand to the estuary or ocean.”  These statements are contradictory 
and unsupported by available evidence. 
 

6.  The report states that “Global scale climate variations that reduced streamflows were  
S-91        the primary cause of the decline in sand transport between the 1800’s and 1972.”  As 

pointed out by Allan and Beaulieu (2002)  “This statement completely ignores the 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-87 (con’t).  As the suspended sand is carried through the river there is an active exchange process 
between the water column and the riverbed, some sand settles to the riverbed and other sand is eroded 
from the bed surface and enters the water column.  This exchange process is referred to as dynamic 
equilibrium.  Where the river enters the estuary, CRM 40, the suspended sand transport (the volume of 
sand moving in suspension) is the same as at the upstream end of the project.  The sources for 
suspended sand exiting the river to the estuary are the riverbed upstream of Vancouver, the riverbed 
through the river reach, tributaries upstream of Vancouver, and tributaries in the river reach.  Because 
the river maintains a dynamic equilibrium, suspended sand does not contribute measurably to 
navigation channel shoaling, and dredging and disposal do not alter suspended sand transport. 
 
Bedload is a layer of sand a few grains thick that is rolling and bouncing along on the surface of the 
riverbed.  Bedload moves much slower than the suspended sand because the bottom velocity is less 
than the river’s average velocity and because of the friction between sand grains and the bed surface.  
Bedload transport rates also depend on flow conditions and the rate increases rapidly when river 
discharges exceed 300,000 cfs.  Bedload sand grains move intermittently and usually only for short 
distances, traveling on the order of hundreds of feet per year in the Columbia River.  The source for 
bedload is therefore the surface of the riverbed in the immediate vicinity of the transport.  Bedload 
influences, and in turn is influenced by, the shape of the riverbed.  Bedload forms the sand waves 
found on the surface of the Columbia’s riverbed.  The side-slopes of the riverbed help determine the 
local direction of bedload transport. 
 
Overall, the Columbia River’s bedload transport appears to be at, or at least near, dynamic equilibrium 
in the project area; the amount entering the river reach at CRM 106 is not discernibly different from 
the amount leaving at CRM 40.  However, because bedload is a localized process, site-specific currents 
and bed topography, can simultaneously produce areas of erosion, accretion, and dynamic equilibrium 
across the riverbed at any given location.  Bedload accretion caused by local riverbed topography is the 
primary cause of shoaling in the navigation channel.  Most of the sand dredged from navigation shoals 
is in at least temporary storage; only the surface layer would be part of the bedload transport.  
Dredging does not alter the bedload transport because after dredging a new surface layer is exposed 
and it then becomes part of the bedload transport. 
 
S-88.  See responses to comments S-76 and S-79. 
 
S-89.  The Corps agrees that the referenced statement is not supported by available evidence.  The 
direction of the small net movement of sand cannot be identified at this time. 
 
The McLaren and Hill (2001) study provides some important information about sand transport near the 
MCR, but it is not a definitive study and must be considered along with the remainder of the 
information available.  As they note in their report, not all their findings would agree with the results of 
other studies.  Their findings of sediment starved beaches needs to be reconciled with Gelfenbaum et 
al. (2001) finding of sediment accumulation along both Clatsop and Long Beach and Kaminsky’s 
(2000) finding of shoreline progradation in the same areas.  McLaren and Hill (2001) also found no 
landward sand transport into the estuary from the MCR, a finding that is inconsistent with the results of 
earlier studies as described in Exhibit J of the SEIS. 
 
S-90.  The Corps finds nothing contradictory in the three statements quoted by the reviewer.  Our 
response to comment S-87 provides additional clarification to the arguments in Exhibit J supporting 
the validity of the first statement.  We believe the third statement is a reasonable conclusion based on 
the analysis presented in the text of Exhibit J preceding the statement. 
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role of major dam construction and the impact impoundment has had on sediment 
supply in the Columbia River.  Dam construction commenced with the Bonneville 
dam in 1937, with several other dams having been constructed shortly after.  To our 
knowledge, the effects of dams in impounding sand transported down the Columbia 
River has never been adequately assessed.  Furthermore, the above statement ignores 

S-91        the role of dredging, which has removed substantial quantities of sediment from the 
system.  Indeed, there appears to be no comprehensive assessment of the effects of 
dredging on sediment supply.  Finally, in a report concerned with sediment transport 
and sediment budgets, it is surprising that there is very little discussion of how these 
sediments have been disposed of historically or more recently.  It is acknowledged by 
scientists that the removal or disruption of sediment supply form a fluvial system that 
supplies a coast, can have significant adverse effects on the stability of the coastal 
system.” 

 
Other issues: 
 
The past removal of sand to the uplands has been underestimated.  In addition to the 
MCR and main navigation channel projects, there were a number of navigation projects 
in the estuary that required dredging: Skipanon River channel, Baker Bay channel, 
Ilwaco, and Chinook.  In addition, Mott and Lois Islands were created, the Tongue Point 
Seaplane base area was filled, and downtown Astoria was filled ca. 1921 after fire 
destroyed the original downtown (built on pilings).  There are also major fills around 
Puget Island and Tenasillahe Island.  Other fills are located near the Port of Astoria and 
west of Tongue Point (inside the railroad tracks).  Early in the 20th Century, Longview 

S-92   was also filled.  Also, numerous dikes in the system contain sand that has been 
permanently removed from the system.  Whether or not this removal of sand was 
associated with the Federal navigation project, these sand extractions are part of the 
historical record affecting the sand budget, and need to be acknowledged in a report of 
this nature that attempts to review the historical influences on Columbia River 
sedimentation. 
 
The related potential impacts on salmon habitat need to clarified.  The Corps has 
consistently stated that: a) most dredged material comes from re-distribution of sediment 
already in the system (i.e., dredging is uncorrelated with supply), and b) removal of sand 
from the system will eventually cause a reduction in maintenance dredging.  If these 
arguments are correct, then this seems to require that degradation of shallow water areas 
is a prerequisite to reducing the supply of sand into the channel. 
 
Measures to Reduce Impacts 
 
The report provides no recommendations to deal with many of the uncertainties regarding 

S-93   the impacts of the project on the coastal sand budget.  Ecology has the following 
recommendations in this regard: 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
S-90 (con’t).  The second statement is part of the text that acknowledges that there is not enough data 
to calculate an exact answer; thus, the need to present alternative hypotheses that are examined in this 
paragraph and the next.  The analyses utilize the best available data and the Corps’ understanding of 
river processes to reach the stated conclusion.  The reviewer did not offer an alternative conclusion. 
 
S-91.  See the response to the DOGAMI comment S-39. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-92.  The Corps acknowledges that other dredging and disposal actions have occurred in the 
Columbia River and estuary during historic times.  It was not our intent to provide a complete history 
of all dredging and disposal actions, but only those central to evaluating the potential sediment impacts 
of the proposed 43-foot federal navigation channel. 
 
The BA goes to great lengths to evaluate the expected impacts to salmon and their habitat.  The 
potential impacts to shallow water salmon habitat are thoroughly addressed in the BA.  The 
conclusions of the BA have been affirmed by NOAA Fisheries in their biological opinion for this 
project. 
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1.  The Corps of Engineers should propose dredge material disposal sites that keep sand 

in the active transport zone of the lower estuary and coastal systems with the specific 
objective of augmenting (rather than diminishing) the sand supply to the coastal zone. 
The use of new disposal sites should be monitored to assess the effectiveness of sand 
feeding to the littoral cell.  

 
2.  In order for the project to become consistent with Washington's CZMP, a plan is 

needed to eliminate or significantly reduce the loss of sand to the littoral cell to avoid 
coastal erosion impacts. The plan should  identify specific appropriate measures by 
which coastal erosion is avoided, minimized and/or mitigated. 

 
3.  The Corps of Engineers should lead and financially support a partnership with states 

of Oregon and Washington on Regional Sediment Management.  The RSM effort 
should include a comprehensive regional systems management plan for the 
conservation of sand and other coastal resources in the river, estuary and littoral zone 
as well as shoreline prediction models based on regional sediment budgets. 

S-93 
4.  The Corps should commit to data collection and development of models that would 

assist in the study of sand transport through and within the estuary and littoral cell. 
 
5.  The Corps should work in conjunction with the Ecology and the USGS to assess the 

probable effects of the navigation project on estuarine and coastal shoreline 
configurations within the Columbia River littoral cell. 

 
6.  The Corps should also commit to mitigate, through replenishment, any sand deficit 

that is caused by the deepening project, including construction and maintenance. 
 
7.  The Corps should investigate other options of enhancing the sediment supply to the 

estuary and coast, such as releasing sediment trapped behind sediment retention 
structures. 

 
The report makes no mention of any realistic monitoring plan.  Bathymetry data is 
identified in the Corps Biological Assessment to be collected only once, and most 
monitoring for other purposes ends within 7 years.  A monitoring effort should be 
designed that lasts the duration of the project, and regularly assess changes in sand 
transport (import, export and storage in the estuary, to the degree possible), sediment 
properties (e.g., texture), suspended sediment and Estuarine Turbidity Maximum (ETM) 
properties, salinity, temperature, and stratification. 

S-94 
As a prerequisite to implementing a successful monitoring program, Ecology has 
previously recommended that that the Corps develop a project management plan that: 
 
1.  Explicitly states project performance criteria such as avoiding a net loss of littoral 

sand volume by influx to the estuary.  Project performance criteria are essential to 
enable review and evaluation of the project relative to the explicitly stated 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-93.  Responses are provided below for each numbered comment. 
 
   1.  As described in responses to comments S-76 and S-79, the Corps has proposed a disposal plan 
that returns most sand dredged in the estuary back to the active transport zone.  The proposed plan is 
similar to existing disposal practices in the estuary.  The Corps has the ability to make changes to that 
plan if the State of Washington would be willing to obtain the environmental clearances and pay all 
incremental costs.  The new disposal sites in the proposed disposal plan are contained upland sites 
upstream of CRM 43 and two ecosystem restoration in-water fill sites in the estuary.  The new sites are 
not intended to contribute sand to the littoral system, so there is no need to monitor their effectiveness 
toward that goal. 
 
   2.  See S-93 #1 above. 
 
   3. The Corps supports the initiation of a Regional Sediment Management (RSM) study.  The scope 
of that study will depend on funding and regional priorities. 
 
   4.  This action should be considered for inclusion in a RSM study. 
 
   5.  This action should be considered for inclusion in a RSM study. 
 
   6.  The Corps’ analysis concludes that the proposed 43-foot channel project is unlikely to cause a 
sand deficit on the Washington coast.  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary.  Adaptive management 
actions will monitor and address any unexpected problem caused by the project. 
 
   7.  Enhancing the sand supply to the estuary and coast is a different objective and has no relevance to 
assessing the potential impacts from the proposed project.  The Corps has the ability to make changes 
to the proposed disposal plan, such as transporting riverine sands to the estuary or coast, if the State of 
Washington would be willing to obtain the environmental clearances and pay all incremental costs. 
 
The Corps does not believe that releasing sand from behind retention structures would increase supply 
to the estuary or coast.  However, it could have severe consequences for Washington citizens living 
downstream of the Toutle River Sediment Retention Structure, or those living or working near 
Columbia River shoreline fills protected by pile dikes. 
 
Another way to enhance sand supply to the estuary and coast would be to return to the high discharge 
spring freshets such as those that existed in the late 1800s.  The Corps does not believe this is a viable 
option because of the enormous impacts higher flows would have on irrigation, hydropower, and flood 
damages throughout the entire Columbia River Basin. 
 
S-94.  An explanation of the Corps’ hydraulics and sediment monitoring plan is given in response to 
DOGAMI comment S-52.  As discussed in that response these measures provide an effective approach 
to monitoring the project’s performance against the expected impacts and should be used instead of the 
approach recommended below by WDOE. 
 
   1.  This is an unreasonable performance criterion because there is not a sufficient baseline for 
comparison.  The only estimate for sand influx to the estuary is the 0.2 mcy/yr between 1927-58 
presented by the Corps in Exhibit J.  This estimate was arrived at based on a mass balance of sand over 
the entire time period.  There are no data available to give any indication of under what hydraulic 
conditions that sand influx occurred and whether the rate was increasing or decreasing with time. 
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performance criteria. 
 
2.  Identifies adaptive management responses and corrective actions for situations where 

project performance criteria are not achieved. 
S-94 

3.  Commits to implementing adaptive management responses, including corrective 
actions if project performance criteria are not achieved, and 

 
4.  Institutes adaptive management measures to balance any net loss of sand resources or 

net loss of the productive capacity of fish and shellfish habitat. 
 
Ecology has previously recommended a monitoring plan designed to detect and assess 
possible impacts due to the deepening and/or subsequent maintenance of the deepened 
channel.  This plan included short-term data collection and monitoring to be carried out 
to adequately document the pre-and post-project construction phase and to determine any 
initial system responses to the construction phase, as well as a long-term data collection 
and monitoring to document project maintenance practices and determine longer term 
responses to both construction and maintenance activities. 
 
The Monitoring Program should include as a minimum the following baseline data sets: 
 
1.  A baseline collection of estuary bathymetric (seafloor/riverbed) survey and 

topographic (inter-tidal beach/shoreline) survey information, and should be  
completed prior to initiation of channel deepening.  These surveys and data collection 
shall meet or exceed the resolution of the 1958 and 1982 bathymetric surveys.  The 
baseline survey shall cover bank-to-bank of the estuary from River Mile 3-40. 

S-95 
2.  Sediment trend analyses and/or tracer studies of the lower Columbia River and  

estuary should be conducted (prior to or concurrently with project construction) 
within the estuary from River Mile 3-40 to determine sediment transport patterns and 
flux estimates. 

 
3.  Prior to project construction, controlled aerial photographs (1:24,000 scale or better 

resolution) should be collected of shorelines extending from 10 km north and south of 
the ocean coast adjacent to the MCR, and from the MCR to River Mile 40, including 
the north and south banks of the estuary and all island shorelines. 

 
The Monitoring Program should include as a minimum the following monitoring 
activities within the first 5 years of initiation of construction: 
 
1.  Bathymetric surveys from River Mile 3-18 of the same resolution of the baseline 

survey should be carried out on an annual basis within the first two years after 
completion of construction. 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-94 (con’t). 
 
   1 (con’t).  The estimated influx may have been a continuation of the sand movement initiated by the 
MCR jetties or it may have been related to climate conditions during that time.  Reduced river 
discharges may have caused a change in the relative balance between tidal and riverine forces that 
could cause an increase in the influx of sand from the MCR.  Without knowing how those large 
hydraulic forces influence the sand influx, there is no way to determine the cause of any variations in 
sand influx that might be observed.   
 
   2.  No impacts are reasonably anticipated and monitoring will occur to verify the analyses.  The 
proposed adaptive management process would evaluate this information and respond to any 
unexpected project related impacts. 
 
   3.  Adaptive management actions can be identified and implemented in response to unexpected 
project related impacts. 
 
   4.  See #3 above. 
 
S-95.  Responses are provided below for each numbered comment. 
 
   1.  The Corps has committed in the BA and SEIS to conduct the recommended survey. 
 
   2.  As outlined in Exhibit J of the SEIS, several investigators have studied sand transport patterns in 
the estuary.  Those studies have defined accretion and bedload transport patterns that have remained 
essentially unchanged since the 1930s.  The Corps does not agree that expending limited federal 
resources to evaluate an unchanged condition is either needed or prudent. 
 
   3.  The Corps’ proposed monitoring plan focuses on the navigation channel where sedimentation 
impacts are more likely to occur.  Riverbed changes are expected to start at the dredged areas and 
slowly migrate outward from the navigation channel.  The degree of impacts is anticipated to be 
greatest in the navigation channel and to diminish with distance away from the channel.  The Corps’ 
channel surveys will measure these changes as they occur and will be able to identify any unexpected 
riverbed changes.  No shoreline changes are expected along the coast.  In the estuary, the proposed 
project is not expected to cause erosion of the estuary mainland or island shorelines, except at a few 
sandy beach areas immediately adjacent to the navigation channel, such as the Miller Sands and 
Skamokawa shoreline disposal sites.  Controlled aerial photographs of such a large area of the coast 
and estuary, where no potential impacts have been identified or are expected, is not an appropriate 
expenditure for this project. 
 
 
   1.  The Corps has committed to continue annual bathymetric surveys of the riverbed adjacent to the 
navigation channel.  Those surveys typically extend out to shallow water and should be adequate to 
identify any unexpected estuary responses to the proposed 43-foot channel as explained in response to 
S-56.  We do not believe surveys of shallow water areas further away from the channel are justified at 
this time because adjustments from deepening are likely to first occur near the channel.  If unexpected 
impacts are observed along the navigation channel, an expanded survey area could be considered as 
part of an adaptive management action. 
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2.  Beach profiles shall be surveyed at 1 km increments along the beaches 10 km north 

and south of the MCR on an annual basis for the first 10 years of the project. 
 
3.  During year 5 of the project, a bathymetric survey from River Mile 3-18 of identical 

resolution of the baseline survey should be performed. 
S-95 

4.  During year 5 of the project, controlled aerial photography (1:24,000 scale or better 
resolution) should be collected of shorelines extending from 10 km north and south of 
the ocean coast adjacent to the MCR, and from the MCR to River Mile 18, including 
the north and south banks of the estuary and all island shorelines. 

 
5.  Within six months of completion of the above activities, reports should be generated 

including the results of the bathymetric surveys, aerial photographs, volumes of 
construction and maintenance dredging in the channel, and available information on 
river flow and sediment transport. 

 
The Monitoring Program should include as a minimum the following long term 
monitoring activities within the following 15 years of initiation of construction: 
 
1.  Continue the collection of beach profiles at 1 km increments along the beaches 10 km 

north and south of the MCR on an annual basis for years 5-10 of the project. 
S-96 

2.  A bank-to-bank upper estuary bathymetry survey between RM 18-40 of identical 
resolution to the baseline survey shall be conducted at year 10 of the project. 

 
3.  A bank-to-bank estuary bathymetry survey between RM 3-40 of identical resolution  

to the baseline survey shall be conducted at year 20 of the project. 
 
4.  During year 20 of the project, controlled aerial photography (1:24,000 scale or better 

resolution) should be collected of shorelines extending from 10 km north and south of 
the ocean coast adjacent to the MCR, and from the MCR to River Mile 18, including 
the north and south banks of the estuary and all island shorelines. 

 
Summary of Environmental Impact 
 
The proposed project contributes to the deficit of sand in the Columbia River littoral cell. 
Columbia River sand is needed to maintain the beaches between Point Grenville, 
Washington and Tillamook Head, Oregon.  Due to human intervention, predominately 
associated with construction of dams, jetties and navigation channels, and dredging 

S-97   disposal practices, the natural supply of Columbia River sand appears to have been 
effectively diminished to the point that the estuary has become a net sink (as opposed to a 
source) of sand for the littoral cell.  The proposed project exacerbates this problem by 
removing sand from the system via both upland disposal and other in-water sites that 
remove sand from active transport in the river and estuary.  The amount of sand removed 
greatly exceeds the amount of sand that can enter the river, estuarine and coastal system 
from the tributaries and upland drainage basin. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-95 (con’t). 
 
   2.  No potential impacts to coastal beaches have been identified; therefore there is no justification for 
conducting beach profile surveys as part of this project.  As noted by Kaminsky (2000) it is difficult to 
determine if the prograding shorelines of the Columbia River littoral cell are approaching equilibrium 
following the perturbation caused by the MCR jetty construction, or if reduced sand supply from the 
Columbia River, climate changes, and/or sea-level rise are influencing shoreline behavior.  If the 
influences of those very large-scale physical factors cannot be determined, any shoreline impacts from 
the insignificantly small changes that the proposed project might unexpectedly cause in littoral sand 
supply would not be discernable from the proposed beach profile surveys and aerial photography. 
 
   3.  See #1 immediately above. 
 
   4.  See #3 immediately above. 
 
   5.  The Corps will report our monitoring results as stated in the SEIS. 
 
 
S-96.  Future monitoring for the project should be designed in response to any observed impacts as part 
of the adaptive management program.  If no unexpected impacts are found in the first few years, there 
would be no reason to continue for 20 years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-97.  WDOE’s comment does not define the physical or temporal scales of coastal processes or the 
impacts they are claiming the proposed project may produce.  When WDOE refers to a “sand deficit” 
in the littoral cell, it is unclear if they are referring to less sand being supplied from the river than 
occurred over the past 10,000 years or in the late 1800s, or the 270 mcy loss of sand from the Clatsop 
Plain inner shelf and offshore areas, or the dissipation of the sand supplied by the construction of the 
MCR jetties.  As explained in Exhibit J, results from the Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study 
found the shorelines of Long Beach on the Washington coast are accreting and prograding.  WDOE’s 
reference to a “sand deficit” is inconsistent with the observed accretion. 
 
In referring to reduced sand yield from the river, WDOE cites dams, MCR jetties, navigation channels, 
and dredging and disposal practices, and chose to ignore the effects of climate changes over both 
historic and geologic time scales.  The Corps and others have documented a reduction in sand transport 
because of flow regulation by dams.  But rather than reduce sand to the coast, the MCR jetties injected 
800 mcy of sand into the littoral system.  On the other hand, no one has been able to identify a single 
effect to the coast from nearly 100 years of navigation channels, and the associated dredging and 
disposal practices in the river.  Yet WDOE claims the proposed 3-foot deepening “will exacerbate this 
problem”. 
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Sand is a critical and declining resource to the beaches of southwest Washington and, to 
the maximum extent practicable, all dredged sand should be kept within the river, 
estuary, and littoral system.  Sand dredged from the river navigation channel should be 
disposed of at in-water sites or at beach nourishment sites to avoid the net removal of 
river and littoral sand.  All sand dredged from the estuary and the mouth of the Columbia 
River (MCR) should be disposed of in ways that mitigate for sand deficits attributable to 
flow regulation and the erosion effects attributable to the net removal of littoral sand via 
other dredging practices.  All riverine and ocean disposal should be conducted in a 
manner that avoids, or minimizes and mitigates for biological impacts as well as coastal 
erosion. 

S-97 
Ecology has previously determined that the impact to sand movement and availability 
from the proposed dredging and disposal is not consistent with the requirements or intent 
of the Shoreline Management Act and our State’s Coastal Zone Management Program. 
There has been a severe lack of progress on these issues since that original determination. 
Although deepening of the Columbia River can be an acceptable form of development, 
the project proposal does not adequately define impacts to sand movement and 
availability within the Columbia River littoral cell, the result of these impacts to coastal 
communities and shorelines of the state, nor does the proposal provide for mitigation of 
the proposal's impact to sand related resources.  The Corps of Engineers must work with 
state, local, and federal agencies to resolve regional sediment management issues, with a 
specific goal of keeping the dredged sand in the littoral system by disposing of dredged 
sand in the river or along the coast shallower than 60 feet.  
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
S-97 (con’t).  In the estuary (downstream of CRM 40) the proposed disposal plan is similar to past 
practices, except for the addition of the ecosystem restoration sites.  Only 10 mcy during the first 20 
years of maintenance is planned for upland disposal.  About 7 mcy to be dredged from CRM 20-30 
would go upland on Rice and Pillar Rock islands.  Over 2 mcy would be placed upland on Tenasillahe 
Island.  The two ecosystem restoration sites, Lois Island and Miller-Pillar, will each receive 
approximately 6 mcy placed as in-water fill.  The remainder of the dredged sand, about 30 mcy over 20 
years, would be placed back in-water at flowlane and shoreline sites. During channel maintenance, 
nearly 10 mcy of sand dredged from CRM 5-13 will be placed in flowlane sites downstream of CRM 
5, keeping the sand in the active transport zone and moving that sand closer to the MCR.  This disposal 
plan minimizes the extraction of sand from the estuary, while meeting other important regional 
economic and environmental goals.  Again, Exhibit J documents that there should be no significant 
sedimentation impacts to the estuary or coast as a result of this disposal plan. 
 
As WDOE is aware, the Corps and USEPA have been working very closely with local, state, and 
federal interests since 1995 to identify an acceptable disposal plan.  The Corps believes that the 
disposal plans for the river and estuary satisfy a broad range of factors and interests such as beneficial 
use of dredged material, regional ecosystem goals, minimization of project impacts to fish and wildlife 
(including endangered species), safe navigation, and also avoid impacts to the littoral sand supply.  
Under the latest disposal plan if the ecosystem restoration features at Lois Island embayment and 
Miller-Pillar are fully implemented, ocean disposal of river or estuary sands is not necessary during 
construction and the first 20 years of maintenance of the proposed channel improvement project. 
 
Since 1993, the Federal Government has proposed a variety of ocean disposal options, for both the 
channel improvements and the MCR projects, including disposal in coastal waters less than 60 feet 
deep to keep sand in the littoral drift.  Much of that history is documented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Appendix H.  The position of the Federal Government with regard to the ocean disposal element 
remains unaltered (see response to F-2).  It is expected that the Shallow Water and Deep Water Sites 
will be designated by the USEPA in 2003, and that the primary user would be the Corps’ MCR project.  
Both the USEPA and Corps have policies encouraging beneficial use of dredged material.  If alternate 
uses of dredged material are identified and found compliant with federal laws and regulations, 
including considerations of cost, then such alternatives likely would have priority over ocean disposal.  
The Corps has the ability to take advantage of nearshore or beach placement options if the State of 
Washington would be willing to obtain the environmental clearances and pay all incremental costs. 
 



 State-50

Department of Ecology’s Comments on the Columbia River Deepening DSEIS 
September 15, 2002 
Page 23 
 
Shoreline and Coastal Zone Management 
 
The following are comment on the technical memorandum titled: “Consistency with 
Local Shoreline Master Programs”. 
 
Many of these comments were provided verbally in discussions held with local 
governments, Port sponsors and Pacific International Engineering.  We are reiterating  
those comments which are most substantive.   
 
1.  Page 2, Section 3, 2nd paragraph and Page 3, Section 3.1.1, first paragraph.  Shoreline 
jurisdiction is not limited to “within 200 feet of the shoreline”.  Most counties include the 
extent of the 100 year floodplain in shoreline jurisdiction.  This could be clarified by 
saying “all Project elements occurring within shoreline jurisdiction”. 
 
2.  Page 3, Section 3.1.1, last paragraph indicates evaluation will be “in the following 
order:” but then moves on to Section 3.1.2.  Either delete this paragraph or provide the 
outline. 

S-98 
3.  Page 3, Section 3.1 should also include a discussion of Conditional Use Permit 
criteria. 
 
4.  Page 5, Upland Dredged Material Disposal – the location of the disposal sites is mixed 
up.  Fazio and adjacent to Fazio are in Clark County.  The three new sites listed are not 
associated with any jurisdiction. Is this an all-inclusive list of disposal sites proposed 
within the State of Washington?  If not it should be made clear.  It might be more helpful 
to refer to a table listing all sites proposed for construction and maintenance, particularly 
since the next paragraph discusses a maintenance-only site. 
 
5.  Page 5, Restoration Activities.  This paragraph should clearly identify which activities 
will occur within Washington State and which are located in Oregon.  
 
6.  Page 6, Section 4.1.2 (1).  It is difficult to assess whether the proposed ecosystem 
restoration activities will be consistent with local shoreline master programs (SMPs) and 
the Shorelines of Statewide Significance (SSWS) Criteria because there is minimal 
information on how these restorations will be accomplished.  In general, not all 
“restoration projects” are appropriate nor are they all automatically consistent with the 
Shoreline Management Act and the underlying SMPs.  It is dependent on the activities 
required in order to accomplish the restoration. 
 
7.  Page 6, 3rd paragraph.  Please cite sources of data used here and elsewhere within the 
body of the consistency analysis, and in all the Technical Memoranda for that matter.  
Don’t assume the reader is well versed in the entire project and in all the various reports. 
 
8.  Page 9, Section 4.1.3 (2) – Ecology disagrees with the statement that dredging is a 
normal public use of the shoreline.  In general, we consider normal public uses to include 
navigation, fishing, recreation, and other traditional uses (see Volume 1, Shoreline 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-98.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
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Administrator’s Manual, Shoreline Management Guidebook, Second Edition 1994). 
While dredging may facilitate navigation for those ships with deep drafts, it is not a 
normal public use. 
 
Wahkiakum County  
 
9.  Page 11, Section 4.2.2, 2nd and 3rd paragraphs – The fact that the Department of 
Ecology issued Coastal Zone Consistency determinations for the maintenance dredging 
project is not a justification, nor  
does it determine coastal consistency for the proposed construction of a 43-foot channel. 
These statements should be deleted. 
 
10.  Pages 11-13 list the proposed disposal sites within Wahkiakum County.  All disposal 
sites need to obtain the appropriate shoreline permit(s) from the County prior to use 
(whether for construction or maintenance) for this project.  This includes those sites 
which have been or are being used for maintenance of the existing channel if work 
(temporary or permanent) within shoreline jurisdiction meets the definition of substantial 
development.  This commitment, which has been made verbally by the sponsor Ports, 
should be stated in writing.   

S-99 
11.  Page 14 Mining/Mineral Extraction – Ecology disagrees with the statement that the 
resale of dredged materials does not constitute mining because it does not naturally occur 
at the site.  In fact, the material is removed from the river in close proximity to the 
location at which it is then resold (removal for economic use of sands from a bed beneath 
an aquatic area).  Presumably some quantity of material, over and above that necessary 
for the beach nourishment is placed on the site to allow for the resale to occur. 
12.  Page 14 Commercial (Sand Resale) Activities – Ecology disagrees with the statement 
that because the resale of sand is promoted by a public agency it does not qualify as a 
commercial activity in the SMP.  In fact, the stockpiling of material for the purposes of 
commercial resale requires a current, valid shoreline permit. 
 
13.  Page 16 Section 4.2.5.2.1 (1)(c) –Only dredging associated with restoration activities 
occurring within Wahkiakum County should be cited here.  In fact, most of this 
paragraph should be stricken as much of what is stated is not applicable.  The dredging is 
to deepen the navigation channel, not for restoration purposes. 
 
14.  Page 17 Section 4.2.5.2.1 (3)—The written analysis fails to address the biological 
productivity issue. 
 
15.  Page 17 Section 4.2.5.2.1 (4) –  The project should comply with this requirement, 
and in addition, there must be a written commitment by the sponsors to obtain all 
applicable shoreline permits for all activities within shoreline jurisdiction associated with 
the disposal of dredged material.  The Corps must acknowledge that sites will not be used 
until such time as  all appropriate shoreline permits have been obtained for all activities 
within shoreline jurisdiction associated with the disposal of dredged material. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-99.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
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16.  Page 17 Section 4.2.5.2.1 (6)—Adverse effects are not limited to impacts to 
salmonids or crabs.  Please address project related impacts to water quality, aquatic 
vegetation, other wildlife, and other shoreline resources including upland impacts. 
17.  Page 17 Section 4.2.5.2.1—Regulation #7 was omitted.  This is the regulation that 
states “New project dredging in Conservation aquatic areas shall be limited to shallow 
draft navigation or access channels.”  This regulation should be included and discussed in 
this evaluation. 
 
18.  Page 17 Section 4.2.5.2.2 (1)—This is another area, of a number in the document, 
where the analysis is limited to salmonids and other in-water species.  In fact, the 
Shoreline Management Act and the SMP are much broader in scope.  The response needs 
to be much more comprehensive in terms of the overall ecological systems and natural 
resources of the Columbia River.  This comment applies to all areas as appropriate. 

S-99 
19.  Pages 18-19 Section 4.2.5.3.1 (1)—The CREST Dredged Material Disposal Plan 
(DMDP) is referenced.  Confirmation of the appropriate version of the DMDP is 
necessary.   
 
20.  Page 21 Section 4.2.5.3.1 (9) (a)—The analysis is not responsive to the stated 
regulation. 
 
21.  Page 22 Section 4.2.5.3.1 (12) (a)—While the disposal site itself is located outside 
shoreline jurisdiction the pipes to get the material to the site are not. 
 
22.  Page 23 Section 4.2.5.3.1 (14)—There is no response to this regulation included in 
the analysis. 
 
23.  Page 24 Section 4.2.5.4.1 (4)—Resale stockpile locations need to be shown on the 
site plans submitted in the shoreline permit application necessary to continue this activity 
at this location. 
 
24.  Page 25 Section 4.2.5.5.1—In order to be consistent this site must have a valid 
shoreline permit in place authorizing the placement of materials for the purpose of resale. 
 
Pacific County 
 
25.  Page 32 Section 4.3.4 (12)(c)—In order to issue a CZM determination for this 
project, which includes the use of the Deepwater Ocean Disposal site, impacts will have 

S-100     to be assessed.  Ecology disagrees with the proposition that because potential use is in the 
future, any impact is remote and speculative.  If this site is to be included in our CZM 
determination, a more definitive answer regarding impacts, or lack of impacts, is 
necessary. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-100.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS analyzes impacts at the Deep Water Site.  Additional information 
regarding this site is included in the Final SEIS. 
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Clark County 
 
26.  Pages 36-44 Section 4.4—Clark County is not included in Washington’s Coastal 
Zone.  However there must be a written commitment by the local sponsors to obtain the 
applicable shoreline permits.  These permits are required for all activities within shoreline 

S-101    jurisdiction associated with the disposal of dredged material.  Upland sites can not be 
used for dredge material disposal (construction or maintenance) until such time as all 
appropriate shoreline permits have been obtained for all activities within shoreline 
jurisdiction. 
 
Cowlitz County 
 
27.  Pages 45-62 Section 4.5—Cowlitz County is not included in Washington’s Coastal 
Zone.  However there must be a written commitment by the local sponsors to obtain the 
applicable shoreline permits.  These permits are required for all activities within shoreline 
jurisdiction associated with the disposal of dredged material.  Upland sites can not be 
used for dredge material disposal (construction or maintenance) until such time as all 
appropriate shoreline permits have been obtained for all activities within shoreline 
jurisdiction. 

S-102 
28.  Page 48 Martin Island and Woodland Bottoms mitigation sites—Both mitigation 
sites are located within shoreline jurisdiction.  Development of these mitigation sites 
requires all appropriate shoreline permits.  Development of mitigation sites for impacts 
associated with a project are not considered an exempt activity under the Shoreline 
Management Act.  
 
29.  Page 48 Martin Island—The placement of dredge spoils within the 34-acre 
embayment is proposed in order to create wetland/intertidal marsh.  However this 
mitigation proposal will likely have adverse impacts to an existing recreational use of 
waters of the state.  There has been no discussion regarding the potential impact to this 
existing use by boaters nor is there any proposal to avoid, minimize or mitigate for this 
impact.  This needs to be addressed. 
 
30.  Page 61 Public Access—See comment above. 
 
City of Vancouver 
 
31.  Pages 73-74 Policy 81, Regulation 245—The Vancouver Shoreline Master Program 
has a strict prohibition on speculative landfill.  In light of the Port of Vancouver’s long 

S-103    range development plan for the Gateway parcels, including Parcel 3, it must be clearly 
stated in the shoreline permit that the proposed site is dedicated to dredge disposal during 
the life of the project.  Any alternative use of the site will required additional shoreline 
permitting. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-101.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-102.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-103.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
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Other Comments 
 

S-104 The DSEIS should note all the federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and licenses 
necessary to accomplish the project. This includes disposal sites as well. 
 
[end of Ecology comments on the Columbia River Deepening DSEIS] 
 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-104.  Comment noted.  The Final SEIS, Exhibits E, F and K-9 have been revised. 
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State of Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 

2108 Grand Blvd.  Vancouver WA 98661 (360) 696-6211 
 
 
 
September 12, 2002 
 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
ATTN: Robert Willis, Chief, Environmental Resources Branch 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon  97208-2946 
 
Port of Longview 
ATTN: Judy Grigg 
P.O. Box 1258 
Longview, WA 98632-7739 
 
 
Subject: Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project 
 
 
Dear Mr. Willis and Ms. Grigg: 
 
The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the Draft 
Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project.  These reports document changes in the 
channel improvement project that have resulted from consultation under the federal Endangered 
Species Act, and also contain supplemental information requested by the States of Washington  

S-105    and Oregon in relation to the Coastal Zone Management Act, the Clean Water Act, and the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Specific information is provided that documents the updated 
disposal plan; the updated resource information on smelt, white sturgeon, fish stranding, 
Dungeness crab and sediment transport; and the ecosystem restoration features intended to   
restore habitat conditions on the Lower Columbia River. WDFW appreciates and recognizes the 
applicant’s efforts toward addressing many of the concerns raised by WDFW and the other 
resource agencies. 
 
WDFW offers the following comments pertaining to the proposed modifications to the channel 
improvement project.  These comments should be considered as supplemental to our previous 
comments, and are intended to reflect project modifications related to the above-referenced  
issues.  WDFW may provide additional comments as the environmental review process 
progresses. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-105.  Comment noted. 
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WILDLIFE AND WETLAND MITIGATION 
 
Wildlife mitigation for the channel improvement project addresses disposal impacts associated 
with upland habitats (including agricultural lands), riparian forest habitats, and wetland habitats. 
The wildlife mitigation plan relied heavily on the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) 
methodology to assess project-related wildlife impacts and mitigation attainment levels.  An 
interagency mitigation team (WDFW, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington 
Department of Ecology, Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) was formed to 
assist with the HEP process and determine mitigation levels.  As noted in our previous 
correspondence (January 25, 1999 letter), because of inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the HEP 
process, resources agencies recommended reanalysis of the HEP data, or that the mitigation  
efforts be expanded to provide a “full mitigation” plan that ensures habitat impacts are   
adequately addressed.  The Corps of Engineers opted to complete the HEP analysis in accordance 
with resource agency recommendations, and formed an agency workgroup to assist with 
resolution of the mitigation issues. 

S-106 
The supplemental IFR/EIS indicates that disposal of dredged material would adversely affect 
approximately 171.4 acres of agricultural land, 50 acres of riparian woodlands, and 15.4 acres of 
wetlands.  These acreages represent a substantial reduction in habitat impacts over the previous 
proposal, largely because of the following changes : 
 

• Reduction in impacts to riparian forest from 67 acres to 50 acres due to reduced 
disposal at Lord Island (O-63.5). 

 
• Reduction in impacts to agricultural land from 200.4 acres to 171.4 acres due to 

reduced disposal at the Gateway site (W-101). 
 

• Reduction in impacts to wetlands from 20.4 to 15.4 acres due to reduction in the   
Mr. Solo disposal site resulting from mapping corrections. 

 
The agreed upon strategy for mitigating disposal site impacts is to develop and/or restore large, 
contiguous and functional blocks of wildlife habitat.  Instead of replacement in-kind for habitats 
impacted, emphasis was placed on mitigation actions directed toward the development of   
wetland and riparian forest.  In Washington, mitigation actions would take place on  
approximately 378 acres at Martin Island (W-80), and 284 acres at Woodland bottoms, near the 
City of Woodland.  Mitigation in Oregon would take place on the Webb site, a 190-acre parcel 
situated near Westport. 
 
Riparian habitat restoration includes the development and restoration of 212 acres of riparian 
habitat, or 4.4 times the impact acreage.  Wetland habitat mitigation would include restoration  

S-107    and development of 209 acres of wetland habitat, which is over 10 times the acreage impacted. 
As noted during the August 30, 2002 workgroup meeting in Longview, given the reductions in  
impact acreage, WDFW concurs that the current wildlife mitigation proposal would adequately 
mitigate for disposal impacts, subject to the following: 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-106.  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-107.  The preliminary mitigation agreement (Corps, WDFW and WDOE) was discussed 
with the attending members of the interagency wildlife mitigation team (WDOE, USFWS, 
and the Corps) in a December 2002 meeting.  The results from that meeting are discussed in 
response S-68 and in the Final SEIS, Exhibits K-5 and K-8.  The Corps is confident that the 
wildlife mitigation plan, as revised, is more than adequate. 
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• The acreage of the Martin Island and Woodland Bottom mitigation sites is not 
reduced based on alterations to the project scope.  All of Martin Island is secured 
for wildlife mitigation, including the 79.55 acre pasture at the upstream end of the 
Island (Figure 9, July 2002 Draft Supplemental IFR/EIS).  No dredged material 
disposal should take place on Martin Island, with the exception of placement to 
create emergent marsh habitat within the Island embayment (approximately 34 
acres). 

S-107 
• Mitigation plan deficiencies are adequately addressed, as discussed on Page 11   

and 12 of  WDFW’s January 25, 1999 Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS 
comment letter, and the Washington State Department of Ecology’s June 25, 2002 
comments on the draft Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation Technical Memorandum. 

 
If commitments are provided to secure the wildlife mitigation sites, and the above-referenced 
deficiencies are addressed, WDFW believes it would not be necessary to complete the HEP 
analysis as originally recommended. 
 
WHITE STURGEON 
 
Disposal of dredged material is proposed at three flowlane sites that are known to support white 
sturgeon.  WDFW’s primary concerns relating to disposal impacts include both direct loss of 
sturgeon, and losses of food resources upon which sturgeon depend.  Flowlane disposal has the 
potential to bury sturgeon that are not capable of avoiding the material, and may also cover 
benthic invertebrates or other organic material that sturgeon use as a food supply.  Loss of this 
food supply may reduce the long-term value of these areas as feeding and rearing areas for 
sturgeon. 
 
In response to concerns raised by WDFW, ODFW, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Corps of Engineers agreed to fund studies to determine sturgeon abundance and distribution in the 
deeper areas of the lower Columbia River, and their feeding habitats and behavior  in these   
deeper areas by using an acoustic telemetry study.  Specific objectives of the studies include 
identifying potential impacts of disposal activities, as well as determination of mitigation  
measures for addressing impacts.   

S-108 
Studies on disposal impacts to white sturgeon are incomplete, and the degree to which sturgeon 
rely upon deep-water disposal sites, or whether these sites are important food producing or   
rearing areas for sturgeon, is largely unknown.  Study results to date, however, do verify that 
white sturgeon are present at all three potential flowlane disposal sites sampled.   
 
The draft supplemental IFR/EIS indicates that if after all the studies are completed, it is   
concluded that deep-water disposal would adversely impact sturgeon, then measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts would be implemented.  However, given the aggressive permitting timeline 
being pursued, studies will not be completed prior to the necessary permitting decisions.  The 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-108.  Comment noted.  Based on discussions with WDFW and other resource agencies, the 
Final SEIS includes a sturgeon mitigation plan.  See Exhibit K-1. 
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State agencies’ ability to secure adequate mitigation once permits are issued will be seriously 
compromised, and irretrievable resource losses could result. 
 
In previous discussions and correspondence, WDFW requested that the COE and project   
sponsors prepare a mitigation strategy that identifies, 1) potential adverse impacts to sturgeon  
based on various study outcomes, and 2) specific mitigation measures to address these impacts 

S-109     (e.g., no-net-loss of fish life and productive habitat).  This approach would provide the regulatory 
agencies with more certainty that impacts would be adequately mitigated.  However, this has not 
yet been done.  A mitigation strategy identifying how sturgeon and sturgeon habitat impacts will 
be adequately and fully mitigated should be included in the final SEIS. 
 
SMELT 
 
Primary agency concerns regarding potential adverse impacts to smelt (eulachon) from the  
channel deepening project include disposal in spawning areas, direct dredging in spawning areas, 
and sedimentation.  In response to agency concerns, studies were undertaken to provide   
additional information on smelt.  The main objectives of the study were to: (1) determine the 
presence or absence of smelt egg deposition areas in the navigation channel to assess the 
importance of channel spawning areas to the overall production of smelt; (2) determine 
distribution and abundance of larval migrants within and adjacent to the navigation channel to 
assess the potential for entrainment during dredging operations; and (3) determine if any   
measures were necessary to minimize the potential effects of dredging to the overall smelt 
population.  These studies were funded by COE and were conducted by WDFW and ODFW   
staff. 

S-110 
The following assessments of the potential impacts of channel deepening operations on smelt 
were based on the results of the field studies: 
 
• Given the large numbers of larvae and their distribution across the river channel and 

through the water column, and the relatively small areas within which dredging will occur 
as a percentage of this total, it is unlikely that dredging associated with channel deepening 
would have a significant impact (through entrainment) on the outmigrating larval 
population 

 
• Dredging associated with the Channel Improvement Project is unlikely to directly impact 

smelt spawning areas because the dynamic nature of the bottom within reaches to be 
dredged would not provide a stable enough substrate that would allow an adhesive smelt 
egg to incubate for 30 days. 

 
• Smelt eggs incubating in near-shore areas in the proximity of dredging activities may be 

affected if these activities alter flow patterns or increase sedimentation. However, 
Hydraulic models indicate dredging will not significantly alter the river’s flow patterns.  

 
WDFW concurs with the key study findings.  These studies indicate that dredging activities are 
not expected to adversely affect smelt populations through entrainment, disturbance to spawning 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-109.  The Corps concurs.  A mitigation strategy for sturgeon has been developed and is 
incorporated in the Final SEIS.  The Corps waited to develop the strategy until some of the 
preliminary results from the sturgeon tagging study were available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-110.  Comments noted.  The study results from the ODFW/WDFW are included in the Final 
SEIS in Exhibit K-2. 
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areas, or loss of incubating eggs.  Disposal is generally not a concern since in-water disposal sites 
are downstream of important smelt spawning areas.  These reports also suggest that timing or 
equipment limitations are not necessary to reduce adverse impacts to smelt populations.  
 
FISH STRANDING 
 
The Draft SEIS technical memorandum on fish stranding concludes that the project “is not 
expected to produce either a direct or an indirect effect on stranding of young salmonids".  This 
conclusion is based largely on the Sustainable Ecosystems Institute (SEI) analysis of the   
stranding issue, which indicated that little, if any, change in ship wave size is expected to occur 
from the project.  This analysis predicted that the blockage ratio of a 43-foot draft vessel in a 
deepened channel would only be 1% to 5% higher than that of a 40-foot draft vessel in a 40-foot 
channel.  For smaller ships, a 1% to 5% decrease in blockage ratio was predicted.  The report 
concluded that while 43-foot vessels may generate slightly larger wakes than now occur, this 
would be offset by most ships producing smaller wakes, resulting in negligible impacts overall.  
The Biological Assessment (BA) and technical memorandum also reference a 1992-93 NMFS 
study that concluded fish stranding is not a significant problem. 

S-111 
The conclusion that increased stranding from larger ships would be offset by decreased stranding 
from smaller vessels seems to be based on the assumption that stranding rates are approximately 
equal for these two types of vessels.  However, observations by the Washington Department of 
Fisheries (Bauersfeld, 1977) suggest that most stranding results from large, rather than small, 
vessels.  Bauersfeld found that small boats, such as pleasure craft and tugboats, did not strand  
fish. Larger ships, on the other hand, produced large waves and extensive uprush that usually 
resulted in juvenile fish stranding.  Stranding rates for ships with a draft greater than 25 feet were 
also found to be 6 times greater than ships with a lesser draft.  These observations suggest that 
stranding from smaller vessels is currently not a significant problem.  Any reduction in wake   
from smaller vessels may therefore not contribute to reduced fish stranding, and would not offset 
the anticipated increase in stranding from larger vessels.  The proposed channel deepening would 
likely result in a net increase in juvenile stranding from increased shipwake. 
 
The technical memo references a NMFS study (Hinton and Emmett, 1994) that suggests fish 
stranding is currently not a significant problem.  A WDFW review of the NMFS study identified 
significant problems with the sampling methodology (e.g., site selection, lack of night  

S-112     monitoring, etc.) that make results unreliable at best.  In particular, the absence of 
monitoring during the night, which is the time period during which most stranding occurs 
(Bauersfeld,   1977), would suggest that the 1994 NMFS data does not accurately reflect the scope 
of stranding impacts.   
 
A second study referenced in the memo, conducted by the Washington Department of Fisheries 
(Bauersfeld, 1977), demonstrated that significant stranding and mortality results from large  

S-113     vessel shipwake.  During this study, WDF estimated that over 150,000 juvenile salmonids,  
mostly Chinook, were stranded on five sites that were monitored.  Extrapolation of study results 
to the remainder Columbia River would suggest that, potentially, millions of juvenile fish are 
currently being stranded every year.  These impacts remain unmitigated. Given the potential  

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-111 to S-115.  Comments on stranding noted.  Though we disagree with your analysis that 
there will be a net increase in stranding with the channel improvement project, we have 
agreed to fund a research program to further identify the causes of stranding and monitor 
stranding levels after the project is completed.  A pilot study on stranding was conducted at 
three sites during both day and nighttime periods in 2002.  The study results are included in 
the final report that has recently been provided to your agency.  An interagency team is 
developing the scope of the studies planned for implementation next year.  It is anticipated 
that your agency will continue to be involved with this process.  The Corps also concurs with 
the concept of developing a mitigation strategy as prescribed by the terms and conditions of 
the Biological Opinion (cited below) for potential fish stranding impacts.  This strategy has 
been incorporated into the Final SEIS.  The Corps has also previously explained that the 
Project includes a number of restoration measures that will restore lost functions and values.  
These project components include tide gate retrofits, circulation enhancement, and habitat 
restoration.  The project as a whole (navigation and restoration) increases the productive 
capacity of the Columbia River and does not cause a net-loss in productive capacity as 
suggested by the comment. 
 
Include language from terms and conditions: 
   a.  The Corps shall minimize effects from stranding through the following actions: 
 
     i.  Develop and implement a stranding study to be developed in conjunction with NOAA 
Fisheries, USFWS, the Ports, and appropriate state agencies.  The stranding study will 
evaluate parameters that influence stranding.  Potential factors include: cross-sectional area, 
velocity, water level, bank configuration, location along river, slope of bank, ship traffic past 
site, and type, size, draft, and speed of vessel.  To the extent appropriate, the Corps will 
integrate this study with efforts related to implementation of the September 15, 1999, 
Biological Opinion on the operation and maintenance dredging from John Day Dam to the 
Mouth of the Columbia. 
 
     ii.  The scope of the stranding plan shall include an identified scope including goals, 
milestones for completion, check-in points, triggers for management change (i.e, management 
decision points that include specific metrics), and sampling/testing protocols to be developed 
in coordination with NOAA Fisheries. 
 
     iii.  The results of the stranding plan shall be used to develop a plan to minimize and/or 
eliminate fish stranding.  The stranding minimization plan, as it applies to ship traffic will be 
provided to the U.S. Coast Guard, for use in their regulation of river traffic, and to the 
adaptive management team for consideration during the adaptive management process. 
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number of individual fish involved, even a modest increase (e.g., 1% to 5%) in stranding would 
have significant adverse impacts to salmonid populations. 
 
The technical memo “action plan” calls for establishment of a monitoring plan and program for 
assessing fish stranding impacts related to the project.  In addition, the May 20, 2002 Biological 
Opinion for the project (Section 12.5, 3 h) includes provisions for developing and implementing  

S-114    a stranding study, as well as implementing an adaptive management process for reviewing results 
and identifying mitigation measures.  These documents reference measures to “avoid and 
minimize” impacts, but there are no commitments for compensatory mitigation for unavoidable 
impacts.  While WDFW supports the proposed monitoring and adaptive management, this 
approach leaves a great deal of uncertainty with regard to mitigation commitments. 
 
Mitigation for fish stranding impacts should include an up-front commitment, in the final SEIS, 
that all unavoidable fish stranding impacts associated with this project will be fully mitigated, in 
accordance with the standard Washington State mitigation sequencing (e.g., avoidance,  

S-115     minimization, reduction, compensation, etc.).  This would include compensatory mitigation for  
all unavoidable losses of fish life from stranding impacts.  Losses should be established based on  
extrapolation from stranding studies.  Potential compensatory mitigation actions could include 
habitat restoration activities (e.g., large woody debris placement, channel improvements, riparian 
habitat restoration, etc.) in tributary streams designed to replace, through increased habitat 
capacity, those fish lost from shipwake stranding.  Mitigation also take into account losses that 
accrue throughout the entire life of the project.   
 
CRAB 
 
Columbia River Deepening and Associated Disposal in the Estuarine and Marine Areas 
 
In the marine area of the project we have two major concerns that we feel are inadequately 
addressed and mitigated in the Columbia River Deepening EIS:  Deepening and incremental 
maintenance dredging of the estuarine portion of the project, and disposal of dredged material in 

S-116     the marine environment.  We are specifically concerned about the impacts to Dungeness crab 
from these activities, because they are a very important animal, commercially and recreationally, 
because they are the source of the principle prey item (crab spawn) of sub-adult chinook and   
coho salmon, and because they are an indicator organism dependant upon habitats critical to   
many of the other productive species that would be negatively impacted by the same activities. 
 
Dredging: 
 
Dredging entrains and kills Dungeness crabs, which are likely found as far upstream as favorable 
salinity allows them to feed, rear, and migrate.  Entrainment of these crabs during both 
construction and incremental maintenance of the constructed area needs to be mitigated, by  

S-117     utilizing avoidance measures and by using proven habitat enhancement methods to replace those  
crabs unavoidably entrained and killed.  Fortunately for the Portland District, the Seattle District 
has dealt successfully with these issues in the 1989 Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement  
Project EIS, and ongoing coordination and refinement of mitigation measures agreed to in this 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-111 to S-115 (con’t). 
 
     iv.  The stranding study design shall be submitted to NOAA Fisheries by December 15, 
2002, for approval. 
 
     v.  The stranding study shall be implemented by April 2003. 
 
     vi.  The results of the stranding study, including management recommendations to 
minimize stranding, shall be presented at the adaptive management team meeting (January, 
2004).  Management recommendations shall be reviewed by the Adaptive Management Team 
and implemented where feasible. 
 
     vii.  The stranding study will be repeated two years following construction of the deeper 
channel. 
 
     viii.  Post construction stranding studies will be evaluated by the Adaptive Management 
Team. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-116.  The Federal Government disagrees that impacts to crabs have been inadequately 
addressed and mitigated.  Additional crab information has been collected since 1999 and 
presented to interested agencies, stakeholders, and disclosed through this Final SEIS, Exhibit 
N.  See responses F-2, S-19 to S-28, and S-117 to S-131. 
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EIS has culminated in the September 1998 Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement, found 
on the web at: http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/ers/reposit/Revised_Crab_Strategy.pdf . 
This document, signed by all of the participating regulatory agencies and the Seattle District 
Engineer, outlines in detail the methods for avoiding, minimizing, calculating, and mitigating   
crab impacts.  While timing and numbers of crabs in the Columbia estuary likely differ from  

S-117     those in Grays Harbor, investigations utilizing the protocol outlined in the Strategy, coupled with 
existing data from past crab investigations in the Columbia, could easily be utilized to enumerate 
these differences and develop a successful Columbia River strategy.  Most of the work has been 
done, so adoption of the framework of this strategy into the EIS should be simple and 
straightforward.  To facilitate this, we recommend that the Portland District biological team work 
closely with the Seattle District, who should be able to easily explain the Strategy and it’s 
implications. 
 
There are concerns with entrainment of Dungeness crab specific to the Columbia River that need 
to be addressed.  Sampling effort needs to be expended to identify the extent of areal and   
seasonal utilization of the estuarine portion of the navigation channel by crabs, so that dredging 
can be directed to areas of seasonal low abundance, as it is in Grays Harbor.  This is particularly 
important in the lower reaches of the Columbia that are proposed for deepening, as the historical 
crab data we have from this portion of the Columbia was mostly collected using gear that has 
questionable efficacy for capturing crabs - the McCabe et. al. balloon shrimp trawl data.  This 
data, when compared with data collected using the most efficient gear of all, the entrainment 
sampler, produces wild underestimates of crab abundance.  Therefore, WDFW supports the use   
of the entrainment sampler on the Essayons and the use of the latest version of the Dredge Impact 
Model (DIM), as outlined in the June 9, 2002 Technical Memorandum and as appended in the  

S-118     September 5, 2002 presentation of “Entrainment of Crab in the Columbia River Estuary: June  
2002 Measurements and Status of Summer 2002 Measurements”.  Sufficient sampling needs to 
be conducted in all reaches up to Grays Bay, in all dredged areas of the channel where Dungeness 
crab could be found, specifically in Lower Desdemona, Upper Desdemona, Flavel  Bar, Upper 
Sands, and Tongue Point Crossing.  This data needs to be paired with tidal and salinity data 
collected at the time of sampling, and referenced to real-time salinity data, tides, and flows that are 
continuously being collected at reference stations.  Enough data over enough range of tidal and 
flow conditions will produce an accurate picture of where crabs are and when they are there, 
in relationship to real-time salinity, tide, and river flow.  It is important that entrainment 
sampling be conducted over the next several years at every dredging opportunity, preferably 
round the clock and in every other load every time the Essayons dredges the channel in any reach 
where crabs could remotely be found.  The sampling schedule and protocol outlined in the 
September 5 presentation is excellent.  Sampling needs to continue for the number of years 
necessary to capture both normal and unusual annual variations in flow and salinity. 
 
Ultimately, this data will be used to produce a predictive model that can use real-time river flow, 
tidal, and salinity data as the predictive parameter, which can then be used to schedule dredging  

S-119     during conditions that predict nearly zero crab impacts in each location.  Avoidance of  
entrainment needs to be the first goal, and we are confident that this can be done with a  
scheduling agreement similar to that arrived at in the Grays Harbor Strategy.  If this is not always 
possible, however, due to unpredictable conditions like drought or unusual and dangerous 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-117 to SS-119.  The situation cited for the Seattle District’s Grays Harbor project is not 
directly applicable to the Columbia River.  Coordination and discussions are occurring with 
the Northwestern Division as well as the Seattle District.  The Final SEIS has been revised to 
provide additional information pertaining to crab entrainment and adult equivalent losses to 
the commercial crab fishery. The Corps’ determination of impacts indicates a pilot study to 
verify shell plot technology is not warranted.  See 6.6.1.2 and Exhibit K-4. 
 



 State-62

Channel Deepening SEIS Comments 
September 12, 2002 
Page 8 
 
sediment accumulations that have to be removed during times of favorable salinity for crabs, 
entrainment of crabs can be dramatically reduced by the use of a clamshell dredge, and this tool 
should be utilized to the greatest extent possible for construction and maintenance of the channel 
in estuarine areas where it is practical to do so.  After minimizing impacts to the extent possible, 
the use of the DIM to calculate impacts, and either replacement of crabs using shellplot  

S-119     technology as outlined in the Strategy, or further reductions of existing impacts by avoidance of 
dredging during productive periods that exceed the take of crab projected in the incremental  
dredged portion, could be utilized for mitigation.  After minimizing impacts to the extent  
possible, use of the DIM to calculate impacts, and either replacement of crabs using shell placed  
in intertidal areas as outlined in the Grays Harbor Strategy, or further reductions of existing  
impacts by avoidance of dredging during productive periods that exceed the take of crab in the 
incremental dredged portion, could be utilized for mitigation.  WDFW recommends that the  
Corps consider a pilot study be conducted as soon as possible to verify whether shell plot 
technology is feasible in intertidal areas of Baker Bay near the estuary mouth. 
 
One aspect of the September 5th proposal differs from the way crab are enumerated in the Grays 
Harbor Strategy, and is concerning to WDFW.  We would prefer that crab impacts be  
enumerated and tracked as 2+ age crab and not converted to Lost Recruits to the commercial 
fishery as proposed in the Modified DIM (slide 7 in the presentation).  This is a problematic way 
to depict losses for several reasons.  First, it overlooks the recreational fishery, which is allowed  
to take crabs at a smaller size and a younger age - many 3+ age crab are taken in this fishery - and 
like many recreational harvest activities, value to the economy from each organism taken is 
around 15 times greater for those taken recreationally than those taken commercially.  Second, it 
overlooks the fact that Dungeness crab are capable of reproduction at 2+, and contribute 
significantly to both population vigor and production of prey items for other important animals, 

S-120    especially salmon, at this age.  In today’s managed population, almost all of the male crabs 
reproduce at 2+ and contribute almost all of the gametes necessary for fertilization of females, as 
almost every 3 and 4 year old  male is taken in the commercial or recreational fishery every year. 
Third, there is additional unnecessary variance around the mean generated from additional 
survival calculations.  There is already too much variance in the survival rate projection from 0+ 
to 2+ to establish acceptable confidence limits around the mean, and when this is added to the 
variance from sampling we soon get into the realm of unsupportable approximations.  Finally, 
converting impacts to lost recruits is disingenuous, as it makes the impact look small compared   
to the impact of the commercial fishery.  This is, however, a fishery that is highly selective and 
nearly perfect from a management standpoint, as it impacts only males that are completely   
surplus to reproductive needs, and it removes large specimens that both compete with and 
cannibalize smaller crabs, thus actually enhancing survival and increasing production of the 
population in general.  Dredging, by contrast, removes all ages and sexes indiscriminately, which 
is totally detrimental to the population.  So for these reasons the best way to depict this impact is 
to calculate it in terms of lost 2+ crab, as is done in the Grays Harbor Strategy, and we request  
that this be done in the Columbia version also. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-120.  The Corps concurs with this comment.  The Final SEIS and appended crab report now 
contain an analysis using 2+ crabs loses. 
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Disposal: 
 
Identification of suitable disposal sites for dredged material in the marine environment, 
especially in the context of coordinating disposal of dredged MCR sediments, has been the  
subject of considerable effort by the Corps, resource agencies, environmental groups, and 
fishermen’s associations for several years now.   We are encouraged to see the proposal in the 
revised EIS to dispose of construction sediments in the Lois Island embayment, to convert this 
artificially deepened area back to productive shallow water habitat, and are supportive of this 
beneficial use idea.  Still we are very disappointed to see that the designation of a new deep water 
site, for ultimate disposal beginning in 10 years of many millions of cubic yards of incremental 

S-121     maintenance material, is still being proposed.  This purposefully proposes placing coarse 
sediment in heavily fished areas, in productive areas of finer grain sediment, and in areas where it 
will never enter the littoral drift process.  We are further discouraged and confounded by the  
Corps insistence upon implementing a habitat assessment plan for this site, developed without 
meaningful input by State agencies and others with interests, that falls far short of being able to 
even provide the simplest data that we would need to evaluate the project and develop crab 
mitigation, as it proposes to utilize the same balloon shrimp trawl as a sampling tool that has 
proven to be inadequate in estimating crab abundance in the river.  At the very least the use of the 
calibrated plumb staff beam trawl using the techniques developed by Armstrong, et. al., so  that 
statistically significant data on crab densities could be acquired, should have been proposed.  
Moreover, this plan to waste sand in deep water completely fails to recognize that beneficial uses 
for this sediment exist that are critical to developing long-term solutions for management of 
erosion on the Washington Coast.   
 
But what is particularly confounding to us is the dismissal of the one idea that has come out of  
this process in a favorable light by all participants:  Beneficial use for erosion control at Benson 
Beach.  The statement was made in the EIS that a separate project sponsor for Benson Beach is 
required.  We do not agree with this statement, as this is essentially another beach nourishment 
site, and the deepening project, which includes beach nourishment already at many sites along  

S-122     the river, is already being co-sponsored by the Corps and seven lower Columbia River ports.  
With feasibility assured by the success of the pilot project conducted this year, which 
demonstrated among other things that disposal times including pumpout may well be close to the 
same for a load disposed at Benson Beach as a load disposed by bottom dumping in the proposed 
deep water site much further away from the dredging area, we feel that this sponsorship should   
be extended to disposal on Benson Beach of incremental maintenance material to the maximum 
feasible amount, based upon site capacity and safe disposal windows.  Beneficial use at Benson 
Beach is one of the only ways that these sediments can be utilized in a manner consistent with all 
of the input received by the Corps.  Put simply, disposal by nourishing Benson Beach makes 
virtually all of the disposal problems go away. 
 
We realize that it is likely not feasible to dispose of all the sediment all of the time at Benson 
Beach, particularly when the maintenance of the MCR reach is added to the annual disposal 

S-123     requirement.  A limited in-water disposal site near to the project area will likely be necessary.  
Fortunately, continued use of sites C and E is agreeable to most of the coordinators of MCR  
disposal issues.  We are in favor of the continued use of Site E to the maximum extent practical,  

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-121 to S-123.  The Federal Government disagrees with the reviewers’ comments regarding 
the decision to designate ocean disposal sites.  See the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, for 
the record of that process.  The proposed channel improvement project will not impact the 
marine environment as stated.  The WDFW’s endorsement of the Lois Island embayment 
beneficial use site is noted.  Much of the discussion provided by WDFW is related to the 
MCR, which is not a part of the revision to the proposed channel improvement project.  A 
copy of WDFW’s comments has been delivered to the MCR Project Manager and to USEPA. 
 
Placement of dredged material at Benson Beach is not part of the recommended plan for the 
channel improvement project, nor does it constitute a viable alternative to ocean disposal 
except on a limited, year-by-year basis (see the 1999 Final IFR/EIS).  The Federal 
Government disagrees with the statement that placement of material at “Benson Beach would 
make virtually all the disposal problems go away.”  Use of Benson Beach has issues regarding 
feasibility, construction and performance.  The Corps, USEPA, and other entities began in 
2002 evaluating the actual placement of dredged material at Benson Beach and will continue 
to do so based on the availability of funding.  If individuals or entities would like material 
placed at any site, that entity is required to pay the incremental cost for such an action.  When 
material was placed at Benson Beach in 2002 from the MCR project, non-federal entities paid 
the incremental difference in cost compared to the Corps least cost plan for disposal of 
dredged materials.  Generally, if an alternative disposal option is offered that has all 
appropriate approvals and is less expensive than the Federal plan, dredged material would be 
provided. 
 
In the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Federal Government stated a preference to use the Shallow 
Water Site because the evidence indicates that much of the material placed there remains in 
the littoral system.  At the time of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the capacity of the Shallow Water 
Site was unknown.  Monitoring of material disposed in Expanded Site E (a combined 103/102 
site) since 1997 has provided the Federal Government with valuable information.  That 
information, other available information, and modeling studies are expected to clarify the 
site’s capacity, which would allow the Federal Government to better manage ocean disposed 
dredged material.  A second site to accommodate material that could not be placed in the 
North Jetty or Shallow Water sites was determined to be necessary. 
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tempered with timing restrictions to avoid the high concentrations of soft shelled crab observed 
in the area late in the summer.  While we would prefer that use of Site E be curtailed after the 
end of July, to protect the high numbers of soft shelled crab that use the area after their summer 
molt, however, the agreements on timing and use of the site worked out with CRCFA are 
acceptable to WDFW, and should be incorporated into both the EIS and MCR certification. 
 
There are still concerns with burial of Dungeness crab that need to be addressed.  The recent 
Corps study referenced in the EIS is by no means complete or conclusive, and is replete with 
many shortcomings in experimental design, but preliminarily one thing is becoming clear:  If a 
crab has buried up in the normal course of avoiding wave energy, currents, or predation; or to 
molt, shelter it’s eggs if female, or simply to rest between feedings, and this crab is covered by 
disposed sediments, it dies, as it is unable to dig out of these sediments.  This is particularly a 

S-124.    problem for soft shelled crabs, which when buried appear unable to escape as little as 4 inches of 
sediments, but is likely a contributor to mortality in any crab, as has been observed in other 
studies.  We do not know how much of a crab’s life is spent buried.  However, this could easily  
be determined by observations of crabs in the wild or in aquaria designed to emulate the natural 
environment, and would be a worthwhile pursuit in conjunction with the burial study.  We do 
know now that disposal kills buried crabs, and that disposal in areas containing high 
concentrations of crabs, particularly soft crabs, needs to be avoided.  Crabs that are not avoided 
and are killed need to be mitigated by replacement using shellplots as outlined in the Strategy, or 
by utilizing other avoidance techniques.  Monitoring of crab abundance and condition on the 
disposal site needs to be conducted to estimate mitigation requirements. 
 
Disposal at Benson Beach, or any other upland or beach nourishment site, does have one 
drawback compared to in-water disposal, and that is the likelihood that all crabs entrained while 
dredging will be killed.  This may be offset somewhat by the lack of crabs, or any other critical 
resources or habitats, on this rapidly eroding beach, but is still a concern.  Again, avoidance by  
use of clamshell and timing needs to be employed, but there are other measures to reduce 
entrainment that are necessary to consider.  First, direct pumpout of dredged material from the 
barge or hopper will prevent entrainment of more crabs that may be in a re-handling area.  This is 
the method employed in Grays Harbor, and the method successfully employed in the pilot  

S-125     project. Unlike other jetty systems, much of the North Jetty of the Columbia is located behind a  
natural headland.  There are spruce trees and other upland vegetation that are actually trying to 
grow on top of the jetty fairly near it’s waterward end, something never seen on jetties elsewhere.  
Historically, vessels are reported to have successfully sought shelter from severe storms behind 
the jetty next to Cape Disappointment.  Perhaps there is enough shelter here to allow the 
installation of a permanent discharge line, possibly mounted on piling, with a flexible coupler  
that could withstand some wave energy when hooked up to the barge or dredge during most 
conditions encountered in the summer, when dredging is usually performed.  Analysis of the 
information produced by the pilot study will likely produce significant improvements in the 
feasibility of direct pumpout of large quantities of material.  The goal needs to be development of 
a long term and cost effective program to ensure that Benson Beach gets nourished to the 
maximum extent practicable every year. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-124.  As has been stated several times in the past, we recognize and concur with the 
statements that the burial study done by Pacific Northwest National Laboratories was a pilot 
study to determine the feasibility of getting crabs to molt in the laboratory and evaluate crab 
and juvenile flatfish response to burial by dredged material.  The Corps and USEPA recognize 
the limitations of the tests as indicated in the final report and never represented the results as a 
definitive assessment of disposal impacts on crabs, but merely an indication.  Additional tests, 
implemented under the MCR project, have been in the planning stages and may be 
implemented this year if funds are available.  Pacific Northwest National Laboratories has 
submitted a draft proposal for an additional disposal impact assessment.  This proposal will be 
shared with interested agency representatives when it is further along in its development.  Any 
studies conducted by the Corps or USEPA for MCR or the ocean disposal sites will be 
coordinated.  Under the preferred plan presented in the Final SEIS, the Corps does not intend 
to use ocean disposal for the channel improvement project during construction and the first 20 
years of maintenance. 
 
 
 
S-125 to S-131.  Benson Beach disposal is addressed in responses S-121 to S123.  The 
WDFW presents many new and novel ideas regarding the long-term approach to dredge 
material disposal.  The various scenarios are put forth without reference to engineering, 
environmental, and economic studies that have been conducted.  The Corps and USEPA 
would be interested in any data or sources that would provide sufficient information to further 
assess these ideas.  For example, more information would be required to assess the economics 
and efficiency of surplus Skagit yarders or high lead logging equipment with huge dragline 
bucket to move large amounts of sand over the North Jetty.  The Corps and USEPA embrace 
and are committed to the concept of beneficial use of dredged material and will continue 
wherever possible to pursue such options.  As explained in responses S-121 through S-123, if 
non-federal entities are willing to sponsor and pay for incremental costs, the Federal 
Government will consider your experimental concepts. 
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In-water disposal in a re-handling site, such as Site C, also referred to as the “dumping ground”, 
adjacent to the jetty that was recently re-authorized for disposal, may ultimately prove more 
practical, as material could be stored there during adverse conditions and transferred onto Benson 
Beach at a later date.  However, re-handling may be dangerous for crabs which may unavoidably 
enter the re-handling area, maybe in seasonal high abundance, especially if a suction type dredge 
is used to re-handle the material.  Crab entrainment may be minimized by the use of mechanical 
re-handling equipment, such as a dragline located in uplands on the north side of the jetty.  There  

S-125     are large number of surplus Skagit yarders and similar brands of high lead logging equipment  
designed for harvesting old growth timber that have no use it today’s small log harvests, that 
could potentially be equipped with a huge dragline bucket that could move large amounts of sand 
over the jetty efficiently.  This tool would also allow some entrained crabs to escape the re-
handling area after disposal, and may ultimately, if practical, result in the least mortality and 
mitigation of any disposal method.  If a suction type dredge proves the only feasible tool, and if it 
appears that wave state may preclude the use of a standard floating pipeline dredge, it still may  
be possible to utilize this method by mounting a land-based plant in a caisson or other type of 
gated structure on the landward side of the jetty, to allow material to be re-handled through the 
jetty to reduce head while protecting the plant.  
 
Another tool that is worth considering is the Punaise (“thumbtack”) dredge.  This could be 
installed in Site C and dredges could dispose material over it.  Since the intake is several feet 
underneath the bed, entrained crabs may be able to escape the area, and be much less likely to  
find their way into the dredged material, although this would need to be studied.  Discharge  

S-126     would then occur at Benson Beach, probably over but possibly even through the jetty, which  
could be equipped with a gate or other passage to reduce discharge head and increase efficiency. 
Whatever method is selected, some crabs unavoidably entrained would be killed, but since 
practical methods have been developed to mitigate these impacts, these crabs could be replaced 
without permanent harm to the resource. 
 
An option less favorable to the crab resource and the fishermen that depend on this resource, but 
one that likely could be accomplished with no net loss to resource productivity with appropriate 
timing and mitigation measures, is the construction of nearshore erosion control berms north of 
Peacock Spit.  This would need to be accomplished after the commercial crab fishing season has 
ended for the year, in late August or September, and would need to be permitted through the 404 

S-127    process.  Areas could be identified that are coarse grained and well within the erosion zone,  
likely minus 30 or landward, that could be investigated for crab utilization and used for pinpoint 
disposal along a contour line, with the understanding that the crab mortality that occurred would 
be mitigated using shellplots as outlined in the Strategy.  These berms could easily and cost 
effectively be built with a hopper dredge, as they have been offshore of Grays Harbor, and if 
successful would provide cost effective relief of disposal site capacity problems. 
 
Further possibilities for beneficial use also exist.  As mentioned previously, coastal erosion is 
becoming an increasingly serious issue in Washington, and was the recent subject of a 5 year  

S-128     joint USGS/DOE study that you are likely aware of.  It is also the subject of several multi-million  
dollar erosion control projects, an inter-agency task force convened at the request of the 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Governor, a sand management workgroup involving the Portland District and a beneficial use 
workgroup involving the Seattle District, and the subject of considerably state and federal 
legislative interest. 
 
For example, during the development of the Ocean Shores Coastal Erosion Management EIS a 
presentation was made, by one of the coastal engineers from the Department of Ecology involved 
in the coastal erosion study, about the results of modeling the North Coast drift cell, using the 
Unibest model from Delft Hydraulics.  The results of modeling indicated that an average of 
approximately 220,000 cubic yards of sand needed to be added to this drift cell per year to keep 
the shoreline in position.  The sand from upriver reaches that is proposed in the EIS to be loaded 
on barges and transported to the ocean for disposal would be ideal for this purpose.  This sand  

S-129    could be disposed in the nearshore are with minimal impacts, as sediment analysis has indicated  
that areas near the Grays Harbor jetties are gravelly and not fine grained as they are near the 
Columbia, so are not as productive for crabs or crab fishermen.  Beam trawling has confirmed the 
lack of crabs or other organisms in nearshore areas south of the South Jetty, and similar work  
north of the North Jetty could be conducted to confirm this also.  Delivery to the beach could be 
accomplished by disposal in the very nearshore area, perhaps in as little as 20 feet of water, by 
swinging the barge toward shore on a long tow line, releasing the sediment just outside of the 
breakers.  Some novel ideas, such as combining regular barging of wood chips from Grays  
Harbor to the Columbia with a backhaul of sand to the Grays Harbor area, were proposed during 
the Ocean Shores EIS process and are definitely worth considering. 
 
Presently, all of the suitable material dredged in Grays Harbor is utilized for both nearshore and 
beach nourishment in Half Moon Bay, to protect Westport.  The breach fill, constructed of sand 
that was mined in an emergency effort to re-connect the South Jetty to the mainland, has just 
required augmentation this past year.  Interest has also been expressed in using sand to nourish 
Whitcomb Flats, a critical habitat area in the Harbor that is presently eroding.  Finally, of course,  

S-130     there is the identified need in for sand in Ocean Shores.  There is not nearly enough sand dredged 
in Grays Harbor to meet even a few of these needs.  Transport of Columbia River sand to Grays 
Harbor, for any of these purposes, should be considered.  The Seattle District of the Corps, which 
is now obligated to nourish Half Moon Bay to prevent exposure of the recently constructed 
revetment protecting the Westport sewage treatment plant, should cooperate with the Portland 
District in actively seeking ways to facilitate this. 
 
Further ideas that merit consideration are disposal off of the highly erosive area of Washaway 
Beach, an option favored by fishermen and one sure to receive support from beleaguered North 
Cove property owners and their government representatives.  Also, the spits off of the Shoalwater 
Indian Reservation have begun to erode alarmingly in recent years, requiring a hard armoring  
solution that has caused considerable loss of wetlands, and a nearshore beneficial use site has 

S-131     been designated and is presently used for all the suitable sand dredged from Federal maintenance 
projects in Willapa Bay.  This would be an ideal area to transport and dispose of barged sediment 
during calm weather.  These options would require separate project sponsorship, but if practical 
means can be found to accomplish these and other beneficial uses, and if the benefits outweigh  
the costs of other erosion control projects, these ideas should be considered.  The Corps is 
obligated to seek beneficial uses for dredged material first, and exhaust all of these uses before 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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disposal is considered.  Nowhere else in the country, other than in the Pacific Northwest, is this 
valuable sand allowed to be wasted.  It should not be done so here, especially to the detriment of 
critical habitat and the resources supported by this habitat. 
 
To summarize: 
 
1.  Adopt and utilize the September 1998 Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement,   

modified as necessary to fit Columbia River Estuary conditions. 
 
2.  Investigate crab densities using the entrainment sampler in all dredged areas suspected to    

have sufficient salinity for crab utilization. 
 
3.  Develop a salinity/flow based timing and density matrix by reach and utilize to avoid         

times of high densities of crab. 
 
4.  Utilize mechanical dredging to limit entrainment of crabs and fish. 
 
5.  Mitigate for crabs unavoidably entrained during construction and in the incremental        

portion of subsequent maintenance dredged material, using shellplots in Baker Bay as   
outlined in the Strategy.  Work with WDFW to investigate feasibility of crab         
enhancement in Baker Bay. 

S-132 
6.  Investigate crab densities using the calibrated plumb staff beam trawl and techniques  

developed by Armstrong, et. al., to characterize crab densities, age class, and condition in 
disposal sites. 

 
7.  Continue research on burial impacts to Dungeness crab, including observational research         

in the wild or in aquaria that emulates wild conditions to determine the amount of time      
spent buried by various classes and ages of soft and hard shell condition crab. 

 
8.  Ensure that the maximum amount of sand gets placed on Benson Beach. 
 
9.  Work with the fishing community and resource agencies to try to find some feasible way        

of constructing nearshore erosion control beach feeder berms north of Peacock Spit, using        
a hopper dredge similar to the way they are constructed in Grays Harbor, landward of the    
area typically fished for crab, after the crab season has ended for the year, and with    
mitigation for disposal impacts on softshell crab that may be in the area. 

 
10.  Do not designate the deep water disposal site, retain site F for any very limited deep water 

disposal needs. 
 
11.  If the deep water site is designated anyway to satisfy EPA mandates, do not use it. 
 
12.  Continue using site C and site E for material disposal beyond that used on Benson Beach. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-132.  Responses are provided to your numbered paragraphs. 
 
   1.  Once the information from the entrainment study is available and the crab abundance 
versus salinity model is completed we will develop a dredging schedule that will minimize 
impacts. This information will be developed in concert with the state agencies. 
 
   2.  This information has been gathered in the summer and fall of 2002.  Though not all bars 
where sampled the bars sampled bracketed the range where crabs would be expected to found. 
Sampling was conducted during low flow when salinities were high enough for crabs to be 
present. This information can be extrapolated to the other intermediate bars. 
 
   3.  Concur.  Walt Pearson of Pacific NW Laboratories is doing this action under contract to 
Portland District.  For minimization measures see response S-117 to S-119. 
 
   4.  Mechanical dredges cannot be used effectively or safely in the lower Columbia River 
main navigation channel because they must be anchored or fixed in a given location. Adverse 
weather and wave conditions and vessel traffic make it extremely difficult and unreliable to 
mechanically dredge in this type of area.  A hopper dredge is much more effective since it is 
fairly easy for the dredge to accommodate large vessel traffic because of its mobility. In 
addition there is no information to support the conclusion that a mechanical dredge would 
entrain less fish and crabs in this habitat than a hydraulic dredge. 
 
   5.  See responses S-117 to S-119. 
 
   6.  The Corps and USEPA have conducted baseline crab studies of the ocean disposal sites 
using an otter trawl.  The USEPA, Corps, and its contractor (Jack Word, MEC Analytical 
Services) believe that this method provides comparable results to a plumb staff beam trawl. 
 
   7.  See response S-124. 
 
   8.  See responses S-121-123. 
 
   9.  This suggestion is outside the scope of the channel improvement project.  If the State of 
Washington is willing to sponsor and pay for incremental costs, the Corps will consider your 
experimental concepts. 
 
   10.  Under the preferred plan in the Final SEIS, the Corps does not intend to use ocean 
disposal for the channel improvement project during construction and for the first 20 years of 
maintenance.  With regard to Site F, the Corps does not have the authority to designate ocean 
dredged material disposal sites except under limited Section 103 selection authority.  By 
2003, disposal options for the MCR project will revert to the USEPA designated 1,800 by 
1,800-foot portion of Site F.  This specific area is too small, is already mounded, and has not 
been used for a number of years.  Further use of Site F was determined to be not in 
compliance with the ocean dumping criteria. 
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13.  Commit to pursuit of beneficial use of all sand from channel construction or maintenance 

activities that is proposed to be barged to the ocean, including but not limited to direct 
placement on Benson Beach or immediately offshore, nearshore placement off Washaway 
Beach, nearshore placement in Willapa Bay at the Shoalwater Indian Reservation     
Beneficial Use Site, onshore placement at the SR 105 project, nearshore or onshore  
placement at Westport, nearshore or onshore placement at Ocean Shores, and nearshore 
placement on Whitcomb Flats in Grays Harbor. 

 
The bottom line for WDFW is that the project by law has to meet the requirements of no net loss 
of productive capacity of fish and shellfish habitat.  The key to accomplishing this is to develop 
and work within the framework of a crab mitigation strategy.  Conservation of sand in the littoral 
system is also essential - offshore disposal of sediment as proposed in the EIS would exacerbate 

S-133    erosion problems due to sediment starvation along the Washington coast, to the tune of multi- 
millions of dollars in habitat loss for fish, wildlife, and humans.  In the past 10 years nearly 100  
million dollars has been spent by the Federal government to control erosion and mitigate   
damages to the jetty system and public infrastructure in Grays Harbor and Pacific Counties, all 
caused by starvation of sediment as identified in the coastal erosion study.  We encourage the 
Portland Corps to take all necessary steps to avoid, minimize, and mitigate these impacts. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments and recommendations.  WDFW 
appreciates the efforts made by the project sponsors and COE to address resource concerns, and 
we look forward to working with you to bring resolution to these issues.  Please feel free to 

S-134    Regional Habitat Program Manager Steve Manlow at (360) 906-6731 if you have any questions 
regarding upland disposal, smelt, sturgeon and fish stranding issues.  To discuss issues in the 
marine area of this project, please contact Bob Burkle, Assistant Region 6 Habitat Program 
Manager, at (360) 249-1217, e-mail burklblb@dfw.wa.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Lee Van Tussenbrook 
Regional Director  Regional Habitat Program Manager 
 
Cc: Peter Birch, WDFW 
      Sue Patnude, WDFW 
      Loree Randall, DOE 
      Patty Snow, ODFW 
      Kathi Larson, USFWS Portland       
      Ben Meyer, NMFS 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-132 (con’t). 
 
   10 (con’t).  Disposal in recent years has been in the 103-expanded site F originally selected 
in 1993.  As explained to the Working Group during the designation studies, to the taskforce 
following completion of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and to WDFW staff and management 
several times over the years, the authorized 10-year allowance of the 103 sites expanded in 
1993 will expire and no further extension is allowed under federal law.  The USEPA intends 
to de-designate the four existing 102 sites and designate the Deep Water Site and Shallow 
Water Site. 
 
   11.  See previous response.  Designation does not mandate use.  If the Deep Water Site is 
used, it will be used in accordance with the final SMMP. 
 
   12.  See responses to 8 and 10 above (S-121-123).  With regards to your comment, there is 
no Site C associated with the Columbia River. 
 
   13.  See response 8 and 10 above (S-121-123).  Dredged material from the project, 
including construction and maintenance, has been identified for beneficial use within the 
Columbia River estuary.  The Corps and USEPA are committed to the pursuit of beneficial 
uses whenever possible.  If new beneficial uses are identified that require environmental 
review and permit not previously covered the non-federal entity will be responsible for all 
incremental costs for planning and construction. 
 
S-133.  The analyses conducted for the channel improvement project (smelt, sturgeon, 
juvenile salmon stranding, and crabs) supports the conclusions that construction of the project 
will not result in a net-loss of productive habitat.  As noted in responses S-111 to S-115, the 
project, including its restoration components, adds productive habitat capacity for salmonids.  
The analysis of dredge entrainment indicates that impacts to the crab population are small and 
will be further minimized by management decisions.  Crab entrainment research has shown 
that crabs reoccupy dredged areas soon after dredging, indicating that there is no change in 
the suitability of the habitat.  This fact supports the conclusion that dredging does not affect 
productive capacity of the habitat. 
 
S-134.  Comment noted. 
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US Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-PM-E ATTN: Robert Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Port of Longview (SEPA) 
ATTN: Judy Grigg 
P.O. Box 1258 
Longview, Washington 98632-7739 
 
RE:     Washington Department of Natural Resources Comments on the Columbia River Channel 
           Improvement Project, Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
           Statement 
 
Dear Ms. Grigg and Mr. Willis: 
 
The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) appreciates the willingness of the 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the sponsors of the proposed Columbia River deepening to maintain a 
productive dialogue on the issues surrounding this proposal.  We understand that a proposal of this 
scale requires coordination and communication with a highly diverse constellation of stakeholders. 
 
DNR has identified elements of the deepening proposal that have the potential to adversely impact 
state owned aquatic lands (SOAL).  As stewards of the land, we are obligated to ensure that any 
proposal is designed and implemented in a manner that causes the least impact.  By statute, however, 
the DNR’s management authority of SOAL is primarily proprietary - rather than regulatory - in 
nature.  In essence, our agency is charged with a fiduciary responsibility to act on behalf of the 

S-135    citizens of Washington to ensure that their SOAL is being put to its highest and best use, consistent 
with capturing and maximizing economic benefits derived from the use of those lands.  But, DNR 
also recognizes that the long-term economic viability of SOAL is intrinsically tied to the long-term 
environmental sustainability of those same lands.  Lands that are not protected from environmental 
damage represent not only a loss to all of us who find that environmental protection has its own 
intrinsic value, but also a loss in terms of their economic value. 
 
Historically, Columbia River dredging practices have had a very significant adverse impact on 
Washington’s SOAL.  The deposit of dredge materials on our Columbia River tidelands has in many 
places along the river completely buried them and converted them into uplands.  Not only has this 
affected the ecology of the River, it has caused significant management problems to DNR.  
Ownership boundaries for SOAL were determined at the time of statehood in 1889, and those 
boundaries are more or less fixed (with some exceptions).  When SOAL is inundated by dredge 
materials it becomes extremely difficult for our agency to determine our ownership boundaries.  
Moreover, private property owners, real estate agents, and local governments are often not aware that 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-135.  The Federal Government appreciates your agency’s efforts to thoroughly review the 
Draft SEIS for the proposed project.  The Corps and USEPA also appreciate your taking the 
time to meet to clarify your comments and to work through the issues and concerns that 
arose regarding project use of state owned lands and resources. 
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the land with upland characteristics that they are building houses on, selling, or platting, is actually 
SOAL that has been buried beneath dredge material.  Two examples of this are Puget Island, and 
Willow Grove.  Both of these areas are now so extensively developed with properties that are in 
essence trespassing on SOAL that it will require enormous expense to resolve our boundaries, to 
negotiate leases, and to develop public use and access plans. 

S-135 
We expect that any new proposals for dredging in the Columbia River will be sensitive to the impacts 
that such proposals have on SOAL and upon the agencies who manage them.  Unless the Corps and 
the project sponsors are committed to providing timely information to DNR when dredging activities 
are being conducted, we believe that SOAL will continue to be adversely impacted.  We appreciate 
the efforts that have been extended thus far to develop a Technical Memorandum that will clarify the 
duties of the Corps, the sponsors, dredging contractors, and recipients of dredge materials.  It is our 
expectation that the implementation of the Technical Memorandum will provide real time 
information when and where specific dredging activities are occurring, the volume of material being 
dredged, and who the recipient of the material is.  We also expect that the Technical Memorandum 
will be incorporated into any new dredging contracts so that there can be no confusion about DNR’s 
expectations concerning the placement and subsequent use of dredge materials. 
 
An important component of the deepening proposal is the Corps' reliance on the authority provided 
by The Navigational Servitude.  DNR recognizes that since this proposal is intended to aid in 
commerce and navigation and has federal backing that The Navigational Servitude does apply.   
However, DNR’s position is that The Navigational Servitude does not provide a blanket exemption  

S-136    from this agency's rules and procedures, insofar as they are reasonable and capable of being 
accomplished.  For this reason, as this deepening proposal is further developed, we expect that  
DNR’s statutory authority to enter into agreements for the use of SOAL will be honored, and that the 
design of the proposal as well as the funding to implement the proposal, will anticipate the 
requirements of our agency. 
 
Following are the specific concerns of DNR that we believe should be addressed as this proposal is 
developed: 
 

1.      DNR requires a use authorization for mitigation projects that either use state-owned 
dredge materials for private projects, or which encumber SOAL.  Mitigation projects require  

S-137              a lease from DNR.  The annual payment on the lease is determined by the value of the  
materials being used, or the value of the land being encumbered, whichever is more   
appropriate.  We expect that the cost of such mitigation proposals will be taken into account. 

 
2.      While the SEIS distinguishes between “restoration” projects and “mitigation”       
projects, by DNR’s standards all the proposed projects are mitigation projects.  Since each of  
the projects has been proposed in connection with obtaining approval of the deepening 

S-138               proposal as a whole, and since each of the projects has been incorporated into the review of 
NMFS, Ecology, and other reviewing agencies, we consider these proposed projects to be 
mitigation.  Therefore, any of the restoration or mitigation proposals that either use or 
encumber SOAL will be required to obtain a use authorization from DNR. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
S-136.  The Corps is committed to working closely with WDNR as this project moves 
forward.  We will find a mutually agreeable way to use the state owned aquatic lands 
identified in the project.  As the Corps advances further into plans and specifications for the 
proposed project features, we will be in regular contact with WDNR regarding those features 
that involve your property, including state owned aquatic lands, royalties for dredged 
material, and fees and or easements pertaining to the use of WDNR property. 
 
S-137.  The Corps discussed mitigation actions and ecosystem restoration features with 
representatives from WDNR.  The Corps views mitigation and restoration as distinctly 
different actions.  Mitigation actions are required to compensate for project related impacts.  
They are cost shared 75%-25% with the sponsor ports.  The mitigation lands must be 
purchased in fee title and secured for perpetuity.  If the mitigation properties are not 
available through a willing seller arrangement, the ports will be directed by the Corps to 
condemn the property.  The navigation portion of the channel improvement project contains 
a wildlife mitigation plan that incorporates mitigation for wetland impacts that will result 
from upland disposal activities.  The mitigation sites identified in the State of Washington 
occur at Martin Island and Woodland Bottoms.  Wetlands mitigation at Martin Island will 
involve use of materials dredged as part of the channel improvement project for fill in the 
embayment.  While Martin Island is currently privately owned, it will, at the time mitigation 
is conducted, be owned by the non-federal sponsors.   Because the mitigation is necessary 
for implementation of the channel improvement project, use of the dredged materials for 
mitigation is use for a public purpose and no royalty should be charged for such use.  RCW 
79.90.150. 
 
The Federal Government respectfully disagreed with WDNR’s characterization of the 
proposed restoration actions as “mitigation” and believes that this definitional matter has 
been resolved. 
 
Restoration actions are not related to project impacts and are being undertaken voluntarily 
under existing Corps’ authorities.  The Corps’ intent is to restore partially those ecosystem 
elements subject to substantial historical habitat losses and/or to aid in the recover of ESA 
species, including various salmonid ESUs.  These actions are cost shared 65%-35% with the 
non-federal sponsors.  Restoration lands do not need to be purchased in fee title.  Restoration 
projects do not need to be in place for perpetuity although they are envisioned to be in place 
long-term.  Property for ecosystem restoration features will not be condemned in order to 
achieve the restoration.  
 
S-138.  Based upon our interagency meeting and discussions of the proposed project with 
your staff, we believe that WDNR understands the difference in the Corps’ use of mitigation 
and restoration.  We will be working closely with your staff to define each location where 
the state has ownership and will jointly decide the proper real estate instrument to encumber 
your land for each location. 
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3.      DNR would like to see what plans are in place in case any of the restoration or 

S-139     mitigation proposals is not implemented.  Presumably, the biological opinion from NMFS 
was based upon the actual implementation of all the mitigation proposals. 
 
4.      DNR believes that the Corps and the project sponsors should attempt to find more 
opportunities to put the dredge materials to beneficial uses.  Flow lane disposal should only 
be used when there are beneficial effects on the river system.  In some stretches of the river 

S-140    flow lane disposal appears to have been proposed simply as a least cost method of disposal,  
in spite of the fact that the same materials must be dredged over and over again as they 
migrate downriver.  The short-term higher cost of upland disposal must be weighed against 
the repeated costs associated with flow lane disposal. 
 
5.      Page 3 -16, Section 3.4 (revised) Future Port Development - Port of Vancouver,  
Gateway development.  A statement is made that dredged material from this project is one 
potential, cost effective source of material for the development, but that other sources are also 
available in sufficient quantities and at acceptable costs to accomplish the Gateway 
development objectives. 

S-141 
The Department has not been asked to approve the use of any dredged material for the 
development of the Gateway project, nor have we been given any information on how much 
material will be needed or where it will be used.  The Revised Code of Washington (RCW)  
Chapter 79.90 Section 150 requires that the user obtain prior written approval for removal 
and use.  It further states that material used for another use or moved off the disposal site may 
require the payment of a royalty to the State.  Since the Port of Vancouver has not discussed  
this matter with the Department, and therefore doesn't know whether they will have to pay a 
royalty or not, it seems presumptuous to say they can find a like amount of material at 
acceptable costs.  What figures and volumes were used to determine this?  Where would the 
other material come from? 
 
Additionally, the size of Gateway 3, W-101.0 varies.  Table 1 on page 2 of Exhibit K in the 
Technical Memorandum for Consistency with Local Critical Areas Ordinances lists a 
disposal volume of 2.8 million cubic yards on 64.5 acres.  Table S4-7, Page 4-37 lists no 

S-142    volume and 39.7 acres.  Page 6-14, Section 6.2.3.1 (revised) Upland Disposal states that 
“About 17 acres of riparian habitat was protected from loss and agricultural land at Gateway 
3 (W-101.0) was reduced from 69 to 40 acres.” Page 8-4, Section 8.7.1 (new) Disposal Plan 
Modifications, states “Disposal Site W- 101. 0, Gateway Parcel 3 requires modification so as 
to reflect a reduced acreage requirement change from 97.0 to 52.0 acres.” 
 
The department feels that there needs to be a list or table showing an accurate, final acreage 
of each disposal site and the volume expected to be placed there. 
 
6.      Page 4-24, Section 4.8.6.2 (new) Purple Loosestrife Control Program states that the 

S-143    herbicide Rodeo will be used during the active growing season (June to October) not during 
the suggested in water period of Nov 1 to Feb 28. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
S-139.  The mitigation actions will be implemented even if it requires condemnation of the 
property involved.  Changes to the ecosystem restoration features will be coordinated with 
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and the USEPA. 
 
S-140.  The Corps has thoroughly examined disposal requirements for the channel 
improvement project and proposes to use a combination of upland, in-water (including two 
restoration features and one wildlife mitigation action) and shoreline disposal sites to 
accomplish the action.  Upland disposal is the primary disposal practice used during 
construction.  In-water (flowlane) disposal is sparingly used.  Approximately 6.2 mcy of 
construction material dredged between CRM 3-30 would be beneficially used at Lois Island 
embayment for ecosystem restoration purposes.  Only one shoreline disposal site (Sand 
Island; O-86.2) would be used during construction. 
 
The Corps and USEPA have made a concerted effort during the feasibility phase for this 
project to minimize the re-handling of dredged material in the navigation channel.  The use 
of upland disposal sites was emphasized as reflected in the proposed disposal plan.  The ESA 
consultation and interagency discussions led to reemphasis of the use of dredged material in 
a beneficial manner for ecosystem restoration features at Lois Island embayment and 
Miller/Pillar.  Some flowlane disposal will occur with project implementation.  The Corps 
and USEPA also notes that flowlane disposal is consistent with the State of Washington’s 
strong encouragement to keep sand in the river system. 
 
S-141.  The Gateway project referenced in your letter is not related to the federal action.  The 
Corps has requested the Port of Vancouver to send you all information regarding the 
Gateway 3 proposal. 
 
 
 
 
 
S-142.  The Final SEIS contains a table with the proposed final acreages and heights of 
disposal sites. 
 
S-143.  The application of Rodeo within the State of Washington is covered by the WDOE 
General NPDES permit and approved for use in the estuary.  Application of Rodeo to purple 
loosestrife will be per label instructions.  Specifically, application will be during or 
immediately after flowering is initiated and continue to early fall.  Mix ratios and other 
application factors will comply with the label requirements for aquatic application.  The non-
federal sponsors will comply with the provisions of the General NPDES permit including the 
procedural requirement pertaining to notice of application.  A specific permit application for 
purple loosestrife control will be made to the State of Washington in order to comply with 
the general NPDES permit already issued by the WDOE.  Compliance with the terms of the 
state’s NPDES permit should “insure no damage for contamination of state-owned aquatic 
lands.”  This restoration feature, therefore, should result in no significant impact to the 
environment.  This combined NEPA/SEPA Final SEIS constitutes SEPA compliance 
regarding the purple loosestrife program and other restoration features. 
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Although it makes sense to apply the herbicide during the purple loosestrife growing season 
is this an approved time and use according to the label?  If so, will the program be reviewed 
through the Washington SEPA process and/or other environmental review to ensure no 
damage or contamination of state owned aquatic lands occurs? 
 
7.      Page 8-7, Section 8.7.3.5 (new) Cottonwood-Howard Islands White-tailed Deer 

S-144    Introduction.  There are numerous ownership questions on this site.  How will ownership 
boundaries in this area be determined?  Will there be a legal survey? 
 
There is also a statement that “one of the private ownerships also owns 60 acres of adjacent 
tidelands to Howard Island and good real estate practice will require purchase of “fee title”  

S-145    interest in those tidelands in conjunction with the acquisition of the upland acreage.”  Are 
these true tidelands or are they accretions with upland characteristics to the tidelands sold by 
the State?  If so RCW 79.94.3 10 states that any accretions to sold tidelands remain in state 
ownership.  If this were the case this area would need to be treated as the other areas owned 
by the State of Washington. 
 
Why does the Corps consider placing White-tailed deer on the island to be restoration and 
what criteria does the Corps use to determine mitigation vs. restoration?  Was this species on 

S-146    the island in the past or is this an expansion?  Is there a population of Black-tailed deer on the 
island and if so what will be done with them?  The Department feels that placing white-tailed  
deer on the island fits the state criteria for mitigation and our policy is we must charge for 
any mitigation using state aquatic resources or land. 
 
8.      Page 8-8, Section 8.7.3.6 (new) Bachelor Slough Restoration.  In Section 4.8.6 a  
statement is made that this restoration project is being implemented under Section 7(a) (1) of 

S-147    the ESA.  Within Section 8.7.3.6 a statement is made that this project will only happen if the 
sediment sampling does not show contamination.  If there is contamination is an alternative 
site required? 
 
A statement is also made that the Corps will exercise navigational servitude for all R/W 
below the ordinary high water mark needed for dredging the slough.  Why work with the State 
of Washington in other areas they own but use this method for dredging the slough and then 
in the same section state that a “no cost Cooperative Agreement” can be used for restoration 

S-148     within the 6 acres of state owned land along the slough?  Additionally, the Corps states that a 
“short term dredged material disposal easement can be used for disposal on the 17 acre state 
owned site and that after disposal is complete US Fish and Wildlife Service can use that site 
to plant trees, etc for riparian restoration.  What type agreement will be used for this and how 
does the Corps or Sponsors know this is an approved use for the site?  Again, the Department 
would consider this use and the sites on USFWS land to be mitigation and be required to 
charge for the use. 
 
Last, where will material from any maintenance dredging be placed if the other planned 

S-149    disposal sites are used for riparian restoration? 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
S-144.  Ownership boundaries on Howard/Cottonwood Island will be obtained through a 
survey to establish property ownership.  The Corps, in conjunction with the sponsor ports, 
will share all necessary information obtained on these islands with WDNR to assist in 
defining state owned properties.  The sponsor ports are required to obtain lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, relocations and disposal sites for the entire proposed action.  They must 
conduct and complete thorough legal surveys, title searches and other real estate legal 
requirements to establish ownerships and property boundaries. 
 
S-145.  The Corps will be working in cooperation with your agency to define the ownership 
on Howard Island.  The Corps understands the issue of accreted lands and the implication it 
has regarding state ownership.  As surveys are conducted and completed, the Corps will 
share the information with WDNR staff to sort out the precise ownership on the island. 
 
The sponsor ports will be tasked with determining the true property owners and property 
boundaries for lands required for project purposes.  The Corps, in cooperation with the 
sponsor ports, will share this information with WDNR.  Cooperatively, we will come to a 
consensus on property ownerships and ensure that the proper real estate instruments are 
established and implemented. 
 
S-146.  The Corps views placing Columbian white-tailed deer (CWTD) on 
Howard/Cottonwood Island to be an element of a bigger restoration action resulting from the 
ESA consultation and in cooperation with USFWS.  If the CWTD is delisted, then the main 
flood control dikes around Tenasillahee Island could be breached allowing for natural 
restoration of tidal marsh habitat beneficial to a diverse array of fish and wildlife resources.  
CWTD were historically distributed along the Columbia River from near Astoria to The 
Dalles, Oregon (USFWS, 1976, Columbian White-tailed Deer Recovery Plan).  This would 
have included Howard/Cottonwood Island.  There are Columbian black-tailed deer on these 
islands presently.  No management action by the Corps or sponsor ports is proposed for 
Columbian black-tailed deer. 
 
The restoration feature for CWTD reintroduction at Cottonwood/Howard Island was derived 
during the ESA consultation.  It is an action the Corps will undertake under Section 7(a)(1) 
of the ESA.  Implementation of restoration features is not mandatory, but voluntary and thus 
is distinctly different from mitigation efforts which are mandatory.  The restoration features 
are not linked to our wildlife mitigation efforts which were derived in a separate process and 
address direct impacts to wildlife and their habitat, including wetland habitat, from upland 
disposal actions. 
 
Historically, CWTD inhabited riparian habitat along the Columbia River with animals 
reported as far upstream as The Dalles (USFWS, 1976, Columbian White-tailed Deer 
Recovery Plan).  Thus, translocation of CWTD to Cottonwood/Howard Island is considered 
a reintroduction.  Black-tailed deer are present on the island.  Management of black-tailed 
deer on Cottonwood/Howard Island will be left to the USFWS and WDFW who are working 
cooperatively on a similar reintroduction downstream of Longview at Fisher Island.  The 
Corps and sponsor ports will fund specific elements of the reintroduction effort at 
Howard/Cottonwood Island but will not participate in a management capacity. 
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9.      Page 8, Exhibit J, 43 ft.  Channel Deepening Sedimentation Impacts.  Paragraph 2 
mentions degradation of riverbed near deeper dredge cuts as bedload is deflected down the 
cut slopes and into the navigation channel.  Paragraph 3 states that “sideslope adjustments 

S-150     may extend to the shoreline around RM’s 22, 42-46, 72, 76, 86, and 99.” Given the 
complaints already voiced by some landowners and users in these areas, especially RM 42- 
46, how will the Corps and Sponsors handle future complaints, how will property damage be 
handled, and how will the States of Oregon and Washington be protected if lawsuits are filed 
concerning this erosion? 
 
Although these sites have been used in the past for dredged material disposal, some of them 
haven't been used in a number of years.  Have these erosion areas been characterized and/or 

S-151     tested for contamination? 
 
These impacts and questions need to be addressed in more depth in Section 6.2.2.4 (new) 
Accretion/Erosion also. 

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment, and we look forward to working with the Corps 
and the project sponsors.  If you have any questions, please contact me at (360) 767-7005 or by 
e-mail at gary.cooper@wadnr.gov. 
 

 
 
cc: Channel Improvement Project file 
 Dianne Perry, Oregon, Washington Ports 
 Laura Hicks, Project Manager, Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
 Ken O’Holleran, Port of Longview 
 Lanny Cawley, Port of Kalama 
 Brendan McFarland, Washington Department of Ecology 
 Bill Jolly, Washington Department of State Parks 
 Bob Burkle, Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife 
 Steve Manlow, Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife 
 Larry Paulson, Executive Director, Port of Vancouver 
 Fran McNair, Aquatics Region Manager 
 Loren Stem, Aquatic Division Manager 
 Robert Brenner, DMMP Coordinator, Aquatic Resources Division 
 Nancy Lopez, South/Central Aquatic Coordinator 
 
 H:\HOME\KWAL490\Aquatics\KAREN\Gary\2002\coi-ps3.doe 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
S-147.  The Bachelor Slough restoration feature is contingent upon the sediment to be 
dredged from the slough testing clean of contaminants.  If the sediments do not pass 
contaminant screening criteria, the restoration action will be dropped and no alternative will 
replace it.  Because this is a restoration action and not a mitigation action it is not necessary 
to off set project impacts. 
 
No alternative site or action is required if sediments in Bachelor Slough are determined to be 
too contaminated for dredging and/or disposal based upon existing federal/state criteria 
established for sediments. 
 
S-148.  After meeting and discussing the proposed project with your staff, the Corps believes 
that WDNR understands the difference in the Corps’ definitions of mitigation and 
restoration.  The Corps will work closely with WDNR staff to jointly decide the proper real 
estate instrument for your property at Bachelor Slough. 
 
S-149.  There is no additional dredging proposed at Bachelor Slough in conjunction with the 
Corps proposed ecosystem restoration plan. 
 
For the Bachelor Slough restoration feature, the Corps and ports will only conduct the initial 
dredging action and associated riparian forest development.  Future O&M dredging of 
Bachelor Slough, if required, will be the responsibility of the USFWS. 
 
S-150.  The side slope adjustment is anticipated to occur in discrete localized areas.  Theses 
areas were created by dredged material and are not part the historic natural bank line. 
 
S-151.  The material has been tested following the procedures in the DMEF (to which the 
WDNR is a signatory agency) and the material from the navigation channel is clean, medium 
grained sand with some fine and coarse grain sand.  The material placed on shoreline 
disposal sites originated from the navigation channel, and therefore is also clean sand.  
Thousands of sediment samples have been collected and tested from a number of locations in 
the river for various reasons and projects.  Some of these studies may be located in the areas 
described.  There are no plans to conduct additional testing in these areas unless specific 
information can be provided that would establish a reason to believe that contamination may 
be present.  As a member of the Regional Management Team for the DMEF, WDNR would 
be participating in any re-characterizations. 
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Bill Wyatt, Executive Director 
Port of Portland 
P.O. Box 3529 
Portland, OR 97208 
 
Dear Director Wyatt: 
 
The State Board of Agriculture is writing for two purposes. First, we want to reiterate our support for the 

S-152     channel deepening of the Columbia River necessary to maintain Oregon's competitive shipping ability 
through our port system. A copy of a resolution passed by the Board last year stating this official position 
is enclosed. 
 
Second, we would like to seek your response regarding issues related to dredge materials that will arise 
from this project.  At a recent Board meeting we were provided information from Matt Van Ess, Director 
of the Columbia River Estuary Task Force, about the impacts of depositing dredge materials around the 
mouth of the Columbia River near Astoria.  The concerns, as explained to the Board, include potential 

S-153    impacts on drift net fishing of salmon and other species in a location where recovery efforts are on-going 
through net-pen raised and released fish, as well as potential impacts on crab habitat.  This group isn't 
directly opposed to the channel deepening, but they do continue to have deep concerns about where the 
dredging material is placed.  Further, we heard concerns about "least cost disposal" that mandates dredge 
sand be dumped back into the river, which will simply continue to wash back into the channel and 
increase the cost of future channel maintenance. 
 
We would be interested in knowing the Port's position and actions to minimize such impacts on the 

S-154     fishing industry around the mouth of the Columbia River and the long-term costs of river channel 
maintenance from in-river depositing of dredge materials. 
 
Thank you for your response. 
 

 
 
Cc:  Dave Hunt, Executive Director, Columbia River Channel Coalition 

Col. Richard W. Hobernicht, Army Corps of Engineers 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-152.  Your agency support is acknowledged. 
 
 
 
 
S-153.  See responses S-9 to S-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-154.  The Port of Portland discussed these issues with the Board of Agriculture at their 
December 11, 2002 meeting. 
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State Department of Agriculture         State Board of Agriculture 
Hermiston, Oregon           September 12 & 13, 2001 
 
 
 
ACTION ITEM:   COLUMBIA RIVER DREDGING 
 
RESOLUTION   Therefore, be it resolved that the Oregon Board of Agriculture supports the 
NO.: 222    Port of Portland’s proposal to dredge a section of the lower Columbia 

River. 
 

Be it further resolved that the Board encourages the Port’s continued efforts 
to work with local landowners on land use issues. 

 
ACTION:    Moved By:  Rick Gustafson 
 
      Seconded By:  Reid Saito 
 
      Action Taken:  Motion passed unanimously by roll call vote. 
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September 16, 2002 
 
 
Commander USAED 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Attn: CENWP PMF CRCIP 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR  97208 
 
Clatsop Economic Development Council Fisheries Project (CEDC 
Fisheries) has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River 
Channel Improvement Project (DSEIS). The following represents CEDC 
Fisheries' concerns with aspects of the project but is not inclusive of those 
issues identified by the County Commissioners of Clatsop County in 
previous correspondence. This letter will only address those immediate 
issues that are perceived to directly impact the Select Area Fisheries 
Evaluation (SAFE) program and related research and production projects 
involving release of salmon smolts and the resulting sport and commercial 
harvest. 

C-1 
In its 1993 Strategy For Salmon, the Northwest Power Planning Council 
recommended that terminal fishing sites be identified and developed to 
harvest abundant fish stocks while minimizing the incidental harvest of 
weak stocks. The Council called on the Bonneville Power Administration 
(BPA) to “fund a study to evaluate potential terminal fishery sites and 
opportunities. This study should include: general requirements for 
developing these sites (e.g., construction of acclimation/release facilities 
for hatchery smolts so that adult salmon would return to the area for  
harvest); the potential number of harvesters that might be accommodated; 
type of gear to be used; and other relevant information needed to 
determine the feasibility and magnitude of the program.” 
 
Beginning in 1993 BPA initiated the Columbia River Terminal Fisheries 
Project, a 10-year comprehensive program to investigate the feasibility of 
terminal fisheries in Youngs Bay and other sites in Oregon and 
Washington (BPA, 1993). Project sponsors are the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (ODFW) and Clatsop County Economic Development 
Council’s (CEDC) Fisheries Project. Included in the sites to be studied and  
eventually fully exploited is the Tongue Point, Cathlamet Bay area 
presently under consideration for use as a dredge disposal site by your  
agency. These terminal fisheries are being explored as a means to increase 
 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-1.  See the Corps’ responses to state comments S-7 and S-9.  The Corps has tried 
to arrange a meeting with Clatsop County and the affected fisherman on several 
occasions to discuss the placement of material so that a plan could be developed to 
minimize impacts to this select area fishery.  This effort has met with minimal 
success.  The Corps disagrees that this site will not provide any useable habitat for 
juvenile salmonids, since tidal marsh habitats are priority habitats to restore in the 
estuary for listed salmon stocks.  Both the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS have 
evaluated the proposal and support its benefit to salmonids.  The Corps also 
disagrees with your tens of millions (June 14, 2002 letter) and then millions of 
dollars of annual benefits (September 16, 2002 letter) to the local community from 
this project.  As noted in responses S-7 and S-9, the revised project is over 3,000 
feet from the net pen site, and will less than 20% of the area base for the select area 
fishery at Tongue Point.  A large, open embayment comprising over 80% of the 
acreage base for the select area fishery would remain for use by fishers post-
restoration.  The Corps would be interested in any data that indicates the value of 
this fishery to the local economy.  Available information suggests that it is a small-
scale operation.  As noted, the restoration has been reconfigured to minimize any 
impacts. 
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the sport and commercial harvest of hatchery fish while providing greater 
protection for the weak wild stocks, specifically those presently listed under the 
Endangered Species Act as “threatened” or “endangered”.  The project is being 
conducted in three distinct stages: an initial two-year research phase to investigate 
potential sites, salmon stocks, and methodologies; a second three-year phase of 
expansion in Youngs Bay and introduction into areas of greatest potential as 
shown from the initial stage; and a final five-year phase of establishment of 
terminal fisheries at full capacity at all acceptable sites.  

C-1 
The area targeted by the Army Corps of Engineers between Mott Island and Lois 
Island deepened to allow for anchorage of military and commercial vessels is an 
integral part of the Tongue Point terminal fisheries, and as such is one of those 
deemed most effective in providing select fisheries as envisioned by the Power 
Planning Council. Significant research is ongoing at that location funded by BPA 
and the State of Oregon, as well as production releases of fish both from Oregon 
Department of Fisheries facilities upriver and those of Federal origin funded by 
Mitchell Act moneys. Next to Youngs Bay, the Tongue Point area represents the 
site with the greatest potential for terminal harvest by sport and commercial 
fishers of any in the Lower Columbia River.  
 
We concur with the findings of Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife that 
creating a shallow water environment in Cathlamet Bay will result in a major loss 
to these fisheries. In addition, no credible data is presented to demonstrate that 
listed stocks transiting the area in their outmigration will be benefited. In fact, 
with the nearby artificial rookeries created by previous disposal of dredge 
material (i.e. Rice Island, et al), creating a shallow water environment from 
existing deep water is likely to increase avian predation on all salmonids 
transiting the area, including those that are listed. We see the labeling of filling 
Cathlamet Bay as “restoration” as evidence of short-sited and unprofessional 
opportunism. 
 
To reiterate, loss of a well-documented terminal fisheries representing potentially 
millions of dollars per year to the regional economy and the likelihood of  
exposing transiting smolts to heavier avian predation represents more than 
sufficient reason to seek other uses of the dredge material. While it is not the 
purview of our agency to provide solutions to the Corps of Engineers, we are well 
aware of the State of Oregon’s investigations into beneficial uses of the material 
that will remove it from the aquatic environment entirely. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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We strongly urge those options be investigated rather than seeking quick and dirty 
solutions that only benefit the proposing agency. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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June 13, 2002 
 
 
Laura Hicks, Project Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District 
333 SW First Avenue 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Ms. Hicks: 
 
I appreciate having the opportunity to personally convey to you and Kim 
Larson concerns that the Clatsop Economic Development Council 
Fisheries Project (CEDC) have with the Corps proposal to use the turning 
basin near Lois Island at Tongue Point as a disposal sight for dredging 
materials produced by the proposed channel deepening project.  That the 
latest terminology for the action is dressed up to be “habitat restoration” is 
an issue I chose not to address at this time, there still remains issues of 
economic opportunity loss that are significant and cannot be ignored. 

C-2 
CEDC has been funded for over ten years by Bonneville Power 
Administration to conduct research on the efficacy of using certain select 
areas in the Lower Columbia for the rearing and release of salmon smolts 
intended to be completely harvested by the sport and commercial fisheries.  
These studies have identified three sites on the Oregon side of the river, 
that with close management by Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, 
the resulting adult fish returning to those locations can be harvested 
without significant impact on listed upriver stocks.  One of those sites is 
Tongue Point.  The site is conducive to a major harvest by the gillnet 
fishermen and is frequented heavily by sport fishers who launch their 
boats at the John Day boat ramp and can be on the fishing grounds in 
minutes, even in the most inclement of weather. 
 
Our present permitted level of releases at Tongue Point is two million 
smolts.  Depending on the mix of species, their ocean survival, and the rate 
of interception by the Buoy I 0 sport catch and the ocean troll fleet, we can 
have tens of thousands of catchable fish return to this select area.  We are 
continuing to investigate methods of rearing and release strategies at this 
location to eventually maximize production, which in the future is likely to 
be double the present level.  We need to conduct trials of various kinds to 
fully understand the constraints and limiting factors before we increase 
production.  All of this takes many years of trials and monitoring. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-2.  See response to comment C-1.  For clarification purposes, the area proposed for 
restoration is the embayment constructed for WW II Liberty vessel moorage.  The 
Lois Island ecosystem restoration feature will not impact the Federal Tongue Point 
Navigation Channel and associated turning basin. 
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page 2     Laura Hicks     June 14, 2002 
 
 
If the project, of which you are manager, proceeds with using the turning 
basin to dispose of seven million cubic yards of spoils it will eliminate the 
opportunity for the sport, and especially the commercial fleet to harvest 
the returning coho and chinook salmon.  In addition to Youngs Bay the 
Tongue Point harvest area, which is fishable by all 603 licensed Oregon 
and Washington gillnetters and thousands of sport fishers, is the only off-
channel body of water capable of providing sufficient space for major 
select area fisheries.  Although other sites have been considered none have 
the acreage and channel depth that is found at the turning basin at Tongue 
Point. 

C-2 
The resulting opportunity loss will be in the tens of millions of dollars to the 
fishers, the community of Astoria, and the regional economy.  Other 
issues of lost opportunity for the fishers include the development of the 
area in question as a nursery for juvenile sturgeon.  In the last decade this 
area has become colonized by white sturgeon and supports many sport 
fishers including several charter boats.  Incidental catches of sturgeon in 
the salmon gillnet fishery at Tongue Point also add to the value of this area 
as a significant economic driver. 
 
Thank you again for taking the time to come to Astoria and meet with me 
over these vital issues. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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September 12, 2002 
 
 
Port of Longview 
Attn: Judy Grigg 
PO Box 1258 
Longview, WA 98632-7739 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP - PM - E Attn:  Robert Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
RE: Columbia River, Channel Deepening Project 
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS 
 
Dear Ms. Grigg and Mr. Willis: 
 
Thank you for the  opportunity to  comment on the  Supplemental IFR/EIS prepared for the 

C-3     Columbia   River,    Channel   Deepening  Project.      The   County    supports   the   dredge 
improvement project on the Columbia River.  Our comments regard the proposed 
mitigation for this project and its impacts relating to Washington's Shoreline Management 
Act. 

 
Martin Island: 
 
Washington’s Shoreline Management Act, enacted in 1971 to protect, restore and    
preserve the natural resources of the State’s shorelines, contains seven major goals.      
Goals 5 and 6, coming after the goals of protecting and preserving the natural character, 
resources and ecology of shorelines, direct local governments to “increase public access    
to publicly owned areas of the shorelines” and to “increase recreational opportunities for 
the public in the shoreline” (RCW 90.58.020). The County’s Shorelines Management 
Master Program incorporates these goals within its guidelines for development projects. 

C-4 
The Mitigation Plan for the Channel Deepening Project will require shoreline approval and 
must go through the shoreline permit process.  The Plan proposes to fill the man-made 
embayment in Martin Island to create an emergent wetland.  However, the water of the 
Martin Island embayment is a public resource used for recreational purposes.   The boating 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-3.  Your support is acknowledged. 
 
 
 
 
C-4.  As noted in the opening sentence of the comment, Washington’s Shoreline Management 
Act was enacted in 1971 to protect, restore and preserve the natural resources of the State’s 
shorelines.  It also directs local governments to “increase public access to publicly owned 
areas of the shorelines” and to “increase recreational opportunities for the public in the 
shoreline.”  This language indicates that the SMA seeks to further a number of objectives that 
at times may be mutually exclusive.  The intent of the fill in the artificially constructed, 
privately owned Martin Island embayment is to develop intertidal marsh habitat to benefit 
both fish and wildlife resources, ESA listed salmonids and bald eagles, which reflects the 
SMA’s intent to protect, restore, and preserve the natural resources of the state.  This action, 
along with riparian forest restoration on Martin Island, would constitute a restoration of 
natural resources of the state that have been severely impacted by diking and development in 
Cowlitz County and elsewhere in the lower Columbia River.  Recreational fishermen, such as 
those who intensively use the mouth of the Cowlitz in spring and fall fisheries, would benefit 
from restoration of fisheries habitat in the lower Columbia River.  The Corps acknowledges 
that furthering this restoration objective may affect recreational use, but note the following. 
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public use the embayment for both daytime and overnight moorage.  On weekends, staff 
has counted more than 20 boats moored there.  During the week, there are usually three 
more boats moored in the embayment.  The embayment provides a fairly safe and secure 
area for these recreationists.  There is no other similar feature anywhere in Cowlitz County 
that could be readily substituted or created to serve the same purpose as the Martin Island 
embayment. 

C-4 
Over the past several years, County staff has met with representatives from the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, Port officials, various consultants, and Washington State Department 
of Ecology staff at several meetings to discuss issues of concern regarding this project.  At 
each of these meetings, County staff has suggested that the Martin Island mitigation plan   
is flawed because it calls for filling the embayment and thereby decreasing public access 
and recreational opportunities on the Columbia River in Cowlitz County.  The proposal is 
inconsistent with the goals and policies of both the Shoreline Management Act and the 
County's own Shorelines Management Master Program. 
 
However, staff has proposed an alternative at the meetings referenced above.  The 
alternative involves the Woodland Bottoms mitigation site. 
 
Woodland Bottoms: 
 
The Woodland Bottoms mitigation plan requires the constant supervision and interaction of 
human beings to be successful.  The required human activity involves constant monitoring 
and management of the flow of water into the proposed mitigation site.  No firm 
agreements have been-reached among the various agencies for the long-term commitment 
that will be required to manage the proposed wetland.  It would be far better to create a 
wetland that is self-sustaining.  The County suggests that the design be altered to make    
the proposed wetland self-sustaining and eliminate the need for human intervention for the 
lifetime of the project, which is 50 years.  It may be possible that the flood control dike 
adjacent to the site be breached to allow the natural flow from the Columbia River to 
inundate the site. 

C-5 
The purpose of the existing dike is to protect farmland on the inside of the dike from 
Columbia River floods.  This existing flood control dike could be relocated to the proposed 
levee site in the Mitigation Plan, thereby continuing the protection of adjacent farmlands, 
but allowing the proposed new wetland area to become self-sustaining.  Dredge material 
could be used in the construction of the replacement levee.  Water from Burris Creek  
would no longer have to be pumped into or out of the site.  Water would simply flow 
naturally into the designated wetland area from the Columbia River. 
 
Further, the dredge material currently proposed for placement in the Martin Island 
embayment could be placed in the Woodland Bottoms site instead.  The Woodland  
Bottoms site is well below the ordinary high water mark of the Columbia River and would 
require substantial quantities of fill material to bring it high enough to create the emergent 
wetland conditions described in the Mitigation Plan.  These changes would. accomplish 
three goals: maintaining public access to an existing recreation site; providing a large     
area to receive dredge spoils; and, eliminating a costly and time 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
C-4 (con’t).  The shoreline of Martin Island is privately, not publicly owned.  The land underlying 
the embayment is also privately owned although the water is a public resource.  Information we have 
gathered from conversations with resource agency personnel, Bernie Bills (formerly with Port of 
Vancouver), and numerous trips on Interstate 5 past the site indicate that recreational boating use of 
the embayment occurs primarily between Memorial Day and Labor Day.  Use is incidental in nature 
(0-3 boats) most days except for Memorial Day, the Fourth of July and Labor Day weekends when 
use can apparently be fairly intensive.  The Corps’ anecdotal information also suggests that the 
majority of boaters that utilize Martin Island embayment embark from the Portland-Vancouver area 
and then return.  While the Corps recognizes that this individual action would not restore the fishery 
in and of itself, it is the cumulative nature of the restoration actions that would ultimately accomplish 
this objective. 
 
Martin Island supports a bald eagle nest near the embayment.  Recreational boating activities in the 
embayment, particularly fireworks over the Fourth of July, could compromise this nesting effort and 
does not represent a good protection effort.  The restoration of wildlife and wildlife habitat at Martin 
Island also could be compromised in the future due to trespass and vandalism associated with 
retention of recreational boating in the embayment. 
 
In response to the County’s comments, the Corps, in consultation with attending members of the 
interagency mitigation team and the county, has revised the proposed mitigation action at Martin 
Island.  The current proposed action is consistent with the Washington Shorelines Management Act 
and the County’s Shoreline Master Program. 
 
C-5.  Cowlitz County’s proposal to set back the main flood control dikes at Woodland Bottoms does 
represent an optimum restoration plan for this location.  The Corps previously investigated this 
proposal.  However, it became apparent that construction of approximately 7,000 lineal feet of main 
flood control levee at an estimated cost of $1,000/lineal foot ($7,000,000 for that element alone) did 
not represent a cost effective approach. 
 
The Corps disagrees that the mitigation plan presented will require “constant supervision and 
interaction of human beings to be successful.”  It is not significantly different than management 
practices at other wildlife management areas such as Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge.  The 
Corps is prepared to offer an alternate proposal to the interagency wildlife mitigation group for the 
Woodland Bottoms site that would setback the levees encompassing Burris Creek (not the main 
flood control dikes) and allow for the stream to disperse it’s waters across the mitigation site.  
Additionally, through provision of a tidegate for Burris Creek within the mitigation area (a proposed 
ecosystem restoration feature), Columbia River waters could be allowed to enter and exit the 
mitigation site except when the river exceeds certain predetermined elevations that could exceed the 
capacity of the setback dikes.  This would accomplish the objective of a more self-sustaining 
wetland while still maintaining flood protection to adjacent private property. 
 
Disposal of dredged material will not occur on Woodland Bottoms. 
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consuming plan for human interaction at a wetland mitigation site. 
 
Ecosystem Restoration Plan: Hump-Fisher Islands 
 
The County has some concerns regarding the Hump-Fisher Ecosystem Restoration Plan.  
This Plan identifies the embayment between Hump Island and Fisher Island as containing 
warm water that may negatively impact salmonids and other threatened aquatic species.  
The Plan proposes to open the area at the upstream end of the embayment so that the     
river can flow between the islands rather than backing up between them.  This new flow is 
to  provide  improved  habitat  for threatened  and endangered fish.   Our review of this Plan 

C-6    did not  disclose  any discussion of the impacts to  Fisher Island  and the  wildlife it contains 
from this proposal.  Although the Draft EIS disclosed that placement of dredge spoils on 
Hump Island should have no negative impact to any of the Fisher Island wildlife, there is  
no discussion regarding the impacts of flowing water of the south side of Fisher Island.  
What is the potential for erosion to occur on the south side of Fisher Island and to the  
South Side of Willow Grove due to the proposed flow?  Could erosion from the proposed 
flow endanger the habitat of existing Osprey and Bald Eagle nests, or the Heron rookery?  
Could opening up this area have any impacts to the existing channels in the area, such as 
Fisher Slough? 
 
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment.  We look forward to your response. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
C-6.  We do not anticipate any impacts to Fisher Island wildlife habitats from provision of a small, 
open channel where Fisher and Hump Island connect.  Historically, Hump Island did not exist and 
the Columbia River would have run a substantially greater volume of water past Fisher Island.  
Islands comprised of native soils are less prone to erosion than islands formed from dredged 
material.  Flows through the constructed channel would enter the embayment which has a 
significantly greater cross-section than the channel and thus the velocity is dissipated which also 
reduces the potential for erosion at Fisher Island or Willow Grove. 
 
Some erosion may occur at the immediate channel post-construction.  We will monitor the situation 
to determine if erosion that may occur poses a problem to either Hump or Fisher Island or other 
areas of concern.  The material that may erode is former dredged material comprised of medium to 
coarse-grained sands.  This material would settle immediately downstream of the mouth of the 
constructed channel and would not extend downstream to Willow Grove.  A natural breach of the 
dredged material formed isthmus connecting Lord and Walker Islands immediately upstream of the 
proposed channel at Fisher-Hump Islands exhibits a slight outwash of material from the shoreline 
downstream of the opening there.  A similar channel that separates Miller Sands Island from Miller 
Sands Spit in the Columbia River estuary also exhibits some sediment collection downstream of the 
opening, presumably from erosion in the channel, upon which intertidal marsh habitat has colonized.  
The channel at Miller Sands has not appreciably changed in width since formation in 1976 although 
there is evidence of some erosion horizontally and vertically of the channel.  Similar channels 
between small islands in the Lord-Walker Island complex have not resulted in erosion of other parts 
of the islands downstream of their mouths based upon review of a 1996 aerial photograph. 
 
The constructed channel will have no effect on Fisher Slough, as the proposed action will not 
significantly alter the hydraulics of the area. 
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From:  shirleyjdoug@netscape.net [mailto:shirleyjdoug@netscape.net] 
Sent:  Thursday, July 18, 2002 6:49 AM 
To: Cenwp-DE 
Subject: Columbia River dredging 
 
Dear COL Butler, 
 
My name is Doug Walker and I am Vice President of the Columbia River Yachting Association, 
representing several thousand boaters (and voters) in Washington and Oregon. 
 
There is a proposal on the table to deepen the Columbia River channel from 40 feet to 43 feet in 
order to accomodate the current/future fleet of container ships and maintain 
Kalama/Vancouver/Portland as a viable seaports.  I support this proposal as vital to the economy 
of the region. 

SS-1 
However, the currently circulated proposal specifies that some of the dredge spoils will be 
dumped into an old borrow pit known as Martin Slough on Martin Island, a few miles upstream 
from Kalama, WA.  This I oppose for the following reasons: 
…This island, including the borrow pit, are in private ownership and have for years been used 
as a safe and protected anchorage by pleasure boaters who ply the waters of the Columbia.  
Recently, Tyee Yacht Club, of Portland, made arrangements with the owners to secure a floating 
dock within this harbor for the safe and convenient use of all boaters.  NOTE that this has NOT 
involved one single taxpayer dollar! 
…The owners of Martin Island would prefer to continue this use of the harbor by boaters.  They 
have offered other acreage in the area for the deposit of dredge spoils at $0 cost to the Corps of 
Engineers.  They even offered to pay for the permitting process to use these other areas. 
…So far the CoE is ignoring this offer which would free up money to be used to purchase other 
sites for mitigation and spoils deposit. 
 
Please help us keep this safe harbor for the use of boaters and not fill it with spoils. 
 
Thank you for your time and support. 
 
Doug Walker 
VP CRYA 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-1.  The analysis and ultimate selection of dredged material disposal sites for the channel 
improvement project was a multi-year, multi-criteria effort entailing substantial interagency 
(state, federal, local) coordination plus public involvement through meetings and review of 
documents (EIS).  Similarly, the selection of mitigation sites requires extensive interagency 
coordination and analyses to determine their suitability for mitigation purposes.  The Corps’ 
rationale for placement of dredged material in the embayment is to attain the proper elevation 
for intertidal marsh development.  Marsh development in the embayment is just one element of 
the entire wildlife mitigation effort at Martin Island.  The Martin Island site was selected 
according to these criteria. 
 
The Corps cannot change the site based solely on a private landowner volunteering property.  
However, as a result of comments received on the Draft SEIS and further coordination with the 
resource agencies, the Corps has revised the proposal at Martin Island Embayment by reducing 
the acreage from 32 acres to 16 acres for the conversion of intertidal marsh.  The remaining 16 
acres within the embayment would be unchanged and available for recreational use. 
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Peter Huhtala 
Executive Director 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group 
PO Box 682 

Astoria, Oregon 97103 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District, CENWP-EM-E 
Attention: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
September 2, 2002 
 

Comments on the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project 
 
Dear Mr. Willis, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed 
deepening of the Columbia and Lower Willamette federal navigation channels and six 
turning basins, as well as the designation of new upland, estuary, and ocean disposal 
sites.  I will also comment on certain ecosystem restoration actions associated with this 
project. 

SS-2 
The limited evaluation review offered in the DEIS takes an unacceptably narrow view of 
the impacts of this project and the Corps projects with which it is closely associated, 
specifically maintenance of the existing navigation channels and of the entrance channel 
at the mouth of the Columbia River. 
 
I am, however, encouraged that the DEIS and the related Biological Assessment do 
consider impacts to a portion of the Columbia River plume out to 12 miles off the mouth 
of the river.  This is necessary and proper partly because of references to Appendix H of 
the Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), 
1999, for this project.   Since  the  Corps  arranged  with  the  Environmental  Protection 

SS-3   Agency  to  use  this  National Environmental Policy  Act (NEPA) process to prepare for  
designation of ocean dredged material disposal sites, the Corps has the responsibility to 
assess the impacts of using these sites.  Alternatives should be fully explored, including 
evaluating cumulative impacts of each in association with existing projects and the 
proposed deepening.  Although estuary disposal sites are proposed in the DEIS as 
alternatives that may delay use of the ocean sites, these are of limited capacity.  River 
sediments are ultimately bound for the ocean under all DEIS plans.  The only alternative 
offered for ocean disposal of these sediments is the yet to be designated Deep Water Site. 
 
The DEIS and previous documents associated with this project, including Appendix H of 
the FEIS, have not presented a reasonable range of options for ocean disposal and have 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-2.  The Corps and USEPA disagrees with the characterization of the Draft SEIS as a “limited” 
evaluation.  The Draft SEIS focuses on new information on impacts from the channel improvement 
project and analysis of changes to the project since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS (see response to F-2).  The 
1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Final SEIS look at impacts from the project, including maintenance 
dredging, as well as the cumulative effects of dredging in the mouth of the Columbia River. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-3.  The Final SEIS has been revised to not use ocean disposal for construction and the first 20 years 
of maintenance for the channel deepening project.  In the event the ecosystem restoration projects 
identified in the Final SEIS as the preferred alternative are not implemented, the material would go to a 
102 designated or 103 selected ocean site.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, analyzed a detailed 
and extensive set of options for ocean disposal.  Designation of ocean disposal sites will be conducted 
in accordance with the requirements of the Ocean Dumping Act.  Regarding whether the Coastal Zone 
Management Act would require a consistency analysis at the Deep Water Site (which would be located 
south of Cape Disappointment), the State of Washington has explicitly limited ocean provisions of the 
Washington Coastal Zone Management Act to activities occurring north of Cape Disappointment and 
has not developed enforceable policies that would be applicable to the Deep Water Site should the 
Deep Water Site be designated. 
 
The ocean dumping component is consistent with NEPA requirements.  Based on the analysis in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, and subsequent analysis in the Final SEIS, the USEPA anticipates 
that it will propose to designate the Shallow Water and Deep Water Sites.  The EIS process has 
identified these sites as preferred alternatives based on inputs from federal, state, county and interested 
parties for long-term MCR disposal needs and for use, as necessary, for the channel improvement 
project. 
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failed to analyze cumulative impacts.  For these and other reasons this part of the 
documentation fails to comply with NEPA requirements.  The Deep Water Site also has 
serious problems achieving compliance with the Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) and consistency with state and local ordinances and planning 
goals under the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA).  
 
Question 1:  Where would the sediments from the deepening project, which are 
scheduled to either be initially disposed of in the ocean (because one of the estuary 
sites is not used or sediment volumes have been underestimated) or eventually 
disposed of offshore (in the course of maintaining the new channel as described in 
the DEIS), be dumped if the Deep Water Site is not designated?  Explain how the 
public process for determining such an alternative fits within the NEPA process for 
this channel improvement proposal. 
 
This project was pre-authorized by Congress in the Water Resources and Development 
Act (WRDA) of 1999, contingent upon preparation of an environmentally acceptable 
plan by December 31, 1999.  Although the Chief of Engineers issued a report certifying 
that this contingency was met in December 1999, I believe that the Chief’s Report should 
properly be withdrawn.  Over three years have passed since President Clinton signed 
WRDA 1999, and the project still lacks needed environmental approvals.  The states of 
Washington and Oregon each denied Section 401 Water Quality Certifications for the 
Columbia River portion of the project under the Clean Water Act in September 2000, for 
substantive reasons.  With the issuance of this DEIS we are presented with a project that 
has not changed substantively since that time.   

SS-4 
The Willamette River section has yet to go under the scrutiny of the Clean Water Act, 
although it is still part of the authorized project.  The direct and cumulative impacts of the 
authorized work in this reach must be considered.  This includes the downstream impacts 
of the Superfund cleanup of contaminated sediment in the Portland Harbor area.  This 
portion of the authorized project was placed on the National Priorities List after the 
issuance of the Chief’s Report.  It is beyond my comprehension how the Corps could now 
claim the existence of an environmentally sound plan to dredge and blast through this 
Superfund site. 
 
Question 2:  Does the Portland District intend to inform the Chief of Engineers that 
the contingency mandated by Congress in 1999 was not met, and that consideration 
should be given to withdrawing the Chief’s Report of December 1999?  If not, please 
explain. 
 
The economic underpinnings of this channel improvement project are inextricably 
flawed.  The reality is that we could not expect a net national benefit.  One of the 
fundamental problems  is  that  benefits  are  projected  that  would  be  solely  realized by  

SS-5   foreign-based carriers.  These  carriers  are  allowed  under  a  legislated  exception  to set 
prices and operate as a cartel.  Yet the presentation in the DEIS would have us believe 
that all foreign-based carriers would pass 100% of any cost savings back to United States 
interests.  This is unlikely. 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-4.  The December 1999 report of the Chief of Engineers accurately assessed the channel 
improvement project and will not be withdrawn.  The report acknowledges potential concerns that had 
been raised by the states of Washington and Oregon, and by federal resource agencies, as of the date of 
issuance.  The report also recognizes cleanup issues associated with the Willamette River and indicates 
that further work on the Willamette would be deferred until after remedial investigation and remedial 
decisions are complete.  Taking all available information into account, the report concludes that the 
project is “technically sound, economically justified, and environmentally and socially responsible” 
(Chief’s Report at Page 7). 
 
In order to address the potential concerns identified by the state and federal resource agencies, the 
report calls for continued studies and continued “extensive coordination” with the state and Federal 
resource agencies.  The Corps and Sponsor Ports have worked with the states to address issues that 
were identified in the 1999 letters from Oregon and Washington on 401 Certification.  The Corps has 
reapplied for certification.  It is inaccurate to state that the 1999 letters are binding in any way.  The 
unprecedented ESA reconsultation process and intensive coordination with Oregon and Washington 
resource agencies implements the directives of the Chief’s report.  The Corps decided to supplement 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS after reconsulting on endangered species with NOAA Fisheries and the 
USFWS.  As a result of that consultation, additional ecosystem restoration features, compliance 
measures, and monitoring and research actions were added to the overall project.  The Corps then took 
the opportunity to update the public on the additional work performed since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS 
and on newly available information, including the listing of areas of Portland Harbor on the National 
Priorities List.  In addition, the Corps revised the benefits and costs to 2002 levels.  These actions and 
updates to the analysis of project effects do not jeopardize or substantially change the authorized 
project from that presented and authorized in 1999. 
 
The Corps has made clear that any deepening of the Willamette River will be deferred until the 
completion of the remediation investigation and remediation decisions related to contaminated 
sediments in Portland Harbor.  Concerns over sediment contamination and uncertainty regarding the 
scope and timing of remedial investigations and actions in the Willamette River led the Sponsor Ports 
to ask that the Corps delay deepening work on the Willamette channel.  Subsequent to the issuance of 
the 1999 Final SEIS and Chief’s Report to Congress, USEPA designated Portland Harbor, which 
includes a 5.5-mile portion of the navigation channel, as a federal Superfund cleanup site. The 
Superfund listing creates uncertainty surrounding the timing and details of any channel improvements 
in the Willamette River.  
 
Cleanup under the Superfund program will involve extensive study of the area, evaluation of 
alternatives, and public involvement in the selection of a final cleanup plan.  The final cleanup plan 
selected by USEPA may result in changes to the previously proposed channel improvements for the 
Willamette River – changes that cannot be anticipated at this time.  Any improvements to the channel 
in the Willamette River will therefore take place under conditions different from those found today – 
i.e., conditions reflecting the Superfund cleanup.  Accordingly, the Sponsor Ports and the Corps will 
not move forward on deepening in the Willamette River channel until plans are fully in place for any 
necessary remediation.  See Final SEIS, Section 1 (explaining deferral of Willamette River plans).   
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In addition, it appears that savings for cargo with no United States ownership interest 
whatsoever has been added to the benefit column.  This is improper under Corps 
guidelines. 

SS-5 
Question 3:  Does the Corps intend to include in a revised benefit analysis only those 
cost savings that would directly accrue to U.S. businesses? 
 
Question 3a:  How does the Corps extrapolate a benefit to U.S. interests in providing 
cost savings to foreign-based carriers?  Please explain your reasons for expecting 
savings to be passed on, if this is your position.   
 
The economic analysis assumes a steady increase in container ship calls at the Port of 
Portland, with deeper draft ships becoming more predominant, at least for the next few 
decades.  What is not clear is if this increase in traffic results from new exports and 
imports on a national basis, or involves a shift from other ports.  It is not reasonable to 
expect predictably steady growth in a volatile market, nor is the potential marketing 
advantage of Portland clear.   

SS-6 
Question 4:  What information do you have from discussions with carriers that 
would lead you to believe that these carriers intend to increase service with larger 
container vessels calling on Portland?  If you did not have such discussions, please 
explain why you chose not to avail yourself of this information. 
 
Question 4a:  Would a carrier have incentive to reduce service to Portland if more 
cargo could be loaded in fewer calls?  Explain why this was not initially considered 
in your analysis. 
 
I suggest that it would be wise to conduct a full investigation of regional shipping trends, 
including extensive interviews with those who make decisions on behalf of carriers, 
before offering conclusions on such a large and expensive public works project.  To some 
degree, I suspect that carriers are encouraging channel deepening projects such as this in 
order to increase their competitive advantages.  These companies often play one U.S. port 

SS-7   against another, while actually the projects offer no real national benefits to this country. 
The Corps should use caution in evaluating these projects so that U.S. interests, financial 
and environmental, are protected.  In this case even the regional interests, who had 
thought that the project would assure the future vitality of their ports, may be put at a 
disadvantage should the project proceed.  This would be a tragic oversight. 
 
Question 5:  In seeking to achieve a net national benefit by improving commercial 
shipping on the Pacific Coast, was the alternative of superior regional port planning 
among the ports of the western states considered?  If so, please provide your 
conclusions.  If not, please explain why increased cooperation among U.S. ports was 
not considered as an appropriate subject for this study. 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-4 (con’t).  Further, once remediation plans are in place, the Corps plans on re-evaluating the costs 
and benefits of the Willamette River reach to ensure that deepening it is still justified.  Finally, at such 
time as the Sponsor Ports and the Corps may proceed with channel improvement activities for the 
Willamette River, the Corps will conduct appropriate additional NEPA review.  For these reasons, as 
previously mentioned, the Final SEIS economic analysis does not include any benefits based on 
Willamette River deepening.  A discussion of the cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable actions 
on the Willamette River is included in the Final SEIS.  Final SEIS Section 6.12.  The Corps and 
USEPA are coordinating separately on investigations leading to a remedy under Superfund in the 
Willamette River. 
 
SS-5.  The analysis is consistent with the principles and guidelines that govern water resource 
development analyses.  Non-US cargo from Canada has been excluded from the benefit analysis. The 
methodology used to calculate the benefits for the proposed project complies with Corps policies and 
regulations.  The benefits calculations developed for the benefit to cost analysis are in accordance with 
Corps’ policy and regulations. 
 
SS-6.  The Corps’ analysis predicts that vessels will essentially continue to be the same as they are 
today, with eventual elimination of the smallest class of vessels serving the westbound transpacific 
market.  This assumption was based on a number of factors, including conversations with the line 
using that smallest class of vessel. 
 
It is unlikely that a carrier would choose to reduce their service to Portland if additional capacity (in 
the form of channel deepening) is provided.  The fundamental issue is capacity to transport cargo, not 
the number of ships calling the river.  Carriers that are profitably calling on Portland in the without-
project condition are unlikely to become less profitable when given additional capacity. 

 
SS-7.  The 1999 FEIS looked at a range of potential viable alternatives, a superior regional port among 
the western states was not one of them.  The vague concept presented in the comment as ‘cooperation’ 
is unclear.  The comment does not explain the concept of “superior regional port planning” among 
western ports sufficiently to respond to the comment.  The Final IFR and Supplemental IFR evaluate 
the benefits and the costs of the project consistent with Corps requirements.  The benefit analysis 
concludes that this project has a net benefit to the nation. 
 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-5 

In examining the history of large dredging projects it is clear that projects such as this 
(should they go to a Record of Decision and receive authorization) find federal 
appropriations arriving incrementally, sporadically over several years.  It is extremely 
unlikely, based on realistic historical patterns  (and the $50 billion backlog of authorized 

SS-8   Corps projects), that this project would receive full federal appropriation for construction 
over a two-year period.  Yet, part of the rationale for constructing the project in as short a 
time as possible is to keep costs down.  If the project can’t be built in two years, the costs 
increase accordingly.  
 
Question 6:  Was the real-world financial feasibility, given the political history of 
federal appropriations as unlikely to be available in the planned two-year 
construction period, taken into account when calculating the costs of construction?  
If not, please explain. 
 
Certain other costs of the project as proposed were either overlooked or deliberately 
avoided.  These include costs to fisheries, to estuary economies, and to tribes whose 
members fish for Columbia River salmon, lamprey and sturgeon.  The Corps often makes 
a policy decision not to look at local costs associated with agency actions.  In fact, these 
local costs must be mitigated if they are unavoidable. 
 
Some of these costs are obvious, if not precisely quantified, in reading the DEIS.  The use 
of Lois Embayment as a disposal site would remove salmon fishing opportunities 
afforded by an adjacent terminal net-pen-based project operated by the Clatsop County 
Economic Development Council fisheries program, with funding through the Bonneville 
Power Administration.  The value of this fishery to the local economy is in the range of 
several million dollars per year. 

SS-9 
Similarly, the landings from over a dozen historic gillnet drifts in “The Shoot” would be 
lost if the Millar-Pillar pile dike field was built.  Compensatory mitigation for fishing 
families and their communities must be provided if these elements remain in the project. 
 
The use of the Lois Embayment dumpsite would also preclude the use of the area as a 
moorage.  This would inconvenience those who use the protected site as a recreational 
moorage, but it would also inhibit future use in connection with the piers and industrial 
property at nearby Tongue Point.  This is hard to put a number on, but the current zoning 
of the embayment as Aquatic Development indicates that planners expect that such a use 
might be reasonably expected. 
 
Question 7:  Does the Corps intend to provide compensatory mitigation if disposal 
sites at Lois Embayment and Miller-Pillar are used?  If not, please explain. 
 
The disposal/ecosystem restorations at Lois Embayment and Miller-Pillar, to continue 
with  these  examples,   “are  likely  to  adversely  affect”  salmonids  listed  under  the 

SS-10   Endangered  Species  Act  and  their  Critical  Habitat,  according to the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS).   NMFS states that the construction of the pile dike field and 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-8.  Conjecture regarding congressional priorities is outside the scope of the principles and 
guidelines that govern water resource development analyses.  Congress has asked the Corps to provide 
an analysis that displays the benefits of a project compared to the costs required to achieve those 
benefits.  The principles and guidelines that govern the work performed by the Corps establish a way 
to evenly compare the benefits and costs of all Corps projects across the nation.  When the Corps 
completes the record of decision, the President will decide whether or not to include the funding for the 
project in his budget, which is submitted to the Congress.  It would not be appropriate for the Corps to 
presuppose what the President or the Congress will do with funding future appropriations.  Congress 
will make funding decisions according to various national priorities; the Corps does not speculate on 
congressional funding decisions, and Corps policy prevents such speculation from being implemented 
in the cost estimating process. 
 
SS-9.  Impacts to sturgeon, lamprey, and salmon are not anticipated to have a measurable economic 
impact.  Per your comment, we have reviewed information on the economics of the Select Area 
Fishery (SAF) at all locations in the Columbia River estuary and compared them to the Tongue Point 
SAF.  The overall value of the fishery to the regional commercial and recreational fisheries in 2002 
was $1,588,990 (SAF Evaluation Project Economic Review 10/21/2002).  The table presented below 
illustrates the direct return (ex-vessel value, which is pounds landed times average weekly price per 
pound) from the Tongue Point fishery.  This amount is substantially less than stated in your comment 
although the comment was extended to the “local economy.”  The value of the SAF to the regional 
fisheries and local economy is predicated upon inputs from all six SAF locations, not just Tongue 
Point.  The same number of fish can be released and would be available in the ocean and SAF fishing 
areas.  Only the acreage available to commercial fishing at Tongue Point is reduced.  Given only a 
19% reduction in acreage at the Tongue Point SAF associated with the restoration feature, we have 
concluded that the reduction in fishing area for the SAF at Tongue Point would negligibly affect the 
regional fisheries and local economy. 
 
Only 14% of the area encompassed by the Miller Sands Drift fishing site would be precluded from 
future use by drift fishermen with implementation of the Miller-Pillar feature.  There is no evidence 
that a dozen drifts as alleged in your comments would be lost with implementation of this feature.  
Consideration of compensatory mitigation is not warranted because commercial fishing will not be 
precluded at Tongue Point SAF or Miller Sands Drift due to implementation of these two restoration 
features.  Commercial fishing can continue at either location. 
 
Little moorage activity occurs in Lois Island embayment.  Most recreationists in the Tongue Point area 
are day users that launch and haul out of the nearby John Day boat ramp.  The original restoration 
feature at 357 acres would have left adequate moorage space in the embayment for the occasional user.  
The revised feature, at 191 acres, would provide substantial moorage area for small boats. 
 
The actual zoning for the Lois Island embayment is aquatic conservation, not aquatic development.  
Thus, industrial/port development is not a compatible use or the use “expected” by local planners.  
Further, the Corps constructed a deep draft navigation channel and turning basin at Tongue Point in 
1986.  No commercial use of the Tongue Point piers associated with deep draft navigation has 
occurred since construction of this navigation feature.  Also, we cannot discern from your comment 
how the ecosystem restoration feature in the embayment would inhibit future use of the Tongue Point 
piers and associated industrial property.  The Tongue Point piers are located 3,200 feet from the 
ecosystem restoration feature as revised. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-9 (con’t).   
 
Landings and ex-vessel values by species at Tongue Point select area commercial fishery, 1996-2002. 
Data presented was provided by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
 

Tongue Point Year Spp Number Pounds 
Price 
per lb 

Ex-vessel 
Value $a 

  
1996 CHS $1.88

 CHF 50 752 $0.90 $677
 COH 1,955 16,376 $0.62 $10,153
  2,005 17,128 $10,830
  

1997 CHS $2.36
 CHF 180 2,615 $0.89 $2,327
 COH 861 6,481 $0.73 $4,731
  1,041 9,096 $7,058
  

1998 CHS 31 484 $2.56 $1,239
 CHF 431 6,341 $0.92 $5,834
 COH 3,374 27,715 $0.63 $17,460
  3,836 34,540 $24,533
  

1999 CHS 199 2,836 $2.80 $7,941
 CHF 339 5,002 $1.39 $6,953
 COH 3,659 31,737 $0.84 $26,659
  4,197 39,575 $41,553
  

2000 CHS 947 12,310 $2.51 $30,898
 CHF 252 3,764 $1.25 $4,705
 COH 10,731 97,104 $0.55 $53,407
  11,930 113,178 $89,010
  

2001 CHS 1,631 24,410 $2.06 $50,285
 CHF 62 677 $0.70 $474
 COH 1,368 11,172 $0.27 $3,016
  3,061 36,259 $53,775
  

2002b CHS 2,778 38,438 $2.50 $96,095
 CHF 1,672 27,313 $0.50 $13,657
 COH 13,806 137,650 $0.31 $42,672
   18,256 203,401 $152,423

 
a   Ex-vessel value (pounds landed * average weekly price per pound) 
b   Preliminary landings and prices through 10/04/02 
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the disposal operations will likely cause short-term harm, including takings of 
endangered salmon. 
 
Established benthic productivity at both sites would be sacrificed to an uncertain 
outcome.  The coarse sand proposed to be dumped is nearly devoid of organic content 
and would provide extremely poor substrate for biological colonization.  The double 
handling of sediment at Lois Embayment, through the preliminary use of a sump, assures 
that most finer material will be washed away.  Contaminants would be suspended and 
distributed, while organic habitat forming materials would be lost.  This is not the best 
way to build a swamp. 

SS-10 
The type of habitat (shallow water flats) created by constructing Miller-Pillar and filling 
Lois Embayment has increased over the past 100 years in the Columbia River estuary.  
There is not a lack of this habitat near the sites, nor a shortage in the estuary.  There is no 
certain benefit to salmon from these projects, but there are clear detriments.   
 
It would be worthwhile to experiment on a small scale (say 40,000 cubic yards, similar to 
the experiment at Benson Beach) with using dredge spoils for habitat creation.  But the 
Lois Embayment and Miller-Pillar sites are not appropriate locations for such an 
experiment.  These can only be considered dumpsites at this point, environmentally and 
economically harmful dumpsites. 
 

* 
 
The Columbia and Lower Willamette River Channel Improvement Project, as proposed, 
violates numerous state and federal laws.  The mandates of the National Environmental 
Policy Act were not followed in numerous instances of impropriety and omission.  The 
Clean Water Act violations have been partially itemized by the September 2000, 
rejections of the Section 401 Water Quality Certifications by Oregon’s Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Washington’s Department of Ecology (Ecology).  
Most of the inconsistencies with state ordinances and planning goals, including those 
documented in December 1999, by Oregon’s Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD), and in September 2000, by Washington’s Ecology still remain.  
The proposed ocean disposal at the Deep Water Site is contrary to numerous provisions 
of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.   

SS-11 
Columbia Deepening Opposition Group (CDOG) and others have pointed out these and 
many additional ways in which the proposed dredging, blasting and disposal actions are 
illegal.  Our previous comments to the FEIS still apply and are incorporated into these 
comments by reference, as are the FEIS comments by Northwest Environmental 
Advocates, Columbia River Crab Fishermen’s Association, Columbia River Inter-Tribal 
Fish Commission, Boyce Thorne-Miller, and Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce.  
There are many other worthwhile comments to revisit, but these should provide a pretty 
good idea of some of the major environmental and legal deficiencies of this deepening 
project. 
 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-10.  The determinations of “may adversely affect listed salmonids” made for the Lois Island 
Ecosystem Restoration Feature and the Miller-Pillar Ecosystem Restoration Feature were made by the 
Corps in the December 28, 2001 Biological Assessment (BA) for the project (reference Section 
8.4.1.1, page 8-14).  The determination is based on the potential for short term adverse effects 
associated with implementation of the restoration features [2001 BA, Section 8.4.1.1; NOAA Fisheries 
2002 Biological Opinion (BO), Section 6.7.2, 6.7.2.1 and 6.7.2.3].  Incidental take will occur (NOAA 
Fisheries 2002 BO, Section 12.2) and NOAA Fisheries determined that the level of anticipated and 
unquantifiable take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species (NOAA Fisheries 2002 BO, Section 
12.3).  Most importantly, the NOAA Fisheries Service and the Corps concluded that over the long-
term, these restoration features would provide benefits to listed ESUs (2001 BA, Section 8.4.1.1; 
NOAA Fisheries 2002 BO, Section 6.7.2, 6.7.2.1 and 6.7.2.3). 
 
Established benthic productivity at both locations would be temporarily lost during construction.  For 
Miller/Pillar, the NOAA Fisheries study (Hinton et al. 1995) documented the relatively low benthic 
productivity of the eroded area.  Their results are presented in more detail in Section 4.8.6.3 of the 
Final SEIS.  Temporary placement of material in a sump adjacent to the navigation channel 
(encompassing approximately 145 acres in a 600-foot wide by 2 mile long area) would result in the 
short-term reduction (2-year construction period) of benthic productivity associated with the site.  
Water depths are approximately 35 to 60 feet, thus benthic productivity associated with the location is 
relatively low compared to shallower, less energetic areas in the estuary. 
 
The material to be dredged from the navigation channel and ultimately placed at Lois Island 
Embayment and Miller-Pillar Restoration Feature is medium grained sand, with some fine and coarse-
grained sand, rather than coarse-grained sand as stated in the comment.  Dredged material from the 
navigation channel proposed for the Lois Island and Miller-Pillar restoration features is suitable for in-
water disposal and is not an issue relative to these ecosystem restoration features (1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Section 2.5.1 and 6.4.1; 2001 BA, Sections 6.1.5 and 8.4.1.1).  For Lois Island and Miller-Pillar, our 
revised restoration action will focus on development of tidal marsh habitat rather than shallow subtidal 
and intertidal habitat as originally proposed.  This addresses the issue brought up by several 
commentators of there being more shallow water flat habitat currently than historically in the 
Columbia River estuary. 
 
The Corps believes there is no need to conduct experiments to develop tidal marsh habitat. One needs 
to only look at the shorelines of Lois and Mott Islands, South Tongue Point, Miller Sands Island, and 
Spit and Pillar Rock Island to observe tidal marsh habitat that has established on dredged material.  
The extensive tidal marshes of Cathlamet Bay, which lie upstream of Lois Island embayment, will 
provide an abundant source of plant propagules and benthic invertebrates for colonization of the 
restoration feature.  Lois Island embayment is a relatively quiescent environment with limited wind 
fetch afforded by protection from Tongue Point, the Oregon shore, and Lois and Mott Islands.  River 
currents are not substantial.  Thus, the Corps anticipates that silty sediments will continue to 
accumulate in the embayment naturally, including on the restoration feature, which should further 
enhance tidal marsh development and benthic invertebrate establishment.  Similar marsh habitat 
development in protected environments in the estuary, including some on dredged material, can be 
observed at Miller Sands embayment and Pillar Rock Island.  Sediment accumulation at Miller Sands 
embayment has occurred since completion of the Miller Sands Spit in 1976, which has led to the 
development of additional tidal marsh habitat.  Concentrations of migrant and wintering shorebirds that 
feed on benthic invertebrates at Miller Sands embayment attest to the benthic invertebrate abundance 
in that environment and the likely benefit of the proposed action. 
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CDOG has also complained of the extreme inequity of the project design.  Those who do 
not benefit in any way from this project are compelled to pay for it by suffering 
degradation of their environment, their livelihood and their health.  Many of these 
disproportionately impacted individuals are members of low-income or minority 
populations.  This is not only unfair, but it is contrary to Executive Order 12898, 
Environmental Justice.  The Corps opinion in the FEIS is that “no low-income or 
minority populations would be adversely affected” by this action. 

SS-11 
The fact is that the communities of the Columbia River estuary include a higher 
proportion of low-income individuals than most of the rest of the Northwest.  The direct 
losses to salmon and crab fisheries caused by this project would ripple through these 
already stressed local economies.   
 
Actions that, even in the short term, harm endangered salmon would likely result in lower 

SS-12    harvest opportunities for commercial,  recreational  and tribal fishers.   An  unfair  burden 
would be placed on those who would not benefit. 
 
Distribution of toxic contaminants in river sediments would result from disturbance by 
dredging and blasting, and from flow-lane and open-water disposal, as well as from 
suspension during side-slope adjustment to the deeper channel.  Even the outrageously 
inadequate  chemical  characterization  of sediments offered in the project documentation 

SS-13    indicates  the  presence  of  dangerous  chemicals.   Some  degree of distribution of toxics 
resulting from actions taken while building this project is undeniable.  The settling of 
these chemicals in shallows and broadly in the estuary increases their availability for 
uptake through the food chain, ultimately threatening aquatic life and human health.  The 
people of the estuary and members of Columbia River tribes are among those most likely 
to suffer from greater incidence of cancers, developmental abnormality and endocrine 
disruption.  
 
Question 8:  Does the Corps plan to complete a Disparate Impact Analysis of the 
economic,  environmental  and  health  effects  of  the  proposed  deepening  project, 

SS-14    considering    if    certain    populations    may    disproportionately   suffer    adverse 
consequences?  If not, please explain. 
 

* 
 
There are numerous additional problems with this project that the Corps seems 
predisposed to minimize in the DEIS.  This is an unfortunate attitude, because 
stakeholders and decision makers deserve an unbiased presentation. 

SS-15 
For example, the DEIS predicts “as much as a 4.5% increase in the total suspended 
sediment load in the lower Columbia River as a result of the project.” (DEIS, page 6-32) 
Is this a good thing, perhaps providing material to help build habitat, as suggested?  Or 
will much of this suspended sediment be composed of fine materials with DDT, PCBs, 
and dioxins attached?  I can’t tell from the document, but a 4.5% increase seems 
significant enough to demand further analysis. 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-11.  The comment provides only generalized allegations concerning compliance with various 
federal and state laws.  The Federal Government’s compliance with NEPA is addressed elsewhere 
through detailed responses to comments on specific aspects of the NEPA evaluation of the project.  
The Corps’ continued coordination with Washington and Oregon resource agencies, its recently filed 
applications for Section 401 certification, and its revised 404(b) evaluation and CZMA consistency 
determination, all demonstrate compliance with the Clean Water Act, CZMA and underlying state 
policies for the channel improvement project.  The Corps and USEPA believe that compliance with the 
Ocean Dumping Act has been demonstrated and will be completed by USEPA’s designation of new 
ocean disposal sites. 
 
The Corps disagrees with the comment’s allegations regarding compliance with Executive Order 
12898.  As detailed in response to specific comments on potential impacts to crab, salmon and other 
aquatic resources, the project is not anticipated to have significant adverse effects on commercial 
fisheries or other aquatic resources.  Further, contrary to the comment’s allegations, economic benefits 
associated with the project would accrue to the entire region, including the communities of the 
Columbia River estuary. 
 
The analysis of entrainment of crab forecasts an incremental impact of from approximately 3,000 to 
26,000 harvestable crab during construction, and a total impact of from approximately 4,000 to 9,000 
harvestable crab annually during maintenance.  This compares to an annual harvest of approximately 
5.3 million crabs from the Washington and Oregon crab fisheries proximate to the Columbia River.  
This analysis is based on a new statistical model developed by the University of Washington College 
of Fisheries that Pacific Northwest National Laboratories applied to actual samples of maintenance 
dredging. 
 
SS-12.  While there would be some displacement of fishing grounds in part of the Lois Island 
embayment and at the Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration feature, these areas comprise a small portion 
of available fishing grounds and are not projected to have significant effects on fishing opportunity.  
The analysis of impacts to salmon does not indicate that there will be lower harvest opportunities for 
commercial, recreational and tribal fishers, as the comment suggests. 
 
SS-13.  The Corps and EPA disagree with the comment.  Both agencies partnered in developing and 
conducting sediment characterization studies and concurred in the interpretation of the characterization 
results presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The biological assessment and biological opinions 
examine the issue of contaminants in detail and concluded that the sediments involved in the dredging 
are not likely to raise issues regarding contaminants.  Several thousand samples of sediments were 
included in this analysis.  Sediment characterization has been adequate for the project proposed except 
for the Astoria turning basin.  During the ESA consultation, the sediment quality information presented 
in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and from other sources, including the Corps’ database with thousands of 
samples collected in and adjacent to the channel, was reviewed in detail.  The information was 
compared with the DMEF screening levels as well as the threshold limits used by the NOAA Fisheries.  
Two areas outside the channel exceed the DMEF and/or NOAA Fisheries concern levels, specifically, 
PAHs exceed NOAA Fisheries values at Skipannon Channel and PCBs exceed both the DMEF and the 
NOAA Fisheries values at Vanalco on the Columbia River.  However, since these areas are outside the 
dredging prism for this project, they will not be impacted by the project.  These two locations are noted 
and identified in the information contained in the Corps’ amendment letter to the Biological 
Assessment and available on the Corps website. 
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On the same page there is a discussion of side-slope adjustments over a period of 5-10 
years.  Not only are the shallower areas that would slough more likely to harbor 
contaminants, but also this process “may cause erosion at some previous beach 
nourishment sites.” Well, people live near some of these sites, like at Stella or on Puget 
Island.  Ship wake erosion is already threatening some of their homes, now a deeper 
channel could make things worse. 

SS-15 
Question 9:  Does the Corps plan to mitigate for erosion caused by this project that 
directly or indirectly damages private property?  If not, please explain. 
 
I haven’t seen a discussion of the Clean Air Act in relation to this project.  A plan to 
operate diesel dredges 24-7 for at least two years would have a substantial effect on air 
quality, especially near the Portland metropolitan area and Longview.  I’m not sure how 
much of an effect. 

SS-16 
Question 10:  What quantity of particulate emissions, and other air pollution, can 
we expect from two years of continuous diesel dredge operations excavating and 
disposing in excess of 15 million cubic yards of sediment?  Please consider the 
concurrent maintenance dredging impacts to air quality when formulating your 
answer. 
 
Timing windows to allow for salmon migration are not included for most of the work 
contemplated during construction of the deeper channel.  The DEIS states on page 6-34 
that “dredging occurs in areas where salmon are not present at depths greater than 20 
feet.” To begin with this is not a true statement, but I’m curious about the impacts to 
habitat shallower than 20 feet when upland disposal occurs. 

SS-17 
Question 11:  Will the in-water work window of November 1 through February 28 
be observed when pipelines are extended through areas shallower than 20 feet for 
the purpose of upland disposal?  If not, please explain why this would not have an 
adverse impact on salmon. 
 
Some runs of salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River Basin are so depleted that they 
simply can’t take additional stresses; the likelihood of extinction is too great.  Yet on 
page 6-49 of the DEIS I read:  “Direct impacts to listed fish could occur during dredging, 
disposal,  and  blasting  activities.   Fish  could  be  pumped into dredges, thereby causing 

SS-18    injury  or  death.   Fish  could  be  harmed  by  dumping of  dredged  sediments,  as  these 
materials could smother food items, create turbidity in the water, or release contaminants 
into the ecosystem.  Removal of a single, deep-water rock formation would require 
underwater blasting, which could kill or injure fish.”  This certainly sounds serious, 
though the Corps and NMFS negotiated some actions that might reduce some of these 
effects.  Impacts are still expected, however, and these are impacts that many of the listed 
species cannot afford. 
 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-14.  The analysis of environmental impacts does not indicate that there will be a disproportionate 
effect on certain populations.  Specifically, the analysis of impacts to the crab population indicates 
very small impacts on the population available for harvest.  Similarly, the conclusions of the 
consultation with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS do not indicate an impact on salmon populations 
likely to result in adverse consequences to certain populations. 
 
SS-15.  The potential impacts due to increased suspended sediment (SS) and contaminant movement 
were also raised by NOAA Fisheries during consultation on endangered salmonids.  The referenced 
text is a summary of information from the 2001 BA.  These issues were thoroughly addressed during 
the SEI workshops and more complete discussions are presented in the 2001 BA.  The 4.5% increase 
in SS would increase low flow SS concentrations by about 2 mg/l, raising them to about 12 mg/l.  
During high flows the background SS is 20-50 mg/l and the increase would be less than 1 mg/l.  The 
increased SS would only increase estuary deposition by an average of less than 1 mm.  Also see the 
response to state comment S-154. 
 
SS-16.  Section 6.8.3 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS discusses impacts of the deepening the channel on air 
quality based on the estimated dredging time for channel deepening. 
 
 
SS-17.  The statement you refer to should read that migrating juvenile salmon are not abundant at 
depths greater than 20 feet in the main navigation channel.  The Final SEIS will be changed 
accordingly.  The only potential impact from the outfall pipes in less than 20 feet of water during 
upland disposal operations would be the disturbance of juvenile salmon during downstream migration.  
Studies (Carlson et al. 2001) done on the behavior of juvenile salmon in the vicinity of the upland 
disposal site out fall pipe have indicated that they easily avoided the pipe and continued their migration 
downstream without any significant delay.  Similarly, during disposal, juvenile salmon are expected to 
move under the temporary pipeline for the short period of time that it is in place.  Consequently, the 
federal agencies through the ESA consultation have not restricted upland disposal operations to the in-
water work period. 
 
SS-18.  The list of impacts referred to are those identified as potential impacts from the project prior to 
any actions to minimize adverse impacts.  As indicated in the Final SEIS and Biological Opinions, the 
minimization actions are such that the agencies no longer believe that the risk to listed species warrants 
any mitigation.  Mitigation for impacts at the ocean disposal sites is being addressed in the EIS through 
the consideration of the placement of site alternatives.  The locations of the sites that will be 
considered for proposal as 102 sites are based on minimizing impacts to the marine environment and 
fisheries.  In addition, under the preferred alternative for the channel improvement project, the Corps 
intends to further avoid impacts at the Deep Water Site by using dredge materials to construct 
restoration features.  With regard to crab impacts from dredging, the analysis of entrainment impacts 
indicates that impacts to the crab fishery are small.  The Corps has used mitigation sequencing to 
avoid, reduce and minimize adverse impacts.  Given the small level of impact, compensatory 
mitigation is not warranted.  There is a potential to impact crabs with O&M flowlane disposal 
downstream of CRM 5.  This flowlane area is small compared to the estuarine area (CRM 15 to mouth, 
bank to bank) inhabited by Dungeness crab.  The project flowlane disposal increment compared to the 
existing condition is small.  See also responses to F-2, S-6 through 14, and S-17. 
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On page 6-55 of the DEIS the Corps acknowledges, “Deepening the navigation channel 
would impact benthic and fisheries habitats not previously disturbed by dredging,” and, 
“Ocean disposal would occur at the Deep Water Ocean Disposal Site about 10 years after 
construction, which would adversely affect marine resources at that location.”  (Actually 
ocean disposal may occur during construction if sediment volumes were underestimated 
or the Lois Embayment disposal site is not used.) 

SS-18 
Question 12:  Are mitigation actions, or compensatory mitigation, planned to offset 
the stated “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts” to benthic and fisheries habitat in the 
Columbia River, and marine resources at the Deep Water Site?  If so, please 
describe.  If not, please explain why there should not be mitigation for 
acknowledged unavoidable adverse impacts. 
 
On page 3 of the Section 404 Evaluation, in Volume 2 of the DEIS, flowlane disposal is 
proposed “in areas over 65 feet deep in five specific areas: downstream of CRM 5; CRMs 
29 to 40; CRMs 54 to 56.3 on the Oregon side of the channel; and CRMs 72.2 to 73.2 on 
the Washington side.”  As you are aware, such disposal in areas covered by the Columbia 
River Estuary Dredged Material Management Plan would constitute a violation.  I would 
like to ascertain if such violations have previously occurred, as other violations of local 
ordinance during Corps maintenance disposal have been documented at Miller Sands and 
Welch Island.  This would help to demonstrate the commitment of the Portland District to 
respect local jurisdictions.    

SS-19 
Question 13:  Has flowlane disposal in estuary areas over 65 feet deep occurred at 
the above locations or at any other estuary site during the past five years?  Please 
itemize.  If these actions were in violation of the Columbia River Estuary Dredged 
Material Management Plan, please explain why this happened. 
 
I’d like to return briefly to the issue of chemical contamination of Columbia River 
sediments.  In rhetoric the proponents of this project often claim that the sediments of the 
navigation channel are 100% clean, coarse sand.  I wish this were true, but we all know 
that it is not.  The revised Section 404 Evaluation, in Volume 2 of the DEIS, although 
providing only a brief summary offers some insight into the contamination problems. 
 
Ninety grab samples from the Columbia River shipping channel were selected for 
physical analysis.  Four of these exceeded 20% fines and had greater than 5% total 
volatile solids.  This is far from the false claims that have circulated. 

SS-20 
Twenty-three samples were analyzed for certain chemicals.  Pesticides were found in 
four, PCBs in one, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons in all, and dioxins or furans seem 
to have been indicated in three samples.  This is enough cause for alarm to investigate 
further. 
 
Of course, relying on a handful of grab samples is ridiculous.  We need testing to the full 
depth of proposed dredging and a much larger pool of chemically analyzed samples.  
Perhaps even more important we need samples from the shallower areas to the side of the 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-19.  In general, maintenance activity within the last five years has targeted flowlane disposal at 
depths of 45 to 65 feet.  The 1998 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) specifically identifies 
areas where the Corps proposed to exceed the 65-foot depth restriction.  The Corps proposes flowlane 
disposal below 65 feet at selected locations as part of the channel improvement project.  The Corps has 
applied to Clatsop County for approval of this request. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-20.  All physical and chemical information resulting from the 1997 sediment quality evaluations 
are presented in Appendix B of the August 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  In addition 34 plates are provided 
indicating sample locations.  Further, the main report of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Section 7.0 on page 
B-8 and 9 discusses four “samples of interest” which contain fines and had detectable contaminates.  
Three are not with in the proposed navigation channel and will not be dredged.  The remaining sample 
is material dredged the previous year from the Willamette River and placed at Morgan’s Bar and is not 
representative of the Columbia River sediments.  Contaminates when detected in these samples are 
well below DMEF screening levels.  These four samples do not represent the material to be dredged 
from the navigation channel, which is clean, well-washed sand.  The one exception to this is the 
material in the turning basin in Astoria, which will require additional testing per the DMEF, if dredged. 
 
Additional testing has been conducted in the Columbia River.  Sediment quality reports are posted on 
the web at https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/ec/h/hr/.  Much of the Corps data and data from other 
sources such as dredged material disposal permits and USEPA or state clean-up actions are available in 
a regional GIS linked database managed by the WDOE called SEDQUAL.  SEDQUAL is provided 
free of charge by WDOE.  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. 
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channel; here potential pockets of contamination will be released during side-slope 
adjustment. 
 
There are several other studies and permit processes that have addressed contamination of 
Columbia River sediments.  Bringing the data from various agencies and private groups 
together and processing it in such a way that it can be depicted spatially seems like a 
good project for the Corps to support.  In addition to helping us understand the 
implications of channel deepening, this would be useful for improving on-going 
maintenance dredging practices and informing port improvement projects. 

SS-20 
To date, the Corps, in relation to evaluation of this proposed action, has provided only 
inadequate information regarding chemical contamination of Columbia River sediments.  
This improperly shifts the burden of proof to the reviewer.  In order for the public and the 
state resource agencies to make informed decisions, the burden of proof must be shifted 
back to the Corps and the project sponsors. 
 
Question 14:  Has the Corps conducted any additional chemical analysis of samples 
in or near the Columbia River navigation channel since the 1997 sampling for this 
project?  If so, please provide this information in a comparable format to that in the 
FEIS, or at least in a format in which locations can easily be connected with results. 
 

* 
 
As required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
(MSA) the Corps has at least begun to consult with NMFS regarding the impact of these 
proposed actions on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  NMFS has already indicated that they 
believe the project “likely to adversely impact” EFH for coho and chinook salmon.  
There also appear to be substantial adverse effects on groundfish and coastal pelagic 
EFH, both from dredging in the estuary and disposal at the Deep Water Site. 

SS-21 
NMFS and the Corps should consult with the Pacific Fishery Management Council, as 
required under the EFH Final Rule, before completing Conservation Recommendations. 
 

* 
 
Impacts  to  non-listed  species  must  be  fully  evaluated.   The  studies  on eulachon and 

SS-22    especially white sturgeon  are decidedly unsatisfactory.   It appears that this  dredging and 
disposal have a very strong likelihood of harming sturgeon, yet no mitigation is offered. 
 
Although  Dungeness  crab  have  long  had  a  spotlight  in  this  process,  very  little  has 

SS-23    changed that might protect this ecologically and commercially important species. 
 
River lamprey has been added to Oregon’s protected species list.  These fish,  as  adults, 

SS-24    are  closely  associated  with shipping  channels  and are often entrained during dredging. 
They were identified as recently as this summer in the Columbia River estuary area. 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-21.  The EFH assessment for coastal pelagics and groundfish was submitted along with the revised 
EFH assessment for coho, during the ESA consultation.  NOAA Fisheries has provided conservation 
recommendations for coho in their biological opinion.  Revisions to the coastal pelagics and 
groundfish EFH assessment were made as a result of comments received from the Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council on the Draft SEIS.  The revised EFH assessment for coastal pelagics and 
groundfish is included in the Final SEIS. 
 
SS-22.  The Corps disagrees with the unsupported claim that the studies done are unsatisfactory.  The 
studies were designed and carried out by state agency researchers that have been involved in smelt and 
sturgeon research for several years and are recognized experts in this field.  The research being done 
on sturgeon behavior in deep holes will be used to manage disposal to minimize impacts to sturgeon 
during disposal operations. 
 
SS-23.  Substantial additional analysis of impacts of entrainment to Dungeness crab has occurred since 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  This analysis confirms the earlier conclusion that entrainment is not likely to 
have a significant adverse impact to Dungeness crab populations in the Washington and Oregon region 
around the Columbia River.  The project has also been changed since 1999 to minimize to the extent 
practicable the use of ocean disposal under the preferred option (see Final SEIS, Exhibit K-4.). 
 
SS-24.  The project is not expected to have any impact on river lamprey.  Contrary to your statement, 
river lamprey have never been collected in any entrainment sampling done in the lower Columbia 
River.  River lamprey spawn in upriver tributaries as adults.  The larvae remain in the bottom sediment 
in the tributaries for one to two years and then migrate back to the ocean as sub-adults.  They use the 
lower river only as a migratory corridor.  Lamprey tend to be pelagic swimmers and apparently are not 
found near the bottom since none have been collected in the dredge entrainment samples.  This project 
has been coordinated with the States of Oregon and Washington Departments of Fish and Wildlife 
since its beginning and impacts to river lamprey have never been raised by either agency.  The 
comment does not explain what situation requires a protocol.  Therefore, the Corps cannot respond to 
that part of the comment. 
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Question 15:  How does the Corps intend to coordinate with the state of Oregon to 
protect river lamprey (Lampetra ayresi)?  If you have no plans, please explain the 
protocol when situations like this arise. 
 
Finally, I’ll return to the economics of this project.  The Corps expects that the number of 
transits of ships on the Columbia River will remain about the same with or without 
deepening.  The technical review panel that examined the benefits of this action 
suggested a high probability that fewer container ships would call on Portland if the 
channel were deepened.  I’d like to understand what this project would mean for jobs. 
 
Fewer transits, I presume, would reduce longshore jobs.  On the other hand, if we were to 
see increased tonnage moved as result of this project then some increase in jobs handling 
this material might be expected.  We are all aware that there are thousands of jobs that 
relate to maritime commerce, although almost all of these jobs would not be affected by 
channel deepening.  It would be useful if we could refine the expected impact of this 
action. 

SS-25 
Of course, many jobs would be lost due to environmental degradation and reduced 
fishing opportunities.  The impacts to the salmon and crab industries would not only hurt 
the fishers but would reduce employment in processing, supply and other related services. 
 
Question 15:  Does the Corps have any projections as to whether proceeding with 
this deepening project would result in a net gain or loss of jobs?  If so, please break 
out your estimates on both a national and Columbia River-specific basis.  Be sure to 
allow for the loss of employment opportunities expected in natural resource 
dependent coastal economies. 
 

* 
 
I could continue for many more pages, but I think that I’ve made some useful points.  I 
expect answers to my questions, and I hope that I’ve asked them respectfully.  I certainly 
intend no disrespect. 
 
Many people have worked for ten, twelve, even fourteen years trying to make this project 
a reality.  I suppose that most people now realize that it probably isn’t going to happen.  
It’s nobody’s fault.  Lots of good work has been done, much of which can be used to 
improve the ecology and utility of the Columbia River estuary. 

SS-26 
The Columbia will continue to be a gateway of international trade.  Its ports can be proud 
as they roll with the dynamic changes of commerce.  But this is not the river of one 
industry.  Some love it for recreation, others for its electricity.  Some drink the spirit of its 
views; others make a living pulling its fish. 
 
Welcome to a paradigm shift.  Americans value special places like the Columbia River 
estuary.  This is no longer the Northwest Passage with a waterfall.  It is Critical Habitat 
for salmon and people alike. 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-25.  The comment misrepresents the panel’s findings.  The panel was concerned about the apparent 
assumption in the Corps’ analysis that there would be fewer vessels with a deeper channel, and that 
reduced service could have a negative impact on local shippers.  Further, the Corps’ analysis focuses 
on benefits to the nation, rather than the region, and changes in local employment are not included in 
the benefit estimate.  The project is not anticipated to reduce fishing opportunities in a manner that 
would have significant economic impacts.  The Corps’ analysis by regulation evaluates national 
economic development benefits.  It does not look at projections for jobs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-26.  The Corps concurs with your statement that, “lots of good work has been done, much of which 
can be used to improve the ecology and utility of the Columbia River Estuary.”  The Corps further 
believes this good work has been used to further advance the channel improvement project and the 
estuary.  The project will improve the navigational efficiency of the Columbia River while restoring 
ecosystem functions and values.  The Corps maintains that the project reflects the proper balance and 
complies with all applicable law. 
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This channel improvement project cannot pass economic muster and it would irreparably 
harm the ecosystem of a special place.  Further, it’s simply not fair to hard-working, 
sincere people who happened to be a bit under-represented.  This is a national example of 
a Corps project that should never proceed. 
 
It shouldn’t have made it this far.  It wouldn’t have without some powerful, well-meaning 
political influence.  Now it is exposed and our political leaders have a few questions. 
 
It’s time to join in the paradigm shift.  We will look first to improve the health of the 
Columbia River estuary.  We need to make the best attempts we can at restoration, while 
first fighting to conserve this priceless ecosystem.   
 
We will find superior ways of maintaining the channel for safe and productive 
navigation.  Already some exciting progress has been made discovering beneficial uses 
for dredged material. 

SS-26 
A very real challenge is to implement some meaningful mitigation to offset the 
environmental and economic damage done every year by Columbia River navigation 
channel maintenance and the mouth of the Columbia River project.  For decades these 
major projects have proceeded without mitigation.  It is time to be honest about their 
adverse impacts, including unintended consequences like encouraging vast settlements of 
avian predators.  We’ve learned a lot about the problems with maintenance dredging 
while studying channel deepening.  Let’s put this good work to use and start making up 
for the damage we’ve caused while maintaining a vitally important navigation pathway. 
 
If we coordinate this long-overdue dredging mitigation with the estuary-related 
reasonable and prudent actions of the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological 
Opinion (Actions 158-163 and 194-197), then we might begin to make some real 
progress towards salmon recovery on this end of the river.  
 
Thank you again for providing a chance to comment on your proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group Comments 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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From:  Peter Huhtala [mailto:huhtala@teleport.com] 
Sent:  Monday, September 16, 2002 10:18 AM 
To:  Bob Willis; jgrigg@portoflongview.com 
Subject:  Columbia River CIP comments for DEIS and SEPA 
 
Dear Mr. Willis and Ms. Grigg, 
 
Please accept this note and the attached Word document as additional comments to the 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River Channel 
Improvement Project.  The document is a copy of comments submitted in February of 
2002 relative to the Mouth of the Columbia River maintenance project.  They have a 
direct relation to this DEIS, especially concerning ocean disposal options, including the 
possible designation of the “Deep Water Site” as described in Appendix H of the 1999 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the channel deepening project. 
 
Regards, 
 
Peter Huhtala 
Executive Director 
Columbia Deepening Opposition Group 
PO Box 682 
Astoria, Oregon 97103 
(503) 325-8069 
 

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group 
PO Box 682 

Astoria, Oregon 97103 
(503) 325-8069 

 
Comments regarding Mouth of the Columbia River 

Dredging and Disposal 
Corps of Engineers Public Notice NWPOP-CRA-F02-001 

 
Submitted Jointly with: 

 
Ocean Advocates 

Clean Ocean Action 
Coast Alliance 

Friends of the Earth 
 
 
February 20, 2002 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District 
Operations Division 
PO Box 2946 
Portland Oregon 97208 – 2946 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 10 
Ocean Dumping Coordinator 
1200  6th Av. 
Seattle, WA. 98101 
 
Washington Department of Ecology 
Permit Coordination Team 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504 - 7600 
 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW 6th Av. 
Portland, Oregon 97204 –1390 
 
Oregon DLCD 
635 Capitol St. NE 
Suite 200 
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 
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The following comments are submitted by CDOG, the Columbia Deepening Opposition 
Group, a public benefit non-profit corporation based in Astoria, Oregon, and Ocean 
Advocates, a national non-profit organization based in suburban Washington, DC, 
(Maryland) and Seattle, Washington, and also on behalf of Coast Alliance, a national 
non-profit organization in Washington, DC; the Northwest (Seattle) office of Friends of 
the Earth, a national non-profit organization; and Clean Ocean Action, a non-profit 
organization in Sandy Hook, New Jersey. These comments are pertinent to the 
maintenance dredging and disposal of dredged materials at the mouth of the Columbia 
River as described in the Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District, Public Notice 
NWPOP-CRA-F02-001. We address issues in the Public Notice and relevant to the 
Marine Protection, Resource and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) provisions for the 
designation of ocean dumping sites. We have several concerns about the overall process 
in addition to specific concerns about the information provided and decisions relevant to 
MPRSA criteria for disposal sites for the dredged materials. 
 
The Notice of the public hearing suggests that the purpose was to acquire information or 
evidence that will be considered in evaluating the proposed maintenance dredging in 
conjunction with the Mouth of the Columbia River Federal navigation project, and it 
refers specifically to the Public Notice identified above.  Yet the Public Notice is framed 
as a “done deal” – i.e. a description of the District’s “plans to perform work.”  There is no 
mention of a decision yet to be made or, for that matter, permits yet to be granted.  We 
protest this approach, since it is essential that the public be part of the decision-making 
process regarding the designation and use of ocean disposal sites as prescribed in section 
103 of the MPRSA.  The hearing notice acknowledges this requirement, but it should be 
made clear that no final decision has been made about the ocean disposal sites or the 
dredging project itself. 

SS-27 
Both the hearing and public notices refer primarily to MPRSA section 103 and 
Regulation 33 CFR (parts 335-338).  However, under MPRSA section 103, it is clear that 
decisions under that authority should refer to section 102 and Regulation 40 CFR (parts 
225, 227,228), which set the criteria for evaluation of materials for ocean disposal and 
designation of ocean disposal sites for dredged materials. The need to meet these criteria 
is only briefly acknowledged on page 8 of the public notice, which we believe underplays 
their importance to the entire process. 
 
The Public Notice does reference Appendix H of Vol. I of the Integrated Feasibility 
Report for Channel Improvements and Environmental Impact Statement, which considers 
the criteria set out in CFR 40.  However that document examines the designation of ocean 
disposal sites in the context of the Columbia River Deepening Project. First, we believe 
combining formal EPA ocean dumping site designations with dredging project approval 
is uncommon, unjustified, and contrary to the process prescribed by MPRSA regulations.  
Furthermore, evaluations made exclusively within that context are not sufficient for the 
present situation in which temporary site designations are proposed for a different 
dredging project.  The Corps must separately address the need for the particular disposal 
sites proposed for designation – especially the Deep Water Site.  You must directly 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-27.  This letter was originally submitted as a comment on the Corps public notice regarding the 
Mouth of the Columbia River (MCR) maintenance project.  Congress has authorized the MCR 
maintenance project as a separate project.  The Corps has already considered the comments in this 
letter in conjunction with its action on the MCR project. 
 
CDOG did not raise these issues in commenting on the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The Draft SEIS does not 
have new information regarding these issues (see response to F-2). 
 
The language used in the Public Notice for the MCR project is taken directly from language 
established under Federal Regulation, particularly 33 CFR Parts 335-338, “Final Rule for Operation 
and Maintenance of Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works projects involving the Discharge of 
Dredged Material into Waters of the U.S., or Ocean Waters.”  Maintenance of Federal projects, such as 
the Mouth of the Columbia River, has already been determined by Congress to be in the public 
interest.  The Corps analysis for maintenance of the MCR channel therefore was directed at evaluation 
of how the work can most reasonably be accomplished in compliance with applicable environmental 
laws and regulation, and minimizing associated impacts, rather than a basic decision of whether the 
work should proceed. 
 
Beginning with the 1983 EIS prepared for deepening and maintenance of the MCR entrance channel, 
ocean disposal site evaluations have been conducted in compliance with the Ocean Disposal Act 
(ODA) and included public coordination.  The USEPA concurrently issued formal rulemaking and 
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement for designation of the selected sites.  Over time, the size 
of these sites proved inadequate for the quantities dredged from maintenance of the entrance channel.  
Interim site expansions were implemented in 1993 and 1997, with USEPA concurrence, to provide 
adequate disposal capacity while site designation studies were completed. 
 
The 1999 Final IFR/EIS for the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project was scoped to include 
investigation of the Columbia River offshore area for ocean disposal sites to adequately meet the needs 
for anticipated quantities from deepening the Columbia River channel and maintenance of the MCR 
entrance channel (see also responses to F-2 and S-12).  The USEPA was a cooperating agency in a 
lengthy and detailed process that involved agencies, stakeholders and the public to identify sites to 
propose for site designation.  Over this entire timeframe spanning nearly 20 years (1983-2002), 
numerous public notices, public meetings, workshops, draft and final NEPA document reviews and 
public and agency review meetings have been conducted to address the issues related to ocean disposal 
and maintenance of the MCR project. 
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evaluate the proposed disposal and site selections, applying the criteria of MPRSA sec. 
102 (as set forth in CFR 40) in the context of this particular project. 
 
We believe the absence of an Environmental Assessment is a breech of procedure 
prescribed in CFR 40.   An official Environmental Assessment for the project should be 
available before the public comment period begins and that should inform the preparation 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement to be issued and open for public comment no 
later than the issuance of a proposed rulemaking on the project with temporary dump site 
designations: 

SS-28 
The results of a disposal site evaluation and/or designation study based on the 
criteria stated in paragraphs (a)(1) through (11) of this section will be presented in 
support of the site designation promulgation as an environmental assessment of the 
impact of the use of the site for disposal, and will be used in the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement for each site where such a statement is required 
by EPA policy. By publication of a notice in accordance with this part of 228, an 
environmental impact statement, in draft form, will be made available for public 
comment not later than the time of publication of the site designation as proposed 
rulemaking, and a final EIS will be made available at the time of final rulemaking. 
(CFR 40, 228.6(b)) 

 
We believe an Environmental Impact Statement should be developed for the Mouth of 
the Columbia River Federal navigation project, and, as required by law, for EPA’s 
permanent designation of ocean disposal sites.   
 
Perhaps the most important breech of the MPRSA is the requirement mentioned on page 
9 of the Public Notice that “the least costly alternative, consistent with sound guidelines 
on ocean disposal criteria, will be designated the Federal standard for the proposed 
project.”  While this is indeed one of the many provisions in CFR 33 part 336.1(c)(1), it 
is in direct conflict with numerous other provisions of both CFR 33 and 40. “Least 
costly” cannot be used as the over-riding factor in decisions regarding the disposal of 
dredged materials in the ocean.  Cost is not mentioned in sections 102 or 103 of the 
MPRSA nor in CFR 40.  In CFR 33 Part 335.3, the policy of the Army Corps of 
Engineers is stated as follows: 

SS-29 
The Corps of Engineers undertakes operations and maintenance activities where 
appropriate and environmentally acceptable.  All practicable and reasonable 
alternatives are fully considered on an equal basis.  This includes the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the US or ocean waters in the least costly 
manner, at the least costly and most practicable location, and consistent with 
engineering and environmental requirements.   

 
We read this to mean that the least costly option must be considered equally with other 
options.  It does not say that the least costly option must be chosen.  In fact, to set that 
requirement or “standard” is contrary to the provisions and authority of MPRSA section  
103.  It would mean that other factors -- environmental impacts, interference with other  
uses, etc. -- carry no weight in the face of cost considerations, which, to put it simply, is 
contrary to the MPRSA. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-27 (con’t).  Section 103 of the ODA provides the authority, with USEPA concurrence, for the 
Corps to select and use sites when USEPA-designated sites are not available.  The history of use 
and availability of the four existing USEPA-designated sites is documented in the 1999Final 
IFR/EIS, Appendix H.  The selection and use of any 103 sites are evaluated using the criteria (5 
general and 11 specific criteria) established under Section 102 of the Act for site designation. 
 
The Corps and USEPA disagree with the assertion that combining formal USEPA Ocean 
Dumping Site designations with dredging project approval is contrary to the process prescribed by 
MPRSA regulations. 
 
As noted previously, the preferred alternative to the channel improvement project, which is 
detailed in this Final SEIS, does not currently propose any ocean disposal for construction or the 
first 20 years of maintenance after the deeper channel is constructed.  However, if such disposal 
should become necessary (e.g., the ecosystem restoration elements are not implemented), the 
Corps anticipates doing so only after USEPA has designated the new ocean disposal sites under 
Section 102 of the ODA and anticipated that the material would be directed to the Deep Water 
Site.  Such disposal would require the independent evaluation and concurrence of USEPA. 
 
SS-28.  SS-28.  The first part of the comment, relating solely to the MCR project, is outside of the 
scope of the channel improvement project Draft SEIS.  For ocean site designations, USEPA has 
been a cooperating partner in the development of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and intends to adopt 
relevant portions of that document in the rulemaking under the MPRSA for future site 
designations.  The USEPA also intends to adopt portions of this Final SEIS which disclose new 
information (e.g. baseline studies) collected since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  See Final SEIS, 
Exhibit N. 
 
SS-29.  The comment pertaining to development of an EIS relates solely to the MCR project and 
is therefore, outside of the scope of the channel improvement project as reviewed in the SEIS.  
The 1999 Final IFR/EIS for the channel improvement project addresses all factors required by law 
and regulation.  An EIS for the MCR project was prepared in 1983.  The dredging component of 
the EIS has not substantially changed.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS was scoped to include 
investigation of the Columbia River offshore area for ocean disposal sites to adequately meet the 
needs for anticipated quantities from deepening the Columbia River channel and maintenance of 
the MCR entrance channel (see also responses to F-2, S-12, and SS-28). 
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Designation of two Ocean Dump Sites 
 
The Public Notice suggests that EPA’s ongoing designation process for the two ocean 
dumping sites – the Shallow Water Site (E), which has been used historically, and the 
Deep Water Site, which has not been used previously – should argue in favor of the  
Corps’ temporary designation of these disposal sites for the disposal of dredged materials 
from maintenance dredging in the Columbia River.  We disagree.  
 
The unused Deep Water Site must remain unused until the full EPA process has been 
completed.  There should be no supposition that designation will be the outcome of the 
process, since a full evaluation has not been completed.  We believe that an updated 
Environmental Impact Statement should be developed as part of that process, and the 
decision whether to designate the site should be made independent of decisions regarding 

SS-30     particular dredging activities, such as the proposed channel deepening project.  The site 
designation decision should be made on the basis of existing conditions relevant to the 
requirements of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) and its 
implementing regulations.  One of the provisions of the Act is that sites previously used 
should be given precedence in the site designation process.  Consequently, it is  
imperative that environmental conditions at the unused site remain unaltered by disposal 
activities until the designation has been made, with full public participation.  Therefore it  
is unacceptable for the Corps’ to designate an area within this site for short-term disposal  
of dredged materials.   
 
Furthermore, it has not been demonstrated that the Deep Water Site is even needed for  
the described project, given the numerous other options that are to be fully used first.   
The needs assessment has been based on the assessment of hardship if the dredging is not 
done.  That may argue the need for the dredging and for disposal provisions.  However, it 
does not imply that any particular site is indeed needed.  As stated further on, we believe  
that the full potential of the more desirable Benson’s Beach placement option is not being 
pursued. 
 
The Corps’ use of the Shallow Water Ocean Disposal Site (Site E) should be based on the 
effects of past dumping at that site, not on the supposition that it will receive permanent 
designation by EPA.  The Public Notice does not indicate whether that site has been well 
monitored nor what conflicts have arisen over its use, though it does imply that  

SS-31    management has not been what it should be and will be changed.  Appendix H of the 
Integrated Feasibility Report is clearer -- there have been serious conflicts with the crab 
fishery at Site E.  Additional detailed information about the appropriateness of the site for 
these particular dredged materials is needed and no decision about its designation and use 
should be made until the revised management plan is available for public review. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-30.  See responses to F-2, S-12 through S-14, and SS-27 through SS-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-31.  The Federal Government disagrees with the comment.  Please see the response to previous 
comment, including cross-references.  Additional data have been collected for the Shallow Water 
Site (Expanded Site E) during the past two years.  The Corps and USEPA have collected physical 
and biological information relevant to issues of concern expressed over the use of this site.  
Additional baseline information is included in the Final SEIS, Exhibit N. 
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The Corps’ authority to designate these two sites for the specific purpose of receiving 
dredged sediments from maintenance dredging of the mouth of the Columbia River is  
based on section 103 of the MPRSA that gives the Corps the authority to issue permits to 
dispose of dredged materials at specified sites applying criteria established in section 102,  
and using wherever possible, dump sites that have been designated (not proposed for 
designation) by EPA.  If undesignated sites are to be used, the criteria for EPA 
designation still apply: 

SS-32 
In any case in which the use of a designated site is not feasible, the Secretary may, 
with the concurrence of the Administrator, select an alternative site.  The criteria 
and factors established in section 102(a) relating to site selection shall be used in 
selecting the alternative site in a manner consistent with the application of such 
factors and criteria pursuant to section 102(c). (sec. 103 (b)) 

 
We do not believe the two sites proposed for temporary designation for this dredging  
project have been adequately reviewed in the context of the criteria in Regulation 40 CFR  
part 228.  The Corps is obliged to do so before making the decision and this review  
should be part of the documentation for public review.  While these were reviewed in 
Appendix H of the Integrated Feasibility Report issued in 1999, we believe the Corps  
should review them again in 2002 in light of the particular project proposed and  
additional disposal options.  To this end, we believe an Environmental Assessment is 
essential, as already specified.  We also believe that the conclusions that the two  
proposed ocean disposal sites (the Deep Water Site and the Shallow Water Site E) are 
acceptable with respect to the provisions of the CFR 40 criteria have not been supported  
either by the documentation in that volume or by the Public Notice. 
 
A review of these two sites relative to the criteria (40 CFR Ch. 1, parts 228.5 and 228.6) 
must address the following concerns:  
 
General criteria for selection of sites. 
 

-   Sites should be selected to minimize the interference of disposal activities with other 
    activities in the marine environment, particularly avoiding areas of existing fisheries or 
    shellfisheries, and regions of heavy commercial or recreational navigation. 

SS-33 
Area fishermen, especially crab fishermen, have made it abundantly clear that the Deep  
Water Site is in an important fishery area and dumping activities at Site E have interfered 
with their fishery in the past.  It is suggested that a revised management plan will address  
the concerns at Site E, but without that plan, no such determination should be made. 
 

-   Locations and boundaries of disposal sites will be so chosen that temporary 
    perturbations in water quality or other environmental conditions during initial mixing 
    caused by disposal operations anywhere within the site can be expected to be reduced to 
    normal ambient seawater levels or to undetectable contaminant concentrations or effects 
    before reaching any beach, shoreline, marine sanctuary, or known geographically 
    limited fishery or shellfishery. 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-32.  The selection of 103 sites for ocean disposal by the Corps is not part of this EIS process.  
The USEPA and the Corps disagree with the conclusion that the analysis under 40 CFR Part 228 is 
inadequate.  See responses to F-2, S-12 through S-14, and SS-27 through SS-31. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-33.  The USEPA and the Corps considered these factors and documented their deliberations in 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H.  Additionally, the comment includes factually inaccurate 
statements.  The Corps and USEPA disagree that the Deep Water Site is an important component 
of the fishery or that its use constitutes a significant effect to that fishery.  The Deep Water Site 
was specifically located to reduce the impact to the fishery.  The site selection process included 
significant coordination with the crab fishermen. 
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As long as the sediments are coarse sand substantially free of contamination, this 
provision is met.  However, the Public Notice is remiss in not fully characterizing all the 

SS-34    sediments for the entire project.  Until that is done, the disposal requirements are unclear. 
 

-   Termination of site utilization 
 
The monitoring proposed for this project will not be adequate to determine whether  
biological impacts justify the alteration in terms or the termination of site utilization. 

SS-35    Because of concerns raised in Appendix H, biological effects monitoring would be  
imperative for both proposed ocean disposal sites. 
 

-  The sizes of ocean disposal sites will be limited in order to localize for identification and 
    control any immediate adverse impacts and permit the implementation of effective 
    monitoring and surveillance programs to prevent adverse long-range impacts.  The size, 
    configuration and location of any disposal site will be determined as a part of the  
    disposal site evaluation or designation study. 

SS-36 
While not a direct topic of this hearing, the unjustifiably large size of the Deep Water Site 
proposed for EPA designation is of great concern to us.  Since the smaller site proposed  
for deep water disposal lies within that area and has been justified by the Corps by virtue  
of EPA’s consideration, we feel it is worth mentioning that we adamantly oppose the  
eventual designation of the Deep Water site by EPA – because of both its unjustifiably  
large size and its location in a biologically rich area.  Further, we adamantly oppose any 
temporary or permanent designation of any size portion of that site. 
 

-   EPA will, wherever feasible, designate ocean dumping sites beyond the edge of the 
    continental shelf and other such sites that have been historically used. 

SS-37 
We agree with the assessment that carrying the Columbia River dredged sediments 
beyond the continental shelf is not desirable because of cost and safety issues.  The 
provision that historical sites be preferred is the very reason we cannot accept the use of 
any part of the Deep Water Site for disposal prior to final action on its permanent  
designation by EPA. It would constitute an ex post facto establishment of historical use,  
and would thereby unfairly influence the designation process. 
 
228.6 Specific criteria for site selection. 
 
(1) Geographical position, depth of water, bottom topography and distance from coast; 
 
While not always the case in locating acceptable disposal sites for dredged materials, this 
project seems to suggest a preference for highly dispersive sites, if it can be shown that  
sand placed in these locations is likely to enter the littoral drift.  The State of Washington 

SS-38    is eager for clean sand to be made available for replenishment of its southern beaches. 
The sediments from the mouth of the Columbia River would be carried in that direction 
by natural current patterns if it were not for the interference of man-made structures 
blocking that flow.  Therefore, disposal of dredged sediments composed of clean sand 
into the long-shore current system would be a desirable imitation of natural processes. 
Creative means of very-near-shore (i.e., less than one-quarter mile in some cases) 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-34.  See previous response. 
 
 
SS-35.  See response to SS-33.  A Site a Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP) is required 
for sites designated under Section 102.  The Corps and USEPA have routinely prepared SMMPs 
for 103 Sites in this region.  The USEPA is the agency responsible for any “alteration in terms or 
the termination of site utilization.” 
 
 
 
SS-36.  See responses to S-12, S-13, and SS-33.  The Deep Water Site was originally sized to take 
all of the material from the MCR project and the channel improvement project for a 50-year 
period.  The Corps and USEPA disagree with the comment that the Deep Water Site is located in a 
biologically unique area.  As documented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, the Deep Water 
Site was selected in part because it did not represent biologically unique or critical areas.  Recent 
sampling has confirmed the earlier assessments in Appendix H. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-37.  See response to SS-33.  The comment regarding disposal beyond the continental shelf is 
noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-38.  See response to comment F-2, SS-33 and S-97. 
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placement through methods such as broadcast spraying should be explored.  The option  
of disposal along the 40-foot contour, as originally suggested in the Public Notice, is 
unacceptable due to interference with a productive fishery.  The 40-foot contour is also 
approximately one mile from shore at the proposed location, and we suggest that 
experimental placement nearer shore may have a greater chance of success.   
 
(2) Location in relation to breeding , spawning, nursery, feeding, or passage areas of living 

resources in adult or juvenile phases; 
SS-39 

In Appendix H of Vol. I of the Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements  
and Environmental Impact Statement it is made clear that the entire plume area outside  
the mouth of the Columbia River is characterized by fine sediments that support an  
abundance and diversity of marine life, some of which is unique or characteristic to that  
area.  In addition to smothering benthic life at the particular site of disposal, depositing  
coarse sand will interrupt the diverse ecosystem by changing its physical nature.  Impacts 
are difficult to predict.  No ocean disposal site should be designated anywhere within the 
Columbia River plume.   
 
(3) Location in relation to beaches and other amenity areas; 

SS-40 
If all the sediment from the Mouth of the Columbia River is clean coarse sand, as seems 
to be agreed, the proximity to beaches is desirable in this case.  
 
(4) Types and quantities of wastes proposed to be disposed of, and proposed methods of 

release, including methods of packing the waste, if any; 
SS-41 

Given the desirability of alternatives to the ocean disposal sites -- onshore placement and 
creative nourishment of beaches along the coast north of the river mouth -- the proposed 
project has not adequately provided for the best methods of disposal to achieve the 
desired goals.  As discussed in the context of beneficial use, the cost of such disposal  
should not be a limiting factor, given the anticipated benefits.  Furthermore, options that 
establish technologies for dredging and deposition that may have high up-front costs may  
be economical when factoring in the long-term benefits and reductions in economic  
losses due to beach erosion. 
 
(5) Feasibility of surveillance and monitoring; 

SS-42 
The proposed monitoring for both the Deep Water and Shallow Water (E) sites is not 
adequate.  Simple bathymetry only identifies whether the sediments landed within the site  
and if mounding is occurring. They do not address biological effects and interference 
with fishing activities.  Site E could be adequately monitored and should have an  
appropriate monitoring plan proposed as part of the revised management plan (which  
must be available before final action on this project).  The Deep Water Site cannot be 
adequately monitored due to size, depth, and the likelihood of undesirable conditions for 
monitoring activities.  This is yet another argument against designating any portion of  
that site at any time. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-39.  See responses to SS-33 and F-2.  The comment inaccurately states that the “entire plume 
area outside the mouth of the Columbia River is characterized by fine sediments.”  While there is 
an area of fine-grained sediments associated with the plume, it is located 1-10 miles northwest of 
ODMDS Site B, which is itself north of the Deep Water Site.  Final IFR/EIS (1999), Appendix H, 
Exhibit B, p. 80.  As reported in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H,, the site selection process 
evaluated environmental effects in the zone of siting feasibility, which included areas both inside 
and outside of the plume.  After applying the siting criteria, which include consideration of unique 
geographic and biological features, to this entire area, the Deep Water Site was selected as a 
preferred alternative.  The consensus of the Working Group for the site selection process was that 
the Deep Water Site did not contain any unique organisms or features.  
 
 
 
 
SS-40.  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
SS-41.  See response to SS-33.  This factor doesn’t address the location or alternative locations or 
uses of material.  The factor addresses the types and quantities of waste, proposed method of 
release, and methods of packing the waste.  The site selection process did consider the types, 
quantities and release of material to be disposed in the ocean (1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, 
Volume I, page H-77). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-42.  See response to SS-33.  The Corps and USEPA disagree with the statement regarding the 
monitoring of the Deep Water Site.  During 2002, data were collected at the Deep Water Site, 
suggesting monitoring is not constrained by water depth, size, or other factors.  A SMMP is 
required for sites designated under Section 102. 
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(6) Dispersal, horizontal transport and vertical mixing characteristics of the area, including 
prevailing current direction and velocity, if any; 

 
Better understanding of these factors could inform the potential value of continued use of 
Site E, as well as alternate means of replenishing beaches at eroding locations along the 
coast north of the river mouth.  Effort should be made to utilize the safest and most  
effective ways to replenish eroding beaches while refraining from interference with  
fisheries.  The Public Notice lacks information to support the notion that there will be too 
much dredged material to be fully used in this manner.  Furthermore, Benson Beach is  
only proposed as a test site.  There seems to be enough information to warrant its full use 
for the disposal of clean dredged sand, at least for a limited period of time.  An adequate 
monitoring program and management plan will permit the re-evaluation of this option  
once it has been implemented at full scale for a period of time. 

SS-43 
(7) Existence and effects of current and previous discharges and dumping in the area 

(including cumulative effects); 
 
Pertinent information for Site E has been used to suggest that a better site management 
plan will correct the problems faced to date.  Without that management plan in hand, no 
decision should be made regarding the use of this site. 
 
(8) Interference with shipping, fishing, recreation, mineral extraction, desalination, fish and 

shellfish culture, areas of special scientific importance and other legitimate uses of the 
ocean’ 

SS-44 
The potential for serious interference with the Columbia River crab fishery has been well 
supported for the Deep Water Site and should be grounds enough for non-designation.  
There is agreement that an appropriate management plan could avoid the problems 
previously experienced in the context of the crab fishery at expanded Site E.  However, it 
is essential that the plan be available for public review before designation of the site. 
 
(9) The existing water quality and ecology of the site as determined by available data or by 

trend assessment or baseline surveys; 
SS-45 

This provision is of particular concern for the designation of a Deep Water Site.  There  
have been no baseline surveys for the proposed site.  The ecological information that  
exists for the greater plume area indicates a rich and diverse fauna, including several 
endangered or threatened species.  In other words, this is an area that should remain 
undisturbed by such activities as disposal of dredged materials. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-43.  See response to SS-33.  An evaluation of Benson Beach as an alternative ocean disposal 
was included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Benson Beach was used by the Corps for the MCR 
Project in 2002 as a demonstration project through a Congressional add-on and under a Section 
404/10 permit issued to Pacific County.  Further, the 2003 public notice for MCR has included 
Benson Beach as a potential site, if Congressional funding is available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-44.  See response for SS-33. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-45.  Baseline studies have been conducted at the Deep Water Site for the second of  two 
seasons in 2002 and are included in the Final SEIS, Exhibit N.  See the response for SS-39. 
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(10) Potentiality for the development or recruitment of nuisance species in the disposal site; 
SS-46 

At the Deep Water Site, it is hard to predict whether the disposed dredged materials 
would create an environment that encouraged the proliferation of nuisance species due to  
the removal of the natural fauna.  Because the sediments are not expected to be  
organically rich, it is most likely not a serious threat (though disturbance of the natural  
fauna is not acceptable). 
 
(11)  Existence at or in close proximity to the site of any significant natural or cultural 

features of historical importance. 
SS-47 

This does not appear to be an issue of concern. 
 
 
Other issues 
 
Beneficial Use  The US delegation to the Scientific Group of the London 
(Dumping) Convention, under the leadership of the Army Corps of Engineers, has 
aggressively promoted beneficial use of dredged sediments as the preferred option in all 
cases where dredged materials are clean and there is a need for them.  Maintenance  

SS-48    dredging of the Mouth of the Columbia River appears to be a potential poster child for  
this policy.  It is remarkable that the Portland District does not see the options such as  
Benson Beach and the replenishment of other beaches of the southern Washington coast 
as the most attractive options of all, and is not forward looking enough to see the value of 
investing in technologies for facilitating the rapid and effective transfer of sediments 
from the mouth of the Columbia to the desired locations. 
 
Cost-Benefit Assessment   In evaluating the Benson Beach placement 
alternative for disposal, the Corps has given full attention to cost and almost no attention 
to benefit. It has followed the flawed Corps standard prescribing the “least costly option.” 
If this model were followed to its logical conclusion, the decision would have to be made 

SS-49    not to dredge the Columbia River ever again, because dredging simply costs more than 
not dredging.  By your own formula, you cannot take into account the benefits accrued 
from dredging, just as you have not taken into account the economic and aesthetic 
benefits that would be accrued from supplying clean sediments to the beaches of the 
southern Washington coast.  If you truly have a cost ceiling for this project, it is essential 
that you assess the option of downsizing the project so that the most environmentally 
sound disposal options can be afforded. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat Consultation.  We call upon NOAA, the Corps, and EPA to 
recognize the need for an EFH Consultation with respect to the proposed dredging 

SS-50    project.  There is no mention of this in the Public Notice, but we believe there are strong 
grounds for demanding such a Consultation. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-46.  See response to SS-33.  The Corps and USEPA agree that disposal of dredged materials 
would not likely pose a risk of encouraging nuisance species at the Deep Water Site. 
 
 
 
SS-47.  Concur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-48.  Both the USEPA and the Corps seeks beneficial uses of dredged material whenever 
feasible, and several of the alternatives proposed in the MCR project public notice are beneficial 
uses.  These sites will be the first priority for use.  When beneficial use of dredged material costs 
significantly more than other available alternatives, or could impair the ability to maintain the 
navigation channel (e.g. increased haul distance/time requirement) the Corps can use them only if 
there is a cost sharing sponsor or additional funding is provided.  The Benson Beach 
demonstration project is intended to determine the feasibility, costs, and effectiveness of this 
alternative as a beneficial use of dredged material at the MCR.  This is possible because additional 
funds were appropriated by Congress and were contributed by the Port of Kalama to cover the 
expected costs above in-water disposal.  See also response to S-52. 
 
SS-49.  We acknowledge the potential benefit from placement of dredged material at Benson 
Beach.  However, in addition to keeping costs at a reasonable level, the Corps’ primary concern is 
to assure that the navigation channel can be adequately maintained with the allowable dredging 
season and equipment limitations (see the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H).  The demonstration 
project at Benson Beach will help answer questions as to engineering feasibility, timeliness of 
disposal activity, site capacity, public acceptability, environmental effects and costs.  Similar 
benefits may be achievable at lower costs and using less time through other alternative disposal 
methods.  Downsizing the navigation project is not compatible with providing safe navigation for 
commercial shipping traffic.  See response to SS-34. 
 
 
 
SS-50.  The EFH consultation for coastal pelagics and groundfish is underway.  See response to 
SS-21. 
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Conclusion 
 
As mentioned in the testimony above, we ask that crucial missing documents be supplied 
for public review before finalizing any decisions regarding the proposed dredging of the 
Mouth of the Columbia River: 
 

- An Environmental Assessment of the dredging project and the proposed 
disposal options. 

- A Draft EIS informed by the EA 
- A Biological Assessment of impacts to species protected under the 

Endangered Species Act, as described on page 8 of the Notice 
- A revised management plan for Site E 
- A management plan and long-term cost-benefit analysis for the Benson Beach 

placement option 
SS-51 

We also expect you to retract the requirement for selecting the least costly disposal 
option, or provide clarification if we have misinterpreted your intent regarding that 
preference.  If you decide that the Benson Beach and beach replenishment options are not 
economically feasible, we respectfully suggest that you consider downsizing the project  
until they are feasible. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Peter Huhtala, Executive Director 
Columbia Deepening Opposition Group 
Astoria, Oregon 
 
Boyce Thorne-Miller, Science Director 
Ocean Advocates 
Columbia, Maryland 
 
Cindy Zipf, Executive Director 
Clean Ocean Action 
Highlands, New Jersey 
 
Jackie Savitz, Executive Director 
Coast Alliance 
Washington, DC 
 
Shawn Cantrell, Northwest Regional Director 
Friends of the Earth 
Seattle, Washington 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-51.  This comment relates exclusively to the MCR project and is outside the scope of the 
channel improvement project as reviewed in the Final SEIS.  See response to F-1 and SS-29. 
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CRCFA          10 Sept 2002 
 
  SEIS related to ocean disposal is a discredit to this public process to the 
point of being scandalous 

SS-52 
1) Responsible public and agencies concerns have not been addressed -  
2) In response to an SEIS on ocean disposal in June of 2000 the Corps 

     assured Fred and Nancy Holmes, owners of a local eating  
     establishment that the ocean disposal task force was currently  
     reviewing all of the ocean disposal issues and final decisions on the 
     ocean sites will incorporate the concerns of that group.  Fred and  
     Nancy are still waiting for that review.  The public has been grossly  
     mislead and this needs to be corrected. 

3)  Public health and safety issues at site E are still not resolved since 
  excessive wave amplification over the 10% agreement still exist 
4)  Adverse impacts to commercial resources that support coastal 
  communities have not been properly evaluated and factored into the 
  overall designation process. 
5)  The deepwater site is too large for the demonstrated capacity needs 
  and spills over into highly productive fishing areas 
6)  The M word has not been addressed, mitigation for damaged habitat, 

resources, and use to a level of "NO net loss of productive capacity. 
7)  Thanks to the Washington Coastal Communities and the Up River 

Washington Ports alternative beneficial use of a portion of the MCR, 
maintenance dredging is closer to reality with a highly successful  

  beach placement by NATCO dredge company and needs to become  
  part of the Corps own alternative disposal for the Mouth of the  
  Columbia.  CRCFA would like to thank all those that worked on making 
  the Benson Beach Project a reality. 

 
In short, the SEIS related to ocean disposal is SOS - same old stuff, not even  
repackaged.  How the Corps and EPA think this insufficient material can pass  
CZMA requirements baffles me.  I've heard a rumor that some more ocean  
studies even involving crab are in the works but they cannot legitimize a public  
process that will not be heard since the official dead line is 15th of September.  
This appears to be the new tactic, have the hearing and then dribble out a 
little more material, that's also what happened after the February hearing. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-52.  The Corps and USEPA disagree with the generalized criticisms of the Draft SEIS.  Detailed 
responses to CRCFA’s comments are provided at SS-53 to SS-89.  Under the revised plan, no ocean 
disposal is proposed as part of this project for construction and the first 20 years of maintenance if the 
ecosystem restoration projects at Lois Island and Miller-Pillar are implemented.  This is a modification 
to the original project and is addressed in the Final SEIS.  In the event dredge material from the 
channel was disposed in the ocean, it would be in accordance with the  SMMP that would be 
developed for a site that would be designated for ocean disposal under Section 102 of the ODA.  In 
general, see responses to F-2, S-6, S-12 through S-14, and S-17.   
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15 September 2002 
 
Robert Willis 
US Army Corps of Engineers    Washington Department of Ecology 
Portland District       Permit Coordination Team 
CENWP-EM-E       PO Box 47600 
PO Box 2946       Olympia, Washington 98504 
Portland Oregon 97208 – 2946 
          Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
US Environmental Protection Agency  811 SW 6th Ave. 
Region 10        Portland, Oregon 97204 –1390 
Ocean Dumping Coordinator 
1200  6th Av.        Oregon Dept of Land Conservation & Development 
Seattle, WA. 98101      635 Capitol St. NE 
          Suite 200 
          Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 
 
RE:  Columbia River Channel Improvement Project: Draft Supplemental Integrated 
        Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). 

SS-53         OCEAN DISPOSAL SITE DESIGNATION 
1. FAILS to provide adequate response to public concerns expressed in the FEIS 
2. FAILS to provide citizens with ability to adequately participate in the process by holding 

hearings before ALL necessary information is presented (ocean crab abundance study)  
3. FAILS to present sufficient information to make a well reasoned decision 
4. FAILS to adequately protect mariners health and safety 
5. FAILS to assess economic damages to coastal communities 
6. FAILS to limit the size of disposal sites to a “reasonable” level 
7. FAILS to account for cumulative effects both biologically and geologically  
8. FAILS to link reasonably foreseeable effects of habitat degradation to carrying capacity 

for the coast’s most valuable commercial resource, crab 
9. FAILS to adequately incorporate CZMA into process including required mitigation to NO 

net loss of productive capacity 
10. FAILS to address habitat fragmentation 
11. FAILS to adequately protect the CRAB industry from the negative aspects of dredging 

and disposal in the lower Columbia River and near shore ocean. 
 
This response is prepared by CRCFA on behalf of “ALL” MCR mariners safety and           
resource dependant seafood harvesters.   The response is limited to the range of              
Dungeness crab and supporting ecosystem requirements.  We appreciate the opportunity              
to help find and participate in a better solution for the final SEIS. 

SS-54 
CRCFA is using this opportunity to present responsible public concern for the             
consequences of dredging and dumping of dredge spoils at the Mouth of the Columbia          
River.  The SEIS determination of insignificant impact on the marine environment is         
arbitrary and capricious with no substantial basis in fact. No new information related to 
navigational safety, impacts to aquatic resource habitat, impacts to the coastal economy, or 
impacts to coastal erosion are presented.  There is NO new ocean supplemental information 
related to designation of disposal sites to reverse state agency CZMA inconsistency 
determinations issues at the time of the FEIS. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-53.  The Federal Government disagrees with the generalized 
criticisms of the Draft SEIS.  Detailed responses to CRCFA’s 
comments are provided below and following from SS-53 to SS-89.  
In general, please see responses to F-2, S-6 through S-14 and S-17. 
The following is in response to items #1 through #11. 
 
#1.  Responses to agency and public comments from the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS are contained in Volume II of the final report, titled 
“Draft EIS Comments and Responses.” 
 
#2.  Extensive citizen participation has been provided throughout 
the entire process.  As the process has progressed, additional 
information has been utilized and made available as readily as 
possible.  The crab abundance study conducted at the Deep Water 
Site is part of the biological baseline study described in the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS Appendix H, Exhibit H, under Baseline Studies (see 
comment SS-18).  The Federal Government is providing the public 
access to all data as it is collected and made available, by posting it 
to the Corps website.  All available information from the recent 
data collection has been included into the Final SEIS, Exhibit N. 
 
#3.  The Federal Government disagrees.  Sufficient information 
through the series of historical information, site designation and 
baseline studies are available for USEPA to designate new ocean 
disposal sites as concluded in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix 
H.  This information has been presented both in the NEPA 
documents and to the public directly.  As necessary, the Final SEIS 
includes additional information, such as the crab abundance study, 
to ensure that a well-reasoned decision can be made with respect to 
the designation of ocean disposal sites.   
 
#4.  This issue appears to pertain only to the Shallow Water Site, 
which is not part of the channel improvement project but is 
included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H.  Safety 
consideration for small craft was included in the site designation 
process. 
 

 
      PO Box 461 
      Ilwaco, WA  98624 
 
CRCFA 
Commissioners: 
 
Dale Beasley 
PO Box 461 
Ilwaco, WA 98624 
(360) 642-3942 
(360) 642-5454 FAX 
crabby@aone.com 
 
Mike Barrett 
PO Box 552 
Ilwaco, WA 98624 
(360) 642-5138 
sharibar@willapabay.org 
 
Chris Doumit 
PO Box 342 
Cathlamet, WA 98612 
(360) 795-0601 
 
Dwight Eager 
PO Box 141 
Chinook, WA 98614 
(360) 777-8727 
 
Lance Gray 
PO Box 80 
Chinook, WA 98614 
(360) 777-8740 
 
Rob Greenfield 
PO Box 84 
Chinook, WA 98614 
(360) 777-8242 
green@transport.com 
 
Bill Rhodes 
PO Box 2215 
Gearhart, OR  97138 
(503) 717-1068 
crabber@pacifier.com 
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CRCFA                  10 September 2002 
 
On 8 June 2000 the Corps of Engineers wrote to Mr. & Mrs. Holmes in response to their SEIS request assuring  
them  that  the  Ocean  Disposal  Task  Force  was “currently reviewing all of the ocean disposal issues and the final  

SS-55    decisions  on  the  ocean  sites  will  incorporate  the  concerns  of  that  group.”   That  Task  Force  review  and  
incorporation of concerns has not occurred.  No new information related to impacts to the ocean aquatic resources   
is presented for public comment related to ocean disposal site designation.  Assurances and inaction do not equate  
to new ocean sites even in the face of disposal capacity crisis, created by that inaction. 
 
The SEIS states ocean studies are in progress.  CRCFA cannot comment on future presentations of information. 
Until those studies are presented and adequate time provided to respond, this public process related to ocean 
disposal sites designation must remain open for comment.   This appears to be the NEW tactic in advancing ocean  

SS-56    disposal – have the public hearing, continue to dribble more information that never gets appropriate comment, and 
then move ahead claiming the process is legitimate.  The current insignificant aquatic impact determination of the 
EPA & Corps is currently not supported by the facts presented.  There has never been any baseline data to     
quantify commercial resource (Dungeness crab) abundance at the proposed sites.  Without knowing what habitat  
and resources are in the area of the disposal sites it is impossible to make any credible statement about significance. 
 
This ocean disposal site designation process cannot continue to ignore public and agency comments, comments 
which time and time again state that the information presented is inadequate to make a reasonable determination 

SS-57    related to ocean disposal site designation. CRCFA again requests that the Ocean Disposal Task Force be used as 
the proper format to address concerns previous expressed related to ocean disposal and lower river dredging. 
 
According to MPRSA assessment of negative impact to economic potential must be expressed in a quantitative 
terms specifically, dollars lost in the commercial fishery and real costs to the coastal communities both in the     
short term (crab mortality) and long term (lost habitat carrying capacity).  To date NO relevant studies or 
information of any kind has been presented to delineate potential damage to the crab resource in either the deep      
or shallow water sites. CRCFA has asked for this to be done repeatedly.  On numerous occasions we have asked for 

SS-58    an RFA relating to dredge entrainment and ocean disposal impacts on small fishing businesses from EPA/COE.   No 
one knows for certain if 1 or a billion or more crab will be impacted each and every year of dredging and ocean 
dumping.  The current information base as presented in the SEIS is insufficient and invalid to make a reasoned 
determination of insignificance impact to aquatic resources at the MCR.  The only outside review of the impacts to 
the small businesses dependant upon Dungeness crab by a credible agency, the Small Business Administration, 
ended up in a request of EPA to begin an initial screening for a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (RFA) to determine 
the impacts on the fishing industry.  A request that was not only ignored, but fought.  This behavior undermines   
and makes a mockery of the laws of the land.  
 
At a minimum there is substantial risk and uncertainty concerning environmental impacts associated with dredging 
entrainment and disposal of dredge material spoils in the ocean disposal sites causing significant degradation of the 
Dungeness crab resource and habitat that supports the various life stages of the crab.   Accurate scientific       
analysis is essential to implementing NEPA and that material presented to date is insufficient to remove the 
scientific uncertainty regarding environmental effects associated with the proposed actions.   The only additional  

SS-59    information offered to reduce scientific uncertainty beyond what was offered in the unsuccessful 1997 temporary  
expansions of site B was the so-called Scripps & Battelle soft-shelled crab burial studies which did not answer the 
natural mortality question or address adverse impacts to crab food sources, burial of juvenile protective cover, or 
other serious consequences of the dredging operation that impact economic contribution to the crab industry and 
coastal communities.  In fact the COE/EPA has not conducted any quantitative assessment of potential effects on  
the marine environment or commercial fishing at or beyond the sites.   CRCFA would request that the quantification 
of negative crab  impacts be expressed  in  dollars  of  profit  lost  to  the  fishery and coastal communities as a result 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-53 (con’t).   
 
#5.  The Federal Government disagrees.  Relevant Specific Factors and General 
Criteria regarding the commercial fishery have been sufficiently considered during 
the process to select site alternatives (see 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, Table 
14 and Table 15).  The Deep Water Site was particularly selected as an alternative 
in order to avoid areas utilized by the Dungeness crab fishery.  Management of new 
sites may include restrictions on placement of disposal materials including location 
and amount of placement, as well as the timing of placement. 
 
#6.  The Federal Government disagrees.  The sizing of the deep water site is 
discussed in detail in Appendix H, Exhibit B and under General Criteria d (Size of 
Sites).  See also responses to S-12 through S-19. 
 
#7.  The Federal Government disagrees.  Biological and geological information is 
presented in Appendix H, Exhibits A “Living Resources” and Exhibit B “Physical 
Processes and Geological Resources.”  Also see the discussions under Area of 
Consideration in Tables 14 and 15.  Additional information on cumulative effects 
has been added to the Final SEIS, Section 6.12. 
 
#8.  The Federal Government disagrees.  See response SS-53, #5. 
 
#9.  The Corps disagrees.  The Corps is seeking CZMA determination concurrence 
for both the channel improvement project and the MCR Project from the States of 
Oregon and Washington.  The CZMA does not impose a “no net loss” standard; nor 
does it include a mitigation requirement, as this comment suggests. 
 
#10.  Disposal from the MCR or channel improvement projects will not cause 
habitat fragmentation.  Site use would occur on an annual basis with limited 
impacts on habitat.  The commenter assumes the entire site would be impacted 
simultaneously over the entire footprint of the Deep Water Site, which is not the 
case.  Portions of the Deep Water Site could be used in any dredging season based 
upon the approved SMMP and subject to concurrence by USEPA.  This strategy 
would reduce overall impacts in the entire geographic location of the Deep Water 
Site.  Species would then have the ability to adapt to the physical change in their 
habitat and recolonize over time. 
 
#11.  The site selection process specifically addressed the concerns of the 
commercial crab industry and is documented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix 
H.  The crab industry had great influence particularly through the participation of 
the Columbia River Crab Fisherman’s Association on the location and 
configuration of the proposed sites.  Additional research conducted in Summer 
2002 has demonstrated that the channel improvement project’s dredge entrainment 
impacts on the crab fishery would be minimal.  The Corps’ preferred alternative for 
the channel improvement project includes construction of ecosystem restoration 
elements (with materials previously planned for ocean disposal) that avoid direct 
adverse effects to Dungeness crabs. 
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of the dredging operation including entrainment and disposal.  This assessment can not be accurately determined 
without a baseline study of natural commercial resources (i.e. Dungeness crab) found at the sites throughout the   
year including but not limited to the December – January time frame when the majority of mature male crab are 
available for harvest.  Mature male crab may represent less than 10% of the crabs over 50mm found at the site. 
 
NEPA Sec. 1507.2(b) 
 
Identify methods and procedures required by section 102(2)(B) to insure that presently unquantified     
environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate consideration. 

SS-60 
This appropriate consideration has been circumvented by an unsubstantiated determination of insignificance which 
has an extremely deficient information base presented in the SEIS related to ocean disposal at the Columbia     
River.  This type of narrow action leads to cumulative negative impacts effects, which are never fully evaluated.  
Much of the determination is based on unsubstantiated staff assumption, which CRCFA challenged as early as the 
original DEIS.   Our comments deserve response.   The unsubstantiated opinions carried on into the SEIS as if the 
public and agency comments were not even raised.    CRCFA comments to both the DEIS and FEIS are here in 
included by reference and deserve appropriate response.   
 
CZMA requirements of inventory and mitigation have been completely ignored.  Clearly comprehensive data and  

SS-61    information to support a consistency statement is inadequate to move ahead on site designation.  The replacement 
mitigation of lost habitat, resources, and use has not been addressed. 
 
The current inappropriate determination of insignificance related to ocean disposal must be re-evaluated after  

SS-62    appropriate long-term studies are complete and peer reviewed.  The information base must be broad enough and 
scientifically defensible to actually support a proper significance determination prior to designation of the deep-
water site.   
 
In reviewing Sec. 1508.27 of the CEQ - NEPA regulation there is substantial environmental controversy concerning 
the  proposed  action  based  on  a  determination  of  insignificance by your agency.   The cumulative impacts to the 

SS-63    commercial  crab  industry  over  the  life  of  the  sites  will  be  extremely  detrimental  and highly significant to the 
coastal communities, which rely almost exclusively on crab for economic survival.   Clearly, quantification of 
negative impacts to the profits of crab industry is warranted.  
 
The determination of significance or insignificance is the prime event upon which all relevant actions related to 
ocean disposal proceed.  It is extremely important that the information base upon which the determination is made  

SS-64    is based on the integrity and quantity of the scientific information presented and not just based on a staff opinion. 
The Paul King type argument that the Corps does not have to defend the integrity or scientific credibility of their 
presentation will not suffice and is affront to the process of site designation. 
 
NEPA Sec. 1508.27(a)   
 
“Significance as used in NEPA requires consideration of both context and intensity.”  Significance varies with the 
setting  of  the  proposed  action;  in  the  case  of  site-specific  action  (i.e.  ocean  disposal site  designation)  the  

SS-65    significance  usually  depends  upon  the  effects  in  the  locale  rather  than  the  world  as  a  whole.   In  this  case 
EPA/COE has taken the significances determination out of context and related the overall damages of the sites to  
the entire Pacific Coast without looking at the specific negative environmental impacts to the local area.  
 
NEPA Sec. 1508.27(b) 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-54 and SS-55.  Please see responses to F-2, S-6, and S-12 through S-19.  As the 
commenter knows, the Corps is in the process of potentially reconfiguring the 
Ocean Disposal Taskforce and evaluating its roles and responsibilities. 
 
SS-56.  With regard to the studies in progress at the proposed ODMDSs, the SEIS is 
merely providing a status report of special and baseline studies called for in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS (see Appendix H, Exhibit H, Pre and Post Construction 
Assessment Studies and Baseline Studies).  The scope of these studies was 
influenced by input from the Ocean Disposal Task Force.  For example, actual crab 
pot data was collected based on input from CRCFA.  The 2002 MEC work included 
crab pot sampling.  CRCFA and the State of Washington also asked about the fate 
of material after placement in the Shallow Water Site (Expanded Site E).  A 
sediment trend analysis was conducted to address this issue.  Finally, the pilot study 
for crab burial in Sequim, Washington was expanded to include juvenile flatfish at 
the request of taskforce members.  These studies are included in the Final SEIS, 
Exhibit N. 
 
SS-57.  See response to S-30.  The Corps and USEPA during the ODMDS selection 
process have actively solicited and made extensive use of public and agency input.  
The site selection process for the two new sites selected for designation solicited 
more participation in the discussion leading to site selection than all previous site 
selections along the Pacific Northwest coast.  The Corps and USEPA have taken 
into consideration these comments during the site selection process and public 
review described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, Volumes I through III 
and Volume II: Draft EIS Comments and Responses. 
 
SS-58.  Appendix H of the Final IFR/EIS fully analyzed the impacts of potential 
site alternatives, including economic impacts.  The USEPA considered positive, as 
well as negative, economic impacts to understand the potential effects of ocean site 
designation.  Based on known and ongoing concerns of the commenter, the USEPA 
and the Corps evaluated the potential impacts of the alternatives on the Dungeness 
crab resource and the fishery and discussed their evaluation of those impacts in the 
Draft IFR/EIS, which considered the North and South sites.  As was documented in 
Appendix H of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the USEPA and the Corps undertook 
extensive facilitated negotiations following publication of the Draft IFR/EIS.  That 
process led to the consensus selection of the Deep Water Site and Shallow Water 
Site as sites to propose for designation and to the removal of the North and South 
sites from consideration.  The CRCFA was a supporter of consideration of the Deep 
Water Site.  The conclusions of the USEPA and the Corps with regard to the 
impacts on the Dungeness crab resource and the crab fishery as presented in the 
Final IFR/EIS have not altered.  The conclusions have been confirmed by baseline 
studies completed during the past two years.  This additional information has been 
included in the Final SEIS regarding the assessment of potential impacts to crabs. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-58 (con’t).  With respect to the question raised as to whether the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA), as amended, requires an economic assessment of the impact 
to crabbers, the RFA requires federal agencies to evaluate and disclose economic 
impacts on small businesses that would be directly regulated by the regulations.  
The USEPA’s selection of the Deep Water and Shallow Water sites in Appendix H 
of the Final IFR/EIS as sites to propose for designation as ocean disposal sites is not 
a proposed site designation itself, nor would any such proposed site designation 
involve direct regulation of crabbers.  While a site designation rulemaking would 
address the location of sites that would be available to permittees who meet the 
regulatory criteria for ocean dumping permits, the proposed standard or regulation 
would not regulate crabbers harvesting the resource. 
 
SS-59.  The Corps and USEPA have conducted detailed analysis of the effects of 
dredging associated with the channel improvement project and MCR project on 
crab.  This includes a quantitative analysis of entrainment associated with dredging.  
The results of this analysis are provided in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-4.  As reported 
there, entrainment and disposal are not anticipated to have a significant adverse 
effect on either crab populations or the crab fishery in the Washington and Oregon 
region around the Columbia River.  See also response SS-11. 
 
SS-60.  The Corps and USEPA have responded to all earlier CRCFA comments in 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Additional discussion of cumulative effects has been 
added to the Final SEIS. 
 
SS-61.  The CZMA requires activities of federal agencies within or outside the 
coastal zone that affect any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone 
to be carried out in a manner consistent to maximum extent practicable with the 
enforceable policies of approved State management programs.  Review of the 
Washington State and Pacific County SMPs indicates that the provisions of these 
state and local plans do not apply to activities occurring south of Cape 
Disappointment, which is where the selected ocean disposal sites to be proposed for 
designation are located. 
 
SS-62.  As noted above, under the preferred alternative for the channel 
improvement project, the Corps does not intend to use the ocean for disposal for 
construction and the first 20 years of maintenance.  The Corps and USEPA, 
however, disagree with the comment that there is insufficient information to select 
the Deep Water Site. 
 
SS-63.  Additional information regarding cumulative impacts has been added to the 
Final SEIS.  This analysis concludes that impacts to the crab resource and fishery in 
the Washington and Oregon region around the Columbia River are not significant. 
 
SS-64.  See responses F-2, S-6, S-12 through S-19, and particularly S-16 and SS-
53, # 2 and #3 regarding the scientific information used for selecting the Deep 
Water Site.  The Corps and USEPA stand behind the integrity and scientific 
credibility of the work that has been done to select the site. 
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Intensity refers to the severity of impact.  Responsible officials must evaluate intensity in such a manner as to   
fulfill  their  responsibly  as  trustee of the  environment for  present and future generations’ health, safety, economic 

SS-66    &  social  well-being,  further  must  act  as  stewards  to  protect,  preserve, and  improve  environmental  health and 
diversity of all species in the Pacific Northwest, and uphold the relevant law of the nation including total 
implications of the CZMA down to the local level.  The EPA/COE have failed their fiduciary duties to disposal site 
designation. 
 
1)     Adverse  impacts to the  ocean  environment are reasonably  foreseeable and will occur.  The crab  industry has 

SS-67             continually notified responsible officials for years that  ocean  disposal  sterilizes  the  area  for  commercial 
crab production.  The sterilization is lost carrying capacity and must be addressed. 

2)     Safety is a  concern at Site E as  wave height has  been increased past the 10% wave change standard for at 
least the last three years.  COE is beginning to establish criteria to control wave amplification and has a 
reasonable start, but improvement is still necessary. CRCFA will continue to monitor the wave amplification 

SS-68             in and  around  the  area to  insure  safety of  the  historic  small  vessel navigation routes.  After  reviewing six 
years of information developed by the COE we believe the active area of review should be increased on the 
northern edge of the bathymetric survey area.  There is approximately 8 feet of infill just north of the area 
presently covered.  Not  only  will  this  give better  navigational  safety protection, but  may help  indicate fate 
of spoils deposited at the shallow water site. 

3)    The deep-water site is in a unique area of the Columbia River Plume, which contributes significantly more to 
the ocean productively than areas not affected by the plume.  This unique and irreplaceable area also is 
designated EFH for bottom fish by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council and must have a NMFS 
consultation  and  effects analysis related to EFH before site designation.  The  deep-water  site is  a unique 
and irreplaceable area for  prime nursery,  rearing, and feeding for Dungeness crab (and bottom fish).   The 
area is not  strongly fished  because  most of the deep-water  site is located in the  towlane  where tug and 
barge  traffic  destroys  most  crab  fishing  gear.   The  slight of  hand  method  by  which the  deep  water  site 

SS-69             came into  existence, box in a box  game, extended the  outer dimensions  of the site  into prime fishing ground 
south and west of the CR buoy.   The FEIS allows for filling of the buffer area by deposition occurring in the 
active disposal area of the inter box.  For future generations this is of extreme concern of CRCFA. Every 
generation should have the right to speak for themselves.   Additionally, the percentage of income overlay 
developed by the COE & crab industry illustrates only 3% of income coming from the area encompassed by 
the deep-water site.  This percentage is not what the area actually contributes to the overall income of the 
fishery.   If the overlay is thoroughly reviewed it is obvious that 65.3 % of income is derived from areas 
surrounding the deep-water site  location.  Crab from the  deep-water site, even  though not  aggressively 
fished in the site, migrate to other catch areas including areas within 3 miles and CZMA authority and 
contribute for a prolonged period of time into the season.   The impact of disposal at the deep-water site is 
significant.  ODFW  has  done  independent  analysis  related  to  catch  rates  and  this  new  information  may  
indicate more significance associated with areas near the deep-water site than presently indicated.   

4)    The ocean disposal process has been highly controversial and challenged continually by many state agencies 
and the fishing community. The FEIS at the Columbia was controversial enough to solicit over 200 comments 
from  agencies  and  the  public.  This  degree of  controversy  should  indicate to EPA something is wrong and 

SS-70             needs   correcting  before  actions  are  taken.   The  most  common  statement  from  those  that  commented 
objecting to the FEIS process is that inadequate evidence was provided to support  conclusions drawn by EPA 
/ COE and that the  impacts were either inaccurately  assess or not  assessed at all.  Considering  the  number 
of comments, it is incumbent on EPA / COE to re-evaluate and further support their determination of 
insignificant impacts to  aquatic resources in general and more specifically Dungeness crab.  Presently the 
facts presented do not support an unreasonable conclusion. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-65.  The Corps and USEPA did consider impacts to the local environment 
including impacts to the local crab fishery, safety considerations for small craft, and 
the potential for conflicts within the towboat lanes, among others. 
 
SS-66.  The Federal Government disagrees with the conclusion.  The specific points 
regarding intensity of impact are reviewed below in response to comments SS-67 
through SS-75. 
 
SS-67.  The Federal Government disagrees that disposal areas are “sterilized” as a 
result of disposal.  Crab populations are still expected to use both the Deep Water 
and Shallow Water Sites.  Data collected by MEC at the proposed Shallow Water 
Site (which has been used for several years) immediately following disposal 
indicated high numbers of crab within the disposal area.  We understand that soft, 
shifting substrate and mounds are not conducive to harvest by crab pots.  These 
conditions can occur as the result of dredged material placement.  However, such 
conditions also occur naturally off the mouth of the Columbia River because of its 
highly dynamic nature.  Commercial crab harvesting in the Deep Water Site is 
routinely avoided because of conflicts between ocean-going vessels and crab gear.  
Commercial crab harvesting inside and in the vicinity of the Shallow Water Site has 
occurred routinely for many years.  There is no intention to exclude fishermen from 
either site during active disposal, when conflicts between the dredges and other 
vessels would be a safety concern; it is expected that fishermen would follow 
normal boater safety rules to avoid possible safety hazards.  Notices to mariners are 
routinely published to inform the boating public of dredging and disposal activities. 
 
SS-68.  Navigational safety has been analyzed in the Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H.  
The comment pertaining to active area of review appears to pertain to the Federal 
Government’s past and ongoing monitoring of Expanded Site E under the MCR 
project.  The information provided has been forwarded to the Corps MCR project 
manager and EPA ocean dumping coordinator. 
 
SS-69.  For the part of the comment pertaining to the plume, see response SS-39.  
The Columbia River plume covers a much broader area than the Deep Water Site.  
EFH consultation is underway for coastal pelagics and groundfish for the Deep 
Water Site.  Research to date does not indicate that the Deep Water Site is “unique 
and irreplaceable” as a prime nursery, rearing or feeding habitat.  Most of the Deep 
Water Site, including the buffer, is located within the towboat lanes.  The Corps and 
USEPA have received no information documenting that 65.3% of the income is 
derived from areas surrounding the deep water site location.  The Corps and 
USEPA are aware of information provided by ODFW during the site selection 
process.  The Corps and USEPA are not aware of any new information as indicated 
by the commenter. 
 
SS-70.  The Federal Government does not agree that the findings and conclusions 
documented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, Volume III, are 
“unreasonable.”  Consensus was reached on the selection of the ocean disposal sites 
USEPA is currently considering for designation. 
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5)     Overall effects of dumping on commercial resources at both the  deep and shallow  water sites are unknown.  

In fact the FEIS  related to ocean disposal does not indicate if 1 or a billion crab will be impacted.   Fact is,  
NO determination of impact has been established, therefore, the degree of impact is uncertain at best and 
highly suspect of significant impact by state fish agencies from both Washington and Oregon.   Further the 
EPA/COE submitted false and unsubstantiated evidence in the Dan’l Hancock benthic synopsis.  Hancock’s 
synopsis erroneously states that crab comeback stronger within a year after disposal than prior to disposal.  
CRCFA asked that this either be removed from the DEIS or substantiated.  Neither has been done. The 
unsubstantiated statement remained in the FEIS and again CRCFA asked that it be removed.  Our removal 
request was completely ignored.   The most recent information available, CRCFA research done under 
Washington and Oregon Department’s of Fish and Wildlife research permits, verifies sterilization of 
commercial  crab  production  associated  with ocean disposal dump site B, last used and only slightly in 1997. 

SS-71             CRCFA has  found that  legal  crab only  represent 10 %  or less of the crab in the  area of study of crab 50mm  
and over in size.  Further manipulation of the  information submitted in determining significance rests in a 
soft-shelled crab studies done by  Battelle NW and  Scripps Institute.   We would not  challenge  the integrity 
of either of these institutions, but we will challenge the presentation of the material by the COE/EPA.  The 
Scripps burial study was not done on soft-shelled crab; therefore, no conclusion can be drawn about crabs in 
the soft-shelled condition.  Any attempt to do otherwise is a breach of professional integrity. Conclusions 
presented by COE/EPA from the Battelle NW investigations stretched the information available way beyond 
what scientific peer review would allow.   CRCFA discussed with Battelle NW what definitive conclusions 
Battelle could derive from the  soft-shelled burial studies they conducted.   The response was the only 
definitive  conclusion they could  advance was; crab that were  buried in at the  time of deposition the 
mortality was near 100%.  Battelle could not definitively determine with any degree of reliability either 
mortality or survival rates.  In the natural condition it is well known that crab bury in.  What is not known is 
how much time and how often crab bury up.   To apply any results of either the Battelle or Scripps test to 
actual mortality of survival rates in the natural environment is a quantum, unsubstantiated, leap for any 
biological scientist.  Earlier crab burial study information of Chang & Levings that found 100% mortality at 
depths of burial considerably less than the COE contends is not mentioned in the FEIS and should be 
considered.  Additionally, COE has attempted to use statewide crab landings to justify non-significance.  At 
one of the work group   meetings other  fisheries  biologist  present called  this  stretch of  information a breach  
of professional ethics. 

6)   The precedent set for future action is scary.  If the COE/EPA can establish an ocean disposal site off the 
Columbia by simply declaring their actions insignificant and moving ahead over the strenuous challenges to 
information  presented  by  many,  without offering  valid scientific evidence, just  by  establishing a procedure  

SS-72             and  moving  ahead,  our  entire  ocean  disposal  laws are in  jeopardy.  In this day and age unavoidable habitat  
destruction deserves complete mitigation replacement of loss to protect resources for future generations.  
Today we certainly would not want to live with  environmental rules of the  1950’s a vast improvement EPA is  
primarily responsible for achieving. 

7)    Significance exists to reasonably anticipate a cumulative significant negative impact to Dungeness crab.  At 
122,000 # / square  mile / year  (this is a  conservative estimate  based on state  average, not  on the  plume 
area where production is higher) then the  cumulative impact over fifty years  will run into  millions of pounds. 

SS-73             Millions of  dollars coastal  communities  cannot afford to subsidize this project.   Keep in  mind in the  1950’s  
crab were worth just $0.08 / # and today they are worth up to $3.00 / #.   What will they be worth in the 
2050’s, the  projected use of the  site?   Addition  adverse  impacts of  entrainment  mortality and  direct  burial  
loss at the sites are not included in the 122,000 pound figure, just lost carrying capacity.   

8)     The proposed action of site designation is in violation of local and state law.  CRCFA comments submitted to 
the  FEIS  are  here  in  included  by  reference.   The  action  of  site  designation  and  use  without  mitigation  

SS-74             replacing   the   unavoidable  loss  is  a  direct   violation  of  Pacific  County   Master   Shoreline   Program  an  
enforceable  policy  of  the  state  and  subject  to  CZMA  consistency.    Mitigation  for  lost  resources  and 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-71.  The Federal Government disagrees with the commenter’s characterization 
of Hancock.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, and A Summary of Benthic 
Invertebrate Information in the Region of Existing Offshore Disposal Sites Off the 
Mouth of the Columbia River, September 1997.  The summary accurately reflects 
information available at the time.  With regard to the information referred to as 
“CRCFA research done under research permits,” the Corps has requested the results 
of this research from the CRCFA and the Washington and Oregon Departments of 
Fish and Wildlife.  Neither of the state agencies has provided the information in 
response to the requests.  Furthermore, as the commenter is aware, the CRCFA has 
expressly refused to provide the information.  With regard to alleged “sterilization,” 
see response SS-67.  The Corps has already responded to the comments regarding 
the Pacific Northwest National Laboratories studies.  See response to comment  
S-20.  The Final SEIS does not include any further information from those studies.  
The Corps stands by its analysis of impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-72.  The Federal Government disagrees that they are simply declaring their 
actions insignificant.  New ocean disposal sites are being established because 
existing sites are inadequate to meet identified, well-documented, need for such 
sites.  The Corps and USEPA conducted an exhaustive search for disposal sites and 
determined the Shallow Water and Deep Water Site comply with Federal law and 
process and documented that conclusion in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Additional 
information regarding the baseline has been added to the Final SEIS.  That 
information confirms the analysis presented in the Final IFR/EIS. 
 
SS-73.  The CRCFA has not provided any support for or source of the estimate of 
122,000 lbs per square mile per year.  It is unwarranted to conclude that ocean 
disposal will have that impact. The Federal Government has requested on numerous 
occasions crab pot data the CRCFA has cited to; however, the CRCFA has never 
provided any data in support of its claims. 
 
SS-74.  The Federal Government disagrees that it is in violation of federal and state 
law.  See response to comment SS-61.  The Pacific County Master Program does 
not apply to activities beyond 3 miles, or south of Cape Disappointment. 
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         resource use, above and beyond simply avoiding and minimizing adverse impacts is required. Replacement of 

unavoidable loss is necessary.  Compensatory mitigation must be proven adequate to replace the loss 
resources, habitat, and fishing potential.   

SS-75     9)    Cumulative effects to the coastal aquatic environment and sediment distribution affecting future shoreline 
erosion which does not develop overnight is a major weakness in the SEIS presentation. 

10)   Removing channel  deepening  sediments for the  near  term  disposal  does  not  protect the crab industry as  
SS-76             cumulative effects of MCR maintenance is still overwhelming in comparison to the quantity placed in other 

peoples  backyard.  Determination  of  significance  cannot  be  avoided by breaking an action down into 
small components of consideration. 

 
The determination of insignificance appears to be based in six items:   

1) The area of impact versus the size of the Pacific Ocean 
2) Hancock’s unsubstantiated crab recovery statement 
3) Highly challenged soft-shelled  crab studies 
4) Percent of Crab Fishing Income by area overlay. 
5) State landings of crab 
6) Staff opinion 

At best, all six areas of determination in this decision-making process are highly controversial and highly  
susceptible to challenge.  If other information was used to base the insignificance determination would your agency 
please indicate in writing so that proper public comment can occur? 
 
Ocean disposal site designation is a serious consideration with long-term consequences on the marine environment 

SS-77    governed by many rules and regulations.  Without establishing the baseline conditions which exist in the vicinity of 
the disposal sites there is simply no way to determine what effect the proposed dumping at the sites will have on   
the marine environment and, consequently no way to comply with the many rules and regulations.   
 
It is fundamental to the integrity of this process to closely examine whether the U. S. Army Corps and EPA’s’ 
evidence is adequate to substantiate the insignificant impact determination to aquatic resources and habitat, or 
whether  conclusions are  colored  by  improper  motive  (least direct cost to Corps’ budget),  directly  affecting  the 

SS-78    credibility of the scant evidence provided, or in most cases, evidence not provided: 
1) Inadequate baseline data on commercial resources in and around the disposal sites (MPRSA), 
2) Inadequate economic impact analysis on small businesses and coastal communities (RFA & Washington 

State Small Business Impact Statement), 
3) Inadequate mitigation for unavoidable impacts for entrainment and disposal (Violates Pacific County  

MSP & ORMA regulations, among others), 
4) Inadequate consideration and implementation of reasonable alternative of beneficial use of sediments     

by direct beach placement at Benson Beach (Violates PCMSP), 
5) Inadequate cumulative effects analysis over the projected fifty year use of the sites (NEPA), 
6) Inadequate EFH consultation in the ocean (Magnuson/Stevens) related to bottom fish, 
7) Inadequate thorough needs analysis, in site sizing (violates demonstrated need of PCMSP,   Washington 

State ORMA, MPRSA), 
8) Inadequate avoidance since all available timing windows are not considered (PCMSP & ORMA), 
9) Inadequate use of Ocean Disposal Task Force which has no effective input or authority, 
10) Inadequate investigation of sterilization of fishing grounds – severe interference with the fishery 

(Violates MPRSA, PCMSP, NEPA), 
11) Inadequate toxic sediment testing (MPRSA, no sediments to ocean above trace levels, without current 

testing, there is no way possible to comply) SEIS continues to allow Willamette River sediments to be 
brought to the ocean (this must be removed from the document), 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
SS-75.  Exhibit J of the Final SEIS addresses cumulative impacts regarding 
sedimentation, including accretion and erosion.  The project includes monitoring 
measures so that the Corps, USEPA and the Adaptive Management Team can 
monitor accretion and erosion annually and adjust activities in response to new 
information. 
 
SS-76.  Reallocating material from the channel improvement project for 
construction of the ecosystem restoration projects proposed and evaluated by this 
SEIS does not significantly alter the need for or capacity analysis for ocean disposal 
at the mouth of the Columbia River.  However, the potential benefits to the 
Columbia River estuary from this action are significant and should not be 
minimized.  The proposed action for this Final SEIS does not include ocean 
disposal or the dredging of the MCR channel, which is a separate federal project.  
The Federal Government included a discussion of MCR impacts for purposes of 
assessing cumulative impacts as required by NEPA (see Section 6.12 of Final 
SEIS).  The NEPA, however, does not require mitigation of actions that are not part 
of the action being taken.  The USEPA’s rule-making to propose new ocean 
disposal sites is also a separate action that is expected to be completed in 2003.  The 
USEPA was a cooperating agency on the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, which selected the 
new sites to be proposed for designation.  EPA is again a cooperating agency on 
this Final SEIS.  See our responses to S-12 and S-13.  Your comment regarding 
“determination of significance” has been responded to elsewhere. 
 
SS-77.  See response to comment S-18 and response to SS-53, #2 regarding 
baseline studies.  The Federal Government is in compliance with pertinent rules and 
regulations concerning the ocean disposal components. 
 
SS-78.  This comment summarizes points made and responded to elsewhere in the 
comment letter.  The Federal Government disagrees with the commenter’s 
characterization and conclusion. 
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12) Inadequate   response   and    consideration    to    public    and    agency    comments   (This    needs 
         correction, NEPA),   
13)  Inaccurate conclusions about soft-shelled crab tests (Integrity of   EIS analysis questioned, NEPA), 
14) Inadequate sediment testing through use of the exclusionary clause in the Dredged Material Evaluation 

Framework unnecessarily compromises the evaluative process and places the marine environment at 
unnecessary risk from bioaccumulation of toxins.  Without testing the COE/EPA have failed to meet   
their burden of proof for both trace contamination (MPRSA) as well as avoiding potential impact 
(PCMSP).  High levels of toxins are found bio-accumulated in marine and estuarine species, the pathway 
to that accumulation needs to be found. 

 
Designation of ocean disposal sites is premature at this time.  The scientific integrity associated with a  
determination of non-significance, negatively impacting commercial resources and coastal fishing communities that 
rely more and more on crab for economic well-being is extremely questionable.    Cumulative impacts to other 
fisheries  have  placed  an  inordinate  amount of  reliance on  crab for the  fishing  industry  in  the Columbia region. 

SS-79   Salmon  used  to  be  the  2nd  largest  industry  (even  ahead  of  Microsoft)  in  the  state  of  Washington.   Lack  of  
environmental concern has eliminated salmon as a viable coastal fishery.    Recently Commerce Secretary Daley 
declared the trawl fishery a disaster and placed large quota cuts in that fishery, more closures are in the works.   
Tuna markets are still weak and not at all dependable for economic relief.  The Coastal Indian Tribes have recently 
been allocated 50% of the crab in their usual and accustomed fishing areas.   The very best fishermen from all    
other failed coastal fisheries are extremely reliant on crab as a major source of income, even more so than    
indicated in the ocean disposal site selection process.  Each and every crab lost becomes more and more important 
and significant to the economic health of the coast.   
 
From this overview of determination of non-significance by the EPA/COE it should be obvious that there is 
substantial question as to the validity of the insignificance determination of impact to the marine environment.  
Severe  negative  profit  impacts  to  coastal  fishing  interests  even  beyond  the  fisherman  will occur.   Regulatory 

SS-80    Flexibility  Analysis  was  established  by  congress and  again amended in 1996 to protect small businesses from the  
type of actions currently taking place in the ocean disposal process.  No RFA analysis what so ever has been   
offered by EPA/COE to determine any effect on commercial crab profits or loss associated with entrainment and 
ocean disposal. 
 
Washington coastal communities and up river ports are currently working with the COE to realize a vision of 
beneficial use of dredge disposal sediments.  The Benson Beach alternative disposal experiment preformed in the 
summer of 2002 was highly successful.  If significant direct beach placement occurs on an annual basis, the deep-
water site will be extremely over sized in addition to the already 100% contingency presently built in.  The need    
for a 14+ square mile deep-water disposal site will not be demonstrated.  Benson Beach alternative needs additional 
consideration  as  a  primary  disposal  site to  minimize  future  impacts to  fishing  businesses  and  coastal  erosion.  

SS-81    Benson  Beach  is  also  likely  to be the most cost beneficial option available for society when the benefits to coastal 
erosion abatement, re-locating an aesthetic near shore camp ground, building a new sewer system for the state     
park and USCG National Motor Lifeboat School, reduced response time to marine casualties by the USCG, reduced 
transit time to and from distant disposal sites and other benefits accrued from environmental services of not  
dumping on natural resources and habitat become part of the cost/benefit analysis.  The “least cost option” as 
currently defined by the Corps is often the most cost to the taxpayer, e.g., Rice Island and site B (extreme loss of 
commercial resources totaling hundreds of millions of dollars). 
 
CRCFA has reviewed present and previous comments by WDFW, ODFW, Washington DNR,  US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Oregon DLCD,  National Marine Fisheries Service, Pacific County, Pacific Fisheries Management Council, 
Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce, Lower Columbia River Estuary Program, private citizens and Columbia 
River  Crab  Fisherman’s  Association,  all  indicating  support  of  mitigation  for  unavoidable  resource loss.   This 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-79.  See our response SS-78. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-80.  See responses SS-58 and SS-78. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-81.  See responses S-52 and SS-48.  In accordance with 33 CFR 335.4, it is the 
policy of the Corps of Engineers to discharge dredge material into the waters of the 
United States and ocean waters in the least costly manner, at the least costly and 
most practicable location, and consistent with engineering and environmental 
requirements.  The Corps has fulfilled this policy. 
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mitigation concept for unavoidable resource and habitat loss must de addressed before site designation.    The 
Washington State Legislature offered additional support to the crab industry by attaching a rider to the State 
matching  funds  for channel deepening.   That rider forbids the matching funds from being spent until an agreement  

SS-82    that  protects the  crab  industry is reached.   Central to that  agreement is mitigation.   The  COE/EPA have been put 
on notice numerous times that an agreement is necessary.  To date, no talks have been initiated to formalize that 
agreement.  We are here in again notifying responsible authorities in both EPA and COE that an agreement needs   
to be reached regarding ocean disposal that protects the crab industry from the negative impacts of the dredging 
operation (this includes consequences of maintaining the Mouth of the Columbia River, not just the deepening to 
Portland) so that state channel deepening matching funds can be utilized.  It is the intent of CRCFA to protect the 
crab industry from government-subsidized destruction of the habitat and resources that our industry needs to 
survive. 
 
It is not the intent of CRCFA to impede ocean disposal, in fact we have tentatively agreed to the proposed sites 
subject to conditions sited in our FEIS comments. We continue to have several basic problems with the proposal, 1) 
no  mitigation  for  unavoidable  resource and habitat loss, and 2)  the over sized  buffer  which  extends into  prime  

SS-83    fishing  area  which in the future  could  be  filled  with  sediment  from  site  over-flow.  With the advent of Benson  
Beach beneficial use site, and considering the other site capacities involved, the entire deep-water site is 
dramatically over-sized.  3) Human health and safety from over-mounding and resulting increase in wave 
amplification at site E continues to be problematic.   The 10% wave change standard needs additional safeguards  
not currently in place. 
 
Improvement of site E management has to tie the maximum 10% wave change standard to the deposition of 
sediments at the site.  Averaged wave analysis is misleading.  Individual wave analysis must to brought to the 
forefront and evaluated by the ocean disposal task force.  The STWAVE model is NOT the final determination of 
the 10%  criteria,  since it is not  designed to  successfully  analyze  long  period waves.   CRCFA  would  also  urge  

SS-84    independent review of mounding effects using all wave models commonly used throughout the world by world class  
experts.   This analysis should also give understanding to model limitations.  The models should be adjusted to 
observed ocean conditions at the sites.  Tidal dynamics need to be included in the analysis.  Outside experts are 
ready, willing, and able to extend their expertise in analysis of the wave amplification if time and expenses are   
paid, please inquire.  Wave amplification experts outside of the Corps need to evaluate the 10% wave change in the 
areas of concern. 
 
We realize that inland economics are highly dependant upon international shipping which relies on getting deep 
draft vessels over a hundred miles  inland and needs to be supported.   We do, however, insist that  adverse  impacts  

SS-85    to  the  coastal  fishing  communities  economic  base,  Dungeness  crab  be  mitigated  so  that  our  coastal  fishing 
communities will not become unwilling sponsors of international shipping (prime benefactors) through lost resource 
and habitat.  Mitigation for unavoidable loss of crab habitat and resource is a necessary part of the dredging and 
ocean disposal process as required under CZMA.   It is highly irresponsible to continue to over look the law of the 
land. 
 
By reference, the comment letter and bound volume CRCFA delivered to Mr. Fitzsimmons on July 10th, 2000, is 
part of CRCFA public testimony and other information submitted to Washington DOE over last few years. 

SS-86 
CRCFA will also include by reference, the CRCFA letter submitted in Astoria hearing on the 40-foot channel 
maintenance hearing on April 4, 2000. 
 
By reference CRCFA includes testimony submitted in Astoria 12 February 2002 hearing.   

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-82.  The Corps and USEPA disagree with the characterization of the Channel 
Improvement Project, the MCR project, or ocean disposal site designation with 
regard to the crab industry.  See all previous responses to this commenter, and 
responses S-17, SS-53 and Final SEIS, Exhibit K-4, regarding impacts to the crab 
industry.  For clarification, the appropriation rider referenced in this comment is on 
an appropriation that is limited to constructing the channel improvement project and 
does not apply to issues related to the MCR project. 
 
SS-83.  See responses S-133, I-47, and I-49 regarding mitigation.  See responses S-
13 to S-16 regarding size of the site and impact on fishing area and response S-121 
to S-123 regarding Benson Beach.  See response SS-68 regarding health and safety 
considerations from over-mounding at Site E. 
 
SS-84.  The comment appears to pertain to past management of “Expanded Site E” 
and has been forwarded to the Corps’ MCR project manager and USEPA’s ocean 
dumping coordinator.  To the extent the comment is intended as a recommendation 
on how the Shallow Water Site should be managed after it is designated under 
Section 102, the evaluation in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, included 
consideration of impacts to navigation at the Shallow Water Site.  The Corps and 
USEPA anticipate continuing use of computer models in managing the Shallow 
Water Site.  The commenter’s assertion that the modeling is based on average wave 
height is incorrect.  The Corps and USEPA also disagree that the ST-WAVE is not 
designed to analyze long period waves.  The ST-WAVE model is the state of the art 
model for assessing wave action outside the surf zone and is particularly suited for 
analyzing long period waves.  The Corps and USEPA possess sufficient expertise in 
this area and do not need outside experts to participate in analysis of wave 
amplification. 
 
SS-85.  See our response to comment SS-61 regarding the application of the 
CZMA.  See all previous comments regarding impacts to the crab fishery. 
 
SS-86.  The CRCFA letter dated 4 April 2000 provides comments on a consistency 
determination for the 40-foot navigation project.  A separate and distinct 
consistency determination has been prepared for the proposed project.  As noted in 
that determination, both the State of Washington and Pacific County have expressly 
limited their enforceable policies for ocean disposal to areas north of Cape 
Disappointment.  Both the Shallow Water Site and the Deep Water Site are south of 
Cape Disappointment. 
 
The testimony on 12 February 2002 pertained to the MCR project.  That project is 
not a subject of the SEIS. 
 
Comments to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS have already been considered. 
 
The Corps has been unable to locate the uncorrected minutes and has insufficient 
knowledge to respond to their contents. 
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Also, CRCFA will include agency and public comments to the FEIS: Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel 
Improvements and Environmental Impact Statement – Columbia & Lower Willamette River Federal Navigation 
Channel. Most common comments were, “ insufficient information for conclusions drawn and comments from DEIS 
not answered in FEIS.” 

SS-86 
CRCFA will also include the uncorrected minutes of the May 12th, 1999 Columbia River Dredged Material 
Disposal Workshop by reference, which include numerous statements, related to the need for mitigation of crab loss. 
 
CRCFA will also include comments to Washington and Oregon’s 401 and consistency determination related to the 
FEIS. 
 
CRCFA will include all recent comments to EPA Region 10 Administrator Charles Clark asking for and SEIS since 
the insignificant impact to the marine environment is not sufficiently supported to make a reliable determination of 
significance. 
 
This volume of agency and public input must be fully analyzed, incorporated, responded to, and incorporated into 
the  determination of  ocean  disposal  site  designation.   Aquatic  habitat and  resources (Dungeness crab)  deserve  

SS-87    more  protection and mitigation than currently provided in the SEIS.  The double standard of applying mitigation to 
every project reviewed by the Corps and not required in this case must be corrected. 
 
The limited biological data supplied is not sufficient to support the insignificant determination found in the SEIS.  
Washington Department of Ecology has no choice concerning consistency determination.  Until the information is 
provided  to clearly  establish the  significance or  insignificance of the  proposed  actions the  project is  inconsistent 

SS-88    with state law.   Adverse impact to the aquatic  marine  environment’s  diminished carrying capacity will occur.  The 
degree of impact needs to be established and mitigation occur before moving ahead.  As important as regional 
economic gains are it is not the coastal communities responsibility to subsidize this project through continued 
uncompensated resource, habitat, and use loss.   
 
As presented the SEIS related to cumulative impacts analysis (both environmental & marine safety) of ocean 
disposal is scant, perfunctory, and not useful as a decision-making tool for prevention of reasonably foreseeable 
negative  impacts.   The  SEIS  unreasonably  diminishes  commercial  resource  productivity  without  replacement 

SS-89    mitigation.   The  SEIS  analysis  related  to  human  health and  safety  does  not  prevent  wave  amplification from 
exceeding the 10% wave change standard over the 1997 baseline.  This SEIS is nothing more than an official 
procedure and needs considerable more attention to prevent identified problems in the ocean to come into 
compliance with the numerous rules and regulations.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dale Beasley, CRCFA 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-86 (con’t).  The Corps has submitted applications for water quality certifications 
to both states, as well as consistency determinations.  The state reviews under 
Section 401 and the CZMA are currently ongoing.  The responses of the states will 
be fully considered. 
 
The comment is unclear on what comments to the Regional Administrator of the 
USEPA the commenter is referring to.  The comment lacks sufficient specificity for 
a response. 
 
The materials that are referenced were considered to the extent they are included in 
the record.  The Corps received comments for the projects under consideration at 
that time.  The Corps and USEPA will consider by reference only those materials 
that are actually submitted for the record of this project.  Comments on the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS have already been considered. 
 
SS-87.  The Corps and USEPA have analyzed, incorporated and responded to 
public and agency comments in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and this Final SEIS. 
 
 
SS-88.  See response S-18 regarding additional baseline data and the determination 
of impacts at the ocean disposal sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-89.  The Final SEIS has additional information regarding cumulative impacts.  
The Corps and USEPA disagree that the project will diminish commercial 
productivity.  See response SS-68 regarding wave amplification. 
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September 12, 2002 
 
US Army Corp of Engineers, Portland District 
CEN-PM-E ATTN: Robert Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR. 97208-2946 

 
The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership is pleased to submit the following comments on 
the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project Draft Supplemental EIS.  These comments are 
based on an independent, technical review of the nine proposed habitat restoration projects 
identified in the EIS.  The comments are the result of an unbiased technical review of the projects 
by the Estuary Partnership’s Science Work Group, a diverse 40 member technical advisory group 
to Estuary Partnership's Board of Directors.  A membership list is included as Attachment 3. 
Those who participated in the review are indicated by an asterisk. 
 
The review was made at the request of the Board of Directors with the understanding that the 
projects were to be reviewed strictly on their technical merit In relation to the Estuary 
Partnership’s Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for the Lower 
Columbia River and Estuary.  Many of the member organizations whose representatives 
participated will be submitting separate comments under their own organization letter head.  The 
comments herein do not reflect those individual organizations' official positions. 

SS-90 
REVIEW PROCESS 
 
At the quarterly meeting of the Estuary Partnership’s Board of Directors on July 11, 2002, the 
Board discussed at length how the Estuary Partnership should respond to the Channel 
Improvement Supplemental El S. The Board recognized that a number of actions in tile Estuary 
Partnership’s CCMP were relevant to the elements of the EIS.  They were concerned about 
possible conflicts of interest among the Board members but agreed that an independent, technical 
review of the proposed habitat restoration projects in relation to the CCMP would be both 
appropriate and desirable.  The Estuary Partnership’s Science Work Group was thus tasked with 
reviewing the proposed habitat restoration projects and reporting back to the Board at their next 
meeting on October 3, 2002. 
 
The CCMP calls for an ecosystem based approach to protecting and enhancing the lower 
Columbia River and estuary.  It has 6 actions that specifically address habitat conservation and 
restoration and are thus relevant to the EIS.  They identify the need to: inventory and prioritize 
important habitats to be protected and conserved; establish a systematic approach to protect and 
restore key habitats; adopt consistent habitat protection standards; preserve and restore tributary 
buffer areas; restore 3,000 acres of tidal wetlands; and monitor the effectiveness of habitat 
projects. 
 
On June 21, 2002, 20 members of the Estuary Partnership’s Science Work Group met at the  
Corps of Engineers District Office in Portland to review and evaluate the nine proposed habitat 
restoration projects.  The projects were described in detail by Corps staff and Work Group 
 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-90.  It should be noted that not all individuals with asterisks by their names participated in 
the review of the ecosystem restoration actions.  Specifically Geoff Dorsey and Eric Bluhm of 
the Corps, and Cathy Tortorici of NOAA Fisheries were only there to explain the actions, not 
to comment on them.  The rest of the comment is noted. 
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members were provided an opportunity to ask questions and discuss the proposals.  The 
presentation was followed by a review of the habitat project ranking criteria developed at the June 
2001 Lower Columbia River and Estuary Habitat Conservation and Restoration Workshop in 
Astoria.  The criteria, which were developed to provide a scientific basis for evaluating and 
prioritizing salmonid conservation and restoration projects, have subsequently been refined and 
tested by the Science Work Group.  A basic description of each criterion is included as 
Attachment 1. Under the direction of the Work Group chair, each project was discussed by the 
group and ranked on a ranking work sheet.  The ranking work sheet, the collective rankings, and 
relevant comments are included as Attachment 2. 

SS-90 
On June 28, 2002, 15 members of the Science Work Group participated in an all day field trip to 
the proposed sites.  At each site, the proposed actions were described in detail by Corps staff.  
Members then reviewed their comments from the August 21st ranking process and discussed the 
relative merits and negative aspects of each project.  What follows is a summary of the Work 
Group’s evaluation of each project based on the ranking process and the site visits. 
 
PROJECT EVALUATION 
 
SHILLAPOO LAKE:  This project as it is currently planned is a waterfowl habitat restoration 
project.  It is supported by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  No fish benefits are 
expected and as a result the ranking criteria could not be strictly applied although most elements  
of the criteria were helpful in evaluating the wildlife benefits of this site.  As a waterfowl habitat 
restoration project, the project is acceptable.  In addition, it was noted that the project would 
provide significant benefits to migratory birds.  During the site visit, there was considerable 

SS-91    discussion about what it would take to make it a fish habitat restoration project and whether that 
was feasible and/or desirable.  Since no feasibility study was done on this project as a fish 
restoration project, there was insufficient information to evaluate its fish potential.  It would 
likely be a seasonal wetland and could thus benefit juvenile salmonids by providing feeding and 
refugia habitat during high flow periods.  It would also be beneficial to other fish including less 
desirable species such as carp.  During low flow it would be mostly dry and might become 
infested with Reed canary grass, an invasive species.  Extensive management would be needed to 
make this a viable fish restoration site.  The site offers no unique benefits for fish that could not  
be found at Vancouver Lake nearby.  As a waterfowl and migratory bird project, the site offers 
good opportunities although maintenance costs would likely be high. 
 
BACHELOR SLOUGH: The benefits of this project are uncertain.  Although the dredging of 
Bachelor Slough would likely provide some improvements to water quality by increasing flows 
and thus lessening high summer temperatures, its benefit to fish, especially salmonids is 
uncertain.  With summer temperatures in the Columbia River already in the high range for 
salmonids, the additional Columbia River water introduced into the Slough would seemingly not 

SS-92    add great benefits.  In addition, the proposed riparian vegetation restoration, although potentially 
valuable for terrestrial organisms and birds, would offer no temperature reduction benefits.  It 
would, however, offer increased food production for fish through detritus and insect introduction 
over time.  There is also concern that dredging would make the slouch too available to boaters. 
No data exists regarding salmonid usage of Bachelor Slough or of historic fish usage patterns 
although prior to diking, this was a seasonally flooded area and thus was likely used by salmonids 
and other fish as well as waterfowl.  Because of the uncertainties, the project was ranked a 
tentative medium for connectivity and habitat loss, and low because it involved dredging.  
Extensive monitoring would be needed and finding an appropriate reference site could be 
difficult. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
SS-91.  The Corps was prepared to conduct a feasibility evaluation of the Shillapoo Lake 
restoration feature for fisheries (salmonid) habitat development.  The fisheries habitat concept 
was coordinated with WDFW and NOAA Fisheries twice and the final determination twice 
presented to the Corps by these agencies was to proceed ahead with WDFW’s original 
proposal for waterfowl habitat enhancement.  Thus, the Corps did not nor will not evaluate 
this location for fisheries habitat development in the absence of resource agency support. 
 
SS-92.  The Bachelor Slough ecosystem restoration feature was proposed by the USFWS 
during the consultation process.  The primary value of the Bachelor Slough restoration feature 
is the establishment of riparian forest.  The Corps agrees that the value to the species for the 
dredging of the slough is moderate.  The Biological Opinion concluded that this feature would 
likely increase juvenile salmonid use of the slough due to improvements in water quality and 
connectivity.  The Biological Opinion also noted that 6 acres of riparian habitat would be 
restored and additional forest habitat would be developed. 
 
SS-93.  Comment noted. 
 
SS-94.  The Biological Opinion concluded that, “this feature should increase habitat 
connectivity and improve foraging conditions for juvenile salmonids” and also concluded 
that, “[t]his restoration will provide some short- and long-term improvements to habitat 
complexity, connectivity, or conveyance; feeding habitat opportunity; refugia; and habitat-
specific food availability.”  The Corps views the embayment circulation improvement feature 
as a small incremental improvement in the overall health of the lower Columbia River.  
Monitoring as prescribed in the NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion will be implemented. 
 
SS-95.  The Corps and the USFWS are implementing a pro-active effort to establish a secure 
and viable population of Columbian white-tailed deer at Howard/Cottonwood Islands.  The 
USFWS is also implementing other introduction actions at Crims and Fisher Islands 
downstream of Longview, Washington to also develop secure and viable populations of 
CWTD.  The success of these translocations cannot be predicted in advance.  Consequently, 
implementation of the long-term feature at Tenasillahe Island awaits the determination of 
these reintroduction actions. 
 
While the proposed long-term restoration feature at Tenasillahe Island would alter the existing 
project for migratory bird habitat, the restoration of tidal marsh habitat to approximately 1,778 
acres would represent a substantial improvement to fish and wildlife resources, including 
virtually all the migratory bird species that use the estuarine tidal marshes. 
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COTTONWOOD / HOWARD DEER INTRODUCTION:  This project involves no actual 
restoration but does involve protection of existing riparian vegetative growth including extensive 
cottonwood forests which are important to the survival of Columbia White tailed deer.  Because it 

SS-93    had no fish benefits associated with it, the criteria were not entirely applicable.  However, the 
project has merit because it protects important floodplain riparian forests which would benefit a 
wide variety of wildlife.  It also would protect these lands from eventual development and lay the 
ground work for eventually restoring Tenasillahe Island to wetland habitat by providing an 
alternative habitat for the White tailed deer. 
 
HUMP, LORD, WALLACE ISLANDS:  Improving flushing to the backwater areas of these 
islands was ranked relatively low by the group during the ranking process.  Although the actions 
would improve water quality and sediment flushing, it was unclear how much it would benefit 
salmonids.  When viewed during the field trip, the benefits of these projects seemed more  

SS-94    positive particularly with respect to improving connectivity.  No real benefits with respect to 
replacing lost habitat could be realized but fish access to refugia and feeding areas might be 
improved.  The projects would be passive once the channels are opened and thus was ranked high 
for the passive criteria.  Again, extensive monitoring would be needed to evaluate the benefits of 
these actions. 
 
TENASILLAHE ISLAND:  During the ranking process, this two phase project was ranked 
medium during the short term phase which involved improved water passage and high in all 
categories during the long term phase which essentially entailed returning this site to prime 
wetland habitat including some spruce marsh.  The field visit confirmed the previous rankings.  
The project would add 1700 + acres to the string of protected marsh habitats in the lower river  

SS-95    that are part of the Lewis and Clark Wildlife Refuge and the White Tailed Deer Refuge.  The 
value of this connective habitat to salmonids would likely be quite high.  The project would also 
provide valuable monitoring opportunities to track change over time.  The group had some 
reservations about the project because of the uncertainties associated with the relocation of the 
deer and with the long time frame before benefits could be realized.  It was also noted that an 
existing project on the island to improve habitat for migratory birds would be negated. 
 
MILLER / PILLAR SANDS:  The group ranked this project low in most categories.  They 
expressed the following concerns: 

1.  There is a lack of data to support the probable success of such a project:  Specifically, a) 
Its not known how long it would take for this site to become productive shallow water 
habitat if it ever would, and b) its not known whether salmonids would benefit from the 

SS-96         site.  Since it is not providing the type of habitat that is short supply presently and it is not 
  connected to other habitats of importance, its benefits remain suspect. 
2.  The addition of pile dikes to protect this area is intrusive, costly and may not provide the 

expected results.  Funds might be better spent removing old pile dikes rather than 
installing new ones. 

The group agreed that before a project like this is considered, there is a need to conduct a well 
monitored pilot project to test the effectiveness and appropriateness of this approach to 
restoration. 
 
LOIS ISLAND:  Although similar to the Miller/Pillar project, this proposal ranked high because  
of its connectivity to nearby productive shallow water habitat, the opportunity to restore to 

SS-97    historic conditions, and the opportunity to conduct a pilot project to evaluate the effectiveness of 
this approach.  Thus it was rated high in connectivity and availability of a reference site.  It was 
rated low in the habitat loss category because it is creating habitat that is already in abundance 
nearby.  In addition, it is expected to encounter strong local resistance because it will interfere 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-96.  The Corps has revised the proposed action at Miller/Pillar to focus on restoration of 
tidal marsh habitat.  There are numerous examples of successful tidal marsh establishment on 
dredged material in the Columbia River estuary (response S-9).  In addition, the proposed 
action at Lois Embayment has been significantly reduced in size and the Miller/Pillar action 
will be conducted one cell at a time to assess results before proceeding further.  These projects 
are proposed as part of a restoration and research actions from the Endangered Species 
consultation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS and therefore include a range of monitoring 
actions to be conducted in concert with restoration.  Given the proposed revisions to the 
restoration actions, the successes with similar actions elsewhere in the estuary, and the 
proposed monitoring, the Corps believes it is prudent to implement these restoration features 
in conjunction with the channel improvement project.  Doing so it allows the Corps to take 
advantage of its authorities, willing sponsors, available cost sharing dollars, and materials and 
equipment required to construct these features which otherwise would be difficult to obtain. 
 
These monitoring efforts would include a control site adjacent to the restoration area and at 
the target subtidal depth.  Monitoring protocol would be established in concert with the 
USFWS and NOAA Fisheries per the Biological Opinion (Section 12.5, Terms and 
Conditions 5f).  Results will be presented annually to the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS 
(Section 12.5, Terms and Conditions 6c). 
 
Results from the NOAA Fisheries baseline monitoring [Draft SEIS, Section 4.8.6.3, Hinton et 
al. (1995)] indicate that fisheries resources, particularly sub-yearling chinook, could benefit 
from the restoration proposal.  Bottom et al. (2001) reported, “… the comprehensive 
collections during investigations by the Columbia River Estuary Data Development Program 
(CREDDP) in 1980-81 indicated that both subyearling and yearling Chinook salmon in the 
tidal fluvial and estuarine mixing region of the estuary preyed extensively on invertebrates 
from shallow-water habitats (McCabe et al. 1986, Bottom and Jones 1990).”  Corpophium 
salmonis tended to be the most prominent prey item and to a lesser extend the congener, C. 
spinicorne, insects (undifferentiated), and the estuarine mysid Neomysis mercedis.  The 
Miller-Pillar restoration site is located within the tidal-fluvial zone of the estuary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-97.  To address the state’s and other similar comments about types of habitats to be 
restored, the Corps will modify the Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar ecosystem 
restoration features.  Rather than attempt to mimic the historic bathymetry of these locations, 
the Corps will place fill material to an elevation of approximately +6.6 feet mllw in order to 
develop tidal marsh habitat.  This will reduce the acreage targeted for restoration purposes to 
approximately 191 acres of tidal marsh habitat at Lois Island embayment.  These features 
would provide for restoration of tidal marsh habitat, a focal point for restoration efforts by the 
multiple parties addressing estuarine habitat restoration. 
 
Attainment of tidal marsh habitat on dredged material at Lois Island embayment is achievable 
as evidenced by existing tidal marsh habitat that has developed on the interior borders of Lois 
and Mott Islands and at South Tongue Point, lands formed by deposition of sandy dredged 
material. 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-39

with a select salmon fishery and a local sports fishery.  It also is not passive during the 
development phase and got a low initial rating although the restoration of shallow water habitat 
will be passive over the long term.  There was also a concern that the coarse Columbia River 
channel sand was the wrong material for restoring shallow water habitat.  Overall, this project 
could potentially provide a good opportunity to implement a small pilot study to test this 
approach to restoration provided extensive monitoring and evaluation occurs. 
 
TIDE GATE RETROFITS: Several tide gate retrofits are proposed.  The group did not examine 
the details of each project but considered instead the general benefits of this type of project.  The 
tide retrofits would improve flows and thus fish passage would likely be improved but the 
changes in flow could also result in the loss of some wetlands and fringe marshes depending on  

SS-98    the situation.  The value of the projects were site dependent and were thus rated low to medium 
for connectivity and low to medium on replacing lost habitat.  There is a clear need to develop a 
better understanding of the impacts of tide gate improvements.  With little data to support the 
probable success of these projects, the group was not comfortable giving them a better rating.  On 
the other hand, implementing some pilot tide gate retrofits and monitoring them before and after 
would provide valuable data that could help support future restoration work of this type.  One site 
was examined in the field.  Similar concerns were voiced during the site visit. 
 
PURPLE LOOSESTRIFE CONTROL: This project is a habitat enhancement project and thus did 
not match well with the ranking criteria.  The group recognized the significant threat Purple 

SS-99    loosestrife poses to wetland habitat and agreed that the p 'ect has positive merit as lone, as it is 
very carefully controlled, well coordinated with other agencies, and extensively monitored.  There 
appear to be no direct benefits to fish from this project although other wetland dependent 
organisms and plants would clearly benefit. 
 
At the end of the field trip, the group discussed the proposed restoration projects overall.  It was 
noted that the proposals were mostly limited to government lands in an effort to minimize the 
many hurdles associated with the acquisition and restoration of private lands.  Several members 
of the Group noted that there are private lands that could be available that would more closely fit 

SS-100    the criteria and offer significantly better ecosystem benefits by conserving and/or restoring lost or 
declining habitat types.  It was agreed that some of the members would explore these  
opportunities with the intent of developing a priority list of high value habitat acquisition and 
conservation projects.  Finally, the Group emphasized the none of the projects should move 
forward without a firm commitment to extensively monitor and evaluate each and every project 
and effectively apply adaptive management principals. 
 
The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership and its members appreciate the opportunity to 

SS-101   respond to the draft Supplement EIS for the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project.  If  
you have any questions, please feel free to contact Bruce Sutherland or myself at 503-226-1565. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-97 (con’t).  The Corps does not agree; our evaluation of the potential impacts to the Select 
Area Fishery is presented in the response to state comment S-7.  Our analysis regarding 
implementation of a small pilot study at Lois Island embayment is presented in response SS-
10.  Monitoring of habitat development at this location was addressed in response SS-10. 
 
SS-98.  The Corps based its proposed retrofitting of tidegates for fisheries passage was based 
upon recommended sites from ODFW and WDFW.  To further develop the concept, the 
Corps reviewed comparable efforts that have already occurred in Clatsop County, Oregon.  
The Corps is unaware of any concerns associated with actions already implemented in Clatsop 
County. 
 
We believe that we can specifically address your concerns about tidegate-related impacts 
during Plans and Specifications when detailed information on a site-specific basis will be 
developed.  We also can discuss with the appropriate personnel the impacts of those tide-gate 
modifications that have already been implemented in Clatsop County by others. 
 
Resource agency personnel need to recognize that there are trade-offs involved with any 
habitat modification feature.  All values cannot be retained when implementing changes to 
habitat or the infrastructure that plays a role in habitat maintenance.  The tidegate retrofits is 
estimated to provide or improve anadromous fish access to 38 miles of tributary streams that 
contain spawning, stream rearing, and (in some locations) backwater channel and freshwater 
marsh habitat for rearing and/or overwinter refuge from floods.  Impacts to fringing wetland 
habitat will be minimized on a site-specific basis when the Corps develops Plans and 
Specifications to implement the proposal.  The Biological Opinion concluded that this action 
should result in short- and long-term improvements to habitat complexity, connectivity, or 
conveyance, feeding habitat opportunity, refugia, and habitat-specific food availability by 
reconnecting the Columbia River to these tributary streams. 
 
SS-99.  The Biological Opinion concluded that reduction of purple loosestrife in the 
Columbia River estuary would help “reestablish the diverse native vegetation of tidal marsh 
habitats” and that “this restoration feature is likely to benefit ESA-listed salmonids.  These 
changes should benefit habitat complexity, connectivity, or conveyance, feeding habitat 
opportunity, refugia, and habitat-specific food availability.” 
 
SS-100.  The adaptive management team established for the project will evaluate the 
effectiveness of the ecosystem restoration features as specified in the “Terms and Conditions” 
of the Biological Opinion. 
 
SS-101.  The Federal Government appreciates LCREP’s involvement. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
SS-102.  Noted. 
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September 13, 2002 
 
Brigadier General David Fastabend 
Northwestern Division 
Corps of Engineers 
12565 West Center Road 
Omaha, Nebraska 68144-3869 
 
Lt. Colonel Richard Hobernicht 
Portland District 
Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208 
 
RE:     Comments on the Columbia River Channel Improvement 

     Project, Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and 
     Environmental Impact Statement 

 
Dear General Fastabend and Colonel Hobernicht: 
 

    The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC),1 at  
the direction of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, 
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Nez Perce 

SS-103  Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of 
Oregon, appreciates the opportunity to review and provide final comments 
to the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project Draft Supplemental 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS).  CRITFC filed comments on this project in the past,2 and we 
incorporate by reference those comments in the following analysis.  We 
note that many of the same issues and deficiencies are revisited in this 
DEIS, so we continue to support the “No Action Alternative”. 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
 
        

1 CRITFC was created in 1977 by the Nez Perce Tribe, the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon and the Yakama Nation.  The 
governing body of CRITFC is composed of the fish and wildlife 
committees of its member tribes.  Protection and enhancement of those 
streams and flows that provide spawning, rearing and migratory habitat 
for anadromous fish are of critical importance to the tribes.  CRITFC 
provides technical and legal support to the tribes to carry out those goals. 
2 February 5, 1999 draft EIS comments; May 26, 1999 comments on 
USFWS Coordination Act Report; November 30, 1999 comments on 
FEIS. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-103.  Comment noted. 
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• The Corps should formally consult with our member tribes on this proposed project 
before the FEIS is finalized and the ROD is signed, consistent with the Corps’ own  
national Native American policy and Executive Orders. In specific letters to the Corps,3 

SS-104               CRITFC has repeatedly requested consultation, but the consultation has yet to occur. The 
tribes define consultation as the negotiation and cooperation process that ultimately leads 
up to and includes a bilateral decision between the federal government and affective 
tribes. 

 
• The DEIS fails to adequately describe and analyze the effects of the proposed action on 

SS-105               treaty-reserved resources including salmon, pacific lamprey and sturgeon and their 
critical habitats. 

 
• The DEIS does not adequately address cumulative impacts from the proposed action that 

SS-106               could adversely affect fish health, especially issues related to potential toxic 
contamination in sediments. 

 
• The DEIS economic analysis of the proposed project is questionable. In addition, the 

SS-107               DEIS fails to address possible impacts to tribal socioeconomic parameters and cultural 
issues. 

 
• The DEIS fails to examine the project's impacts on the estuary and lower river in context 

with the Columbia River Basin ecosystem. More specifically, the DEIS fails to analyze or  
SS-108               understand the relation of the estuary as critical habitat essential for the recovery of ESA 

listed and depressed salmonid stocks. 
 
 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion 
 
 The ecological effects of the proposed alternatives in the DEIS are founded upon 
information and conclusions of a revised biological assessment (BA) and a revised biological 
opinion (BiOp).  In discussions with NMFS and the Corps surrounding the previous BA and 
the 1999 Opinion, the lack of field studies and data were identified as major deficiencies of  

SS-109   the assessment and opinion.  Despite the fact that physical models were constructed, no new 
field studies or data were produced for the current BA and BiOp.  The BA and BiOp did not 
contain any new data regarding the potential impacts of the project on estuary health or fish 
health impacts from the proposed dredging activity.  No additional field data were obtained to 
resolve critical uncertainties since the prior NMFS no-jeopardy opinion was rescinded even 
though this need was previously identified as critical. 
 
 The BA and BiOp have an expanded environmental baseline description, but they 
still lack specifics and recent data.  For example, the only description for stranding of 
juvenile salmon by ship wakes was one 1977 study.  As another example, the BA suggests 
 

         
3 December 16, 1999 letter from Don Sampson to Lt. General Joe Ballard; March 3, 2002 letter from Don 
Sampson to Brig. General David Fastabend. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-104.  The Corps provided the tribes the opportunity to do government-to-government 
consultation.  Only the Yakama and Warm Spring tribes responded and participated in this 
process.  The Corps is available to do government-to-government consultation with any other 
tribes that express an interest.  Technical coordination was also offered to the tribes and only 
the Umatilla and Nez Perce Department of Natural Resources tribal members requested a 
meeting.  This coordination is also available to any requesting tribe. 
 
SS-105.  Impacts to salmon and sturgeon and their critical habitats have been thoroughly 
evaluated in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 2002 draft SEIS, and the biological assessments and 
Biological Opinions for the project.  Information on Pacific lamprey and river lamprey will be 
provided in the Final SEIS.  It is anticipated that the project will not affect either of these 
species or their habitat. 
 
SS-106.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Final SEIS evaluate the potential cumulative effects 
of past and present actions affecting the project area, as well as reasonably foreseeable future 
actions.  The Final SEIS also describes extensive new analysis of sediment chemistry 
throughout the project area and the potential effect of future cleanup of contaminated areas of 
the Willamette River.  Based on concerns expressed by NOAA Fisheries and others in 1999 
about the potential effects of contaminants on the river and estuary, substantial effort was 
devoted to re-analyzing the issue, including evaluation of thousands of sediment chemistry 
samples from throughout the project area.  The new analysis confirms the Corps’ initial 
conclusion that project activities do not pose a significant risk of adverse effects from 
contaminants.  This conclusion is supported by the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS Biological 
Opinions.  See responses SS-13, SS-20, SS-111 and SS-192, l.  Additionally, the Corps and 
USEPA have recently established the Northwest Regional Dredging Team to coordinate and 
manage dredging/sediment issues in the Pacific Northwest.  This body will become an 
important forum for examining and finding solutions to sediment contamination problems in 
the future.  A letter was sent to the various Northwest Tribes inviting their participation. 
 
SS-107.  In their May 2002 Biological Opinion, NOAA Fisheries determined that an 
unquantifiable but low amount of incidental take of listed salmonids will occur over the life 
span of the project as a result of the proposed action.  Consequently, we do not believe that a 
loss of fisheries resources will occur at a level that would constitute an adverse impact to tribal 
socio-economic parameters and cultural issues. 
 
SS-108.  Through the ESA reconsultation process, the Corps, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS 
devoted substantial effort to improving the understanding of the Columbia River ecosystem, 
including the lower river and estuary, as they relate to salmonid productivity, survival and 
critical habitat.  The conceptual model, which was developed through the reconsultation 
process and approved by NOAA Fisheries and USFWS, addresses these issues in detail.  
Rather than repeat the reconsultation analysis in its entirety, the SEIS summarizes the results of 
that analysis and incorporates the more detailed presentations of it in the Biological 
Assessment and Biological Opinions, which are attached as Exhibit H of the SEIS. 
 
SS-109.  Discussions on stranding included the more recent study done by NOAA Fisheries in 
1993.  This study has been cited in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and in the Final SEIS in the 
Technical Memo on stranding.  In addition results from the pilot study done this year will be 
added to the Final SEIS. 
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that phytoplankton populations in the estuary are low because of high flushing and cites a 
1984 study for evidence.  The relevance of this study is questionable because flows are now 
significantly reduced by the modification of flood flows by the Corps.  Sherwood et al.  
(1990) determined that large volumes of plankton are created in reservoirs and are flushed 
into the estuary where they provide a large forage base for shad, which may compete with 
salmon for habitat.  These facts are not mentioned in the baseline description. 
 
Short-term cumulative effects 
 

In section 6.3 of the BA only three categories of short-term salmon impacts were 
identified.  Among other things, the following issues remain inadequately addressed in the 
BA and DEIS: toxic entrainment by dredging; dredging year-round, including during the 

SS-110  salmon migration; harassment and entrainment of salmon during dredging (salmon  
commonly migrate below 20 feet from the surface contrary to the assumption in the BA); 
turbidity plumes during dredging; and loss of benthic productivity. 
 
Long-term cumulative effects 
 

Much more detailed and specific baseline information on the ecological status of  
the estuary through field studies is necessary before determining new impacts.  Section 6.3 of 
the BA states that monitoring and research would be done after additional dredging.  This 
would make it impossible to measure the changes in ecological response to new dredging, as 
the opportunity to establish the baseline before dredging would be lost. 

SS-111 
Allen and Hardy (1980) note that after construction, the new channel becomes a  

sink for toxic contaminants that are re-suspended again and again from ship traffic and 
maintenance dredging.  The database for toxic sampling in the proposed channel deepening  
area is insufficient, especially in areas near the mouth of the Willamette River.  In all there 
were only 89 grab bag samples and only 29 of these were analyzed for toxics.  A toxicologist 
consultant for the Ports described the database as, “spotty”.  The database must be expanded 
with more sampling and the fish health risks assessed before the EIS is finalized and the 
ROD is signed. 
 

In our comments to the initial and revised NMFS draft biological opinions we 
noted that epidemiological studies for fish in the estuary were critical and should proceed and  
be included in the opinion.  The BA and subsequent DEIS did not consider the methodology  
of Mac and Edsal (1991: in Ewing 1999) for the study of the relationship of lost reproductive 
success in Great Lakes trout due to exposure to toxics.  Ewing (1999) notes that toxics can  

SS-112  affect fish behavior such as schooling, temperature selection, seawater adaptation, endocrine 
disruption and sexual development to the detriment of the population.  The BA and  
subsequent DEIS addressed toxic uptake in prey and salmon, but did not address possible 
sub-lethal effects that would compromise salmon populations.  The current contaminant 
loading of fish in the lower Columbia and estuary is already high.  The BA and subsequent 
DEIS did not address heavy metal, other herbicide and insecticide impacts on salmon or their 
habitat, nor of wave action that will re-suspend toxics in shallow water habitat where organic 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-109 (con’t).  The Sherwood (1990) paper (no reference was given) is based on data from 
the CREDP study which is the 1984 data.  No new data is available on phytoplankton in the 
river or estuary that would refute the conclusion that phytoplankton productivity is low because 
of the dynamic nature of the estuary and the short flushing time.  Both these factors prevent the 
establishment of a brackish water or marine populations of phytoplankton that would provide a 
large estuarine population.  In addition, since the freshwater population that develops in the 
warmer more stable environment of the upstream reservoirs dies when it reaches the salt water 
interface it does not contribute to a large standing crop of phytoplankton in the estuary. 
 
SS-110.  We disagree; all of these impacts have been thoroughly discussed in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, the 2002 Draft SEIS, and the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion. 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-111.  Because of the dynamic nature of the Columbia River, bottom sediments are 
constantly being reworked and therefore consist of sand with a very low percentage of fine-
grained material.  Such sediments do not have binding sites for contaminates.  The improved 
channel will not measurably alter the dynamics of the river to the point where slack water will 
form potential sinks for toxic contaminants.  The database of sediment quality in the Columbia 
River is much larger than the 89 samples mentioned.  The Federal Government has identified 
over 100 separate studies it has conducted in the last 22 years in the Columbia River for 
various purposes.  Over 4,000 samples on the Columbia River have been identified. This 
information continues to be updated. The Corps is actively populating the SEDQUAL database 
to include these identified Corps’ studies.  The Corps, USFWS and NOAA Fisheries have 
committed to annually review the Columbia River sediment quality database including new 
sediment data and determine if conditions trigger the need for additional testing. 
 
 
 
SS-112.  The SEIS and previous documents did not assess all of the reported potential impacts 
to fish due to the lack of contaminates found in the material to be dredged.  Had contaminates 
been found in concentrations above or even approaching established levels of concern 
additional evaluation including biological testing would have been performed.  It is known that 
fish in the Columbia River have measurable body burdens of some contaminates of concern 
however no link to the sediments proposed to be dredged has been made.  The Bi-State studies 
conducted in the early 1990s included the evaluation of fine-grained sediment from backwater 
areas in the Columbia River.  This study did not find significant levels of contamination in the 
backwater areas along the sides of the channel.  Bioassays were performed on these sediments 
during the Bi-State study.  Based upon the lack of toxicity found in these tests, no further 
biological testing is considered necessary by both the Corps and USEPA.  Ship wakes are not 
expected to cause resuspension of contaminates from shallow water areas. 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-47

sediments are likely to contain toxics and where salmon rear and rest.4  The Corps should 
conduct toxic contaminant screening, bioassay and bioaccumulation studies of sediments and 
biota along the proposed channel dredging sites and backwaters that will be disrupted by ship 
wakes.  The results from these tests should be included in the FEIS.  The section in the BA 
that addresses toxics states that the toxic assessment is 1) uncertain, 2) literature based and 3) 
requires extrapolation because field studies have not been done.  The FEIS should also 
contain the updated EPA/Corps Dredged Material Evaluation Framework.  These issues must 
be addressed before the EIS is finalized and the ROD is signed. 
 

According to the NMFS Cumulative Risk Analysis (CRI) in the 2000 FCRPS 
Biological Opinion, survival of listed juvenile salmon in the estuary and near shore 
environment must be increased to 11-14% in order to prevent jeopardy of listed salmon in the 
Columbia River.  Analysis by Bottom and Jones (1990) and NMFS researchers (Dawley, 
pers. comm. 2000) and Congleton et al. (2001) indicate that juvenile salmon in the Columbia 

SS-113  estuary have less food in their stomachs than juvenile salmon in other Oregon and B.C. 
estuaries.  Percy (1992) noted that smaller juvenile salmon (from the lack of food) have  
higher ocean mortality rates.  Neither the BA nor the DEIS include an updated CRI  
assessment because the data is lacking.  Thus, the proposed project is not considered in  
context with overall actions in the basin to promote salmon recovery. 
 

Schreck et al. (2000) found that migration speeds were enhanced by outgoing 
tides in radio telemetry studies of juvenile salmon migrating through the CR Estuary.  

SS-114  Deepening the channel will cause the saltwater intrusion to shift upstream and the ETM to  
impact tidal regimes, possible to the detriment of outmigrating salmonids.  Neither the BA,  
nor the DEIS address this issue. 
 

Through modeling analyses of the physical changes from the proposed action, 
Baptista et al. (2001 BA Appendix F) found that the proposed dredging would result in  
negative habitat changes, especially in the navigation channel where adults and juveniles are 
expected to migrate.  River temperatures will be cooler in the deepened channel because of 

SS-115  greater salinity intrusion, however, this could be a negative impact to salmon.  The Baptista et 
al. discussion in Appendix F also recommended that the modeling analysis of habitat 
opportunity be extended upstream into the river reaches proposed for dredging based upon  
water depth.  These issues are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. 
 

Data from High and Bjornn (2001) and Goniera and Bjornn (2001) indicate that  
adult salmon below Bonneville Dam migrate as deep as sixteen meters below the surface and 

SS-116  seek cool temperatures.  Adult salmon at these depths would be at risk from dredging  
activities including contact with the dredging machinery and contact from turbidity plumes. 
Hydroacoustic studies by Ploskey et al. (2001) and sampling by Backman (2000 pers. corn.) 
indicate that juvenile salmonids can be found migrating in the water column at depths of 30- 
 
 

         
4 The DEIS indicated that larger vessels would be faster (DEIS at 3-8) which would increase ship wakes.  The 
DEIS is does not contain any specific studies or which indicates that the shoreline and shallow water movement 
of sediments caused by large ship wakes would not continually resuspend sediments along the river and in 
salmon habitat.  The NMFS biological opinion notes that Corps analysis of larger ship wakes could result in a 
1-5% increase in higher ship wake generation. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-112 (con’t).  Regarding toxics assessment, the BA states that negligible risks were 
predicted for the channel sediments that are proposed for dredging.  Further, the potential for 
cumulative risks appears negligible because all contaminants posed negligible risks.  Because 
their specific modes of action are different and exposures were below effects thresholds, risks 
from PAHs, PCBs, and the DDT family are not additive.  This result supports the overall 
conclusion concerning negligible risk potential to juvenile salmonids in the lower Columbia 
River as a result of the proposed project.  Additional field studies are not needed. 
 
The Dredged Material Evaluation Framework (DMEF) has not been updated.  The DMEF and 
process was intended to be reviewed on an annual basis and updated as needed.  Minor 
modifications have been made on a case-by-case basis by the agencies.  A concerted effort is 
presently ongoing to scope the work needed for a major update to the DMEF.  The DMEF will 
be updated as new information, procedures, or techniques are adopted.  This major effort is 
expected to take 3 years to complete; until that time, the existing DMEF with modifications as 
accepted will be used.  The DMEF is accessible at https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/ec/h/hr/.  
See 6.4 and Exhibit H on the Corps website. 
 
SS-113.  The Corps disagrees; a thorough evaluation of the impacts of the project on juvenile 
salmon rearing and rearing habitat was conducted during the NEPA and ESA processes.  The 
conclusions from the modeling efforts and of the experts panel during the reconsultation 
process was that the physical change to the estuary associated with the deepening would be 
small and not produce a significant change in the juvenile salmon rearing habitat, such that it 
would affect their survival.  In addition, the ecosystem restoration projects proposed as part of 
the improvement project will provide additional rearing areas that are anticipated to improve 
juvenile salmon fitness and overall survival. 
 
SS-114.  The ETM does not affect tidal regimes as stated but is actually the mixing zone 
produced by tidal action and freshwater flow.  The modeling done during the original 1999 
Final IFR/EIS process and the reconsultation process indicate that the shift in upstream salinity 
levels will be minor.  It is discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 2002 Final SEIS, BA and 
Biological Opinion.  During the consultation process, it was agreed by NOAA Fisheries and 
the expert panel that this minor change would not have a significant effect on salmonids in the 
short term.  To address potential uncertainty regarding long-term effects, the Corps will 
organize a workshop on ETM. 
 
SS-115.  You are correct in stating that some of these issues were not discussed in the 1999 
DEIS.  They were however discussed in the Draft SEIS that described the results of the 
reconsultation process and the additional physical modeling done.  Though the model 
conducted by Baptista indicated a small potential for lower temperatures, it was agreed by the 
group that these changes were very small in comparison to the normal variation and would not 
have an effect on salmon habitat.  Modeling of habitat opportunity was done during the 
reconsultation process and was found to be a very small change.  These discussions are 
included in the Draft SEIS. 
 
SS-116.  Research done in the lower Columbia River has indicated that juvenile salmon 
migrate predominately along the channel margins and at depths less than 20 feet (Carlson et al, 
2001).  Consequently, it is unlikely they would occur to any extent in the dredging area. 
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40 feet in the impounded river and below Bonneville Dam.  Juvenile salmon radio telemetry 
studies that tracked fish through the Columbia River estuary showed that fish were migrating  
as deep as 8.7 meters below the surface (Schreck et al. 2000).  Thus, juveniles would be 
subjected to mechanical and turbidity plume impacts of dredging as well as exposure to  
toxics in sediments.  Schreck (2002) noted that most radio-tagged juvenile steelhead migrate 
through the navigational channel, near the area that is proposed for blasting.  This fact was  
not noted in the biological opinion or DEIS.  The BA, BiOp and DEIS key assumption that 
salmon do not actively migrate below 20 feet is not supported by any scientific literature. 
 

The BA, BiOp and DEIS lack assessments of synergistic and cumulative impacts  
to salmon and critical habitat that could result from dredging.  These include oil spills from  
larger vessels and more frequent shipping, bilge dumpings, further toxic contamination from 
increased shipping and industrial activity and introduction of exotic species that could  
directly or indirectly impact listed species.  Because larger ships are less maneuverable than 

SS-117  smaller ships the risk of an accident would be increased.  These issues are not addressed in  
the DEIS. 
 

The BA, BiOp and DEIS lacks any discussion or comparison of dredging impacts 
on fish and fish habitat from other watersheds around the world.  These are available in the 
literature and are discussed in Dodge (1989). 
 

Elevated, but not extreme, levels of turbidity caused by dredging have been 
correlated with decreased juvenile survival by NMFS and others (Junge and Oakley 1970;  

SS-118  Smith et al. 1997).  The literature (Hardy and Allen 1980) notes that dredging can reduce 
turbidity as sediments sink into the navigation channel.  This issue is not adequately  
addressed in the DEIS. 
 

The DEIS states that 70 mcy of sediment will be removed from the river from the 
proposed action over a 20 year period, and that this will cause reduction of water surface  

SS-119  profiles and shoreline riparian areas above RM 70 to RM 170.  Significant portions of  
sediment may sink into the deepened channel only to be removed by dredging out of the  
system.  The DEIS does not adequately analyze what this impact could mean to existing  
riparian areas that are critical habitat for salmonids. 
 

In Section ES-18 of the BA, the Corps and Ports call for an adaptive, oversight  
policy management structure of the regional federal executives and ports making decisions 
related to the proposed dredging and estuarine habitat enhancement.  The BiOp’s  

SS-120  conservation recommendation includes the tribes in this structure, yet the DEIS is silent.  As 
a co-manager of the resource, the tribes need to have meaningful policy input into any  
decision-making process. 
 

In the revised BiOp for channel improvements, NMFS finds that the proposed  
SS-121  action would be adverse to essential fish habitat (EFH) under the Magnunson Act.  The DEIS 

does not address the impacts of proposed alternatives on the EFH. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-116 (con’t).  Information on adult salmon migration indicates that they also tend to follow 
the shoreline or channel margins.  No juvenile or adult salmon have been collected during the 
dredge entrainment studies conducted during normal dredging operations.  It is unlikely that 
migrating adult salmon would occur in any numbers near the bottom of the main navigation 
channel, at 40 plus feet of depth, where dredging occurs.  Consequently, any impacts from 
dredging operations or turbidity would be expected to be minimal.  Sediment sampling has 
shown the dredged material to be predominately clean sand with very low levels of fine grain 
material, which would be the source of contaminants.  Consequently, the chance for salmon to 
be exposed to contaminants during dredging is low.  A discussion of the potential blasting 
effects was discussed in the EIS; it was indicated that blasting would be done during the 
approved in-water work period to minimize impacts to salmonids. 
 
SS-117.  As discussed in 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Final SEIS, none of the factors listed are 
expected to change, over current conditions, with the deeper channel.  A discussion on the 
effect of the channel improvement on introduction of exotic species also was provided in the 
Draft SEIS and as indicated, was not expected to change with the project.  The project is 
intended to accommodate Panamax class bulk carriers and container ships.  Since these ships 
already transit the Columbia River with 40-foot drafts, increasing drafts to 43-foot will result in 
only a marginal decrease in maneuverability.  As explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 
Columbia River channel has an excellent safety record and this is expected to continue with the 
deeper channel.  Finally, there is no requirement under NEPA to compare dredging impacts to 
those occurring from other watersheds from around the world as suggested by this comment. 
 
SS-118.  The potential levels of increased suspended sediment and turbidity were thoroughly 
evaluated during the endangered salmonids consultation and are explained in the 2001 BA.  
The potential elevated levels of turbidity are too low to impact juvenile salmonid survival. 
 
SS-119.  The potential shoreline changes were thoroughly evaluated during the endangered 
salmonids consultation and are explained in the 2001 BA.  As noted on p 6-34 of the SEIS, the 
side-slope adjustment could cause a shift in the location of some shallow water habitat.  This 
shift would occur along old shoreline disposal sites with sandy beaches and riverbeds.  The 
shift would occur over 5-10 years and habitats would remain similar to the existing habitats.  
Also, the potential water surface changes were thoroughly evaluated during ESA consultation 
and are explained in the 2001 BA.  The water surface reductions are less than 0.2-foot in 
reaches of the river that have daily water surface fluctuations of 1-2 feet and seasonal 
fluctuations of 10-15 feet.  The less than 0.2-foot change in water surface would not cause a 
discernable impact to riparian habitat. 
 
SS-120.  The adaptive management process will include input from the tribes, state resource 
agency and interested stakeholder groups.  The adaptive management meetings will be semi-
annual and open to the public; research proposals and results will be posted to the Corps’ 
website.  The input provided by CRITFIC, the tribes and the states will be considered in 
making recommendations to the management workgroup.  The Adaptive Management Team is 
prepared to meet with CRITFIC, member tribes, and the states to discuss areas of concern 
before making decisions.  All decisions about adaptive management will be available and 
posted on the Corps’ website. 
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There should be annual mitigation requirements for existing and proposed 
maintenance dredging, but this is not addressed in the DEIS. 

SS-121 
Nowhere in the BA, BiOp or DEIS are dredging impacts to Pacific Lamprey 

addressed.  Pacific Lamprey are a prey of choice to predators that, when lamprey are scarce,  
turn to juvenile salmon.  Lamprey are also an important cultural food for the tribes. 
 
DEIS 
Chapter 3 Needs and Opportunities-Shipping Analysis 
 

Given the facts reported in the DEIS, CRITFC believes that the project is not 
economically viable.  In fact, it appears that the environmental and other real costs outweigh 
any true economic benefits.  For instance, the DEIS relies on data of estimated grain  
container shipping that is outdated and inaccurately forecasts future conditions of markets.   
To be legitimate, the FEIS must include more reasonable estimates based on accurate 
assessments of current and potential markets.  In addition, the project seems to ignore the fact 
that the majority of the new para-max class ships require drafts of forty-four to forty-eight  
feet, greater than forty-three feet planned for this project.5  In order to truly reap the benefits  
that the DEIS claims, the Corps would need to dredge a much deeper channel. 

SS-122 
The project will almost certainly create greater impacts to the river by 

encouraging more industrial development and shipping activity, further degrading salmon 
habitat.  In their review of dredging impacts throughout the U.S., Allen and Hardy (1980)  
note that the greatest impacts from new channel construction often are related to increased 
industrial development made possible by additional dredging and subsequent increased  
shipping.  Indeed, major deepening of the turning lanes for the lower river ports are part of  
the dredging proposal. 
 
4.3 Non-Structural Alternative 
 

The BA and DEIS lack discussion related to modification to mainstem river 
operations, such as modified flood control, both in the Willamette and Columbia Rivers that 
could mitigate for the impact of dredging or even avoid the dredging altogether.  For  
example, creative and more accurate modifications to LOAD-MAX, which is a non- 
structural alternative that would time navigation according to tidal cycles.  In our November  

SS-123  30, 1999 comments on the first DEIS, we suggested several technical modifications to  
LOAD-MAX that would make it more effective.  This included, but were not limited to: 
improving river stage forecasting; seeking consistency with Willamette and FCRPS outflow 
release schedules driven by power marketing; and improving hydrological and  
meteorological forecasting using state-of-the-art methods with more frequent updates.  It  
does not appear that the DEIS considered these modifications. 
 
 
             

5 According to the tables in this section, over 50% of the ships being used to transport 
corn require more than a forty-three foot draft and 25% of ships carrying barley and 10% 
of wheat-bearing ships are too big.  On the other hand, 75% of ships carrying wheat, 17% 
of ships carrying corn, 58% of ships carrying barley only require a draft of forty feet or 
less.  Another export, alumina, will reap no benefit at all from the project. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-121.  The Corps has submitted a revised EFH assessment for coastal pelagic and groundfish 
species, for NOAA Fisheries’ evaluation.  The initial EFH assessment was provided in the 
Draft SEIS.  Revisions were made as a result of comments received from the Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council on the Draft SEIS and original EFH assessment.  The revised EFH 
assessment is included in the Final SEIS.  A discussion on Pacific and river lamprey is 
provided in the Final SEIS. 
 
 
SS-122.  The commodity projections used in the analysis represent today’s best available 
science and have been reviewed thoroughly by an external expert panel.  The expert panel’s 
conclusions were that the Corps’ numbers were conservative and reasonable. 
 
The fact that vessels could use more than 43 feet if it was available does not reduce the benefit 
of having a 43-foot channel.  There will always be vessels in the world fleet that are too large 
to call on the Columbia River, and the benefits of this project are calculated accordingly.  As 
part of the ESA consultation conducted with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries, the six lower 
Columbia River ports submitted documentation on each port and what future plans are 
expected at each port.  The deepening of the Columbia River is not inducing industrial 
development on the river as documented in the ports’ letters, which are available on the Corps 
website. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-123.  As described in section 4.3 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the NWS-NWRFC has already 
made significant improvements in the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling used to provide the 
Loadmax river stage forecasts.  As explained at the technical review on June 7, 2002, further 
upgrades to Loadmax may provide some incremental improvement in forecasts that will 
improve navigation safety, but will not result in 3-feet additional draft for outbound ships.  The 
technical review panel indicated in their report that, “Loadmax was already being pushed to its 
limits and that a deeper channel would be needed before deeper draft vessels could navigate the 
channel.” 
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4.4.3.10   Disposal Plan 
 

The DEIS relies on inadequate studies of disposal impacts.  The DEIS proposes 
dumping dredge spoils into a deep-water ocean site ten years after the project commences.  

SS-124  According to ODFW, the Corps has only obtained six grab bag benthic samples at this site,  
not nearly enough to create an adequate baseline assessment of possible impacts from  
dredging spoils.  Additional surveys should be conducted at the proposed site and included in  
the FEIS. 
 

This project will contribute a great deal to the avian predation problem in the 
estuary, which arose primarily due to the Corps’ disposal of dredging spoils that created such 
island habitats as Rice and Miller Sands islands.  Existing estimates indicate that between  
about 6-12% of the entire annual Columbia River production of juvenile salmon are  
consumed by avian predators in the estuary (Roby 2002 unpublished data).  For 2002, NMFS 

SS-125  estimated that some 126.5 million juveniles arrived at the estuary, indicating that some 7.6- 
15.2 million were consumed by avian predators, the majority using habitat created by  
existing dredging spoils.  The DEIS describes hundreds of acres of new and existing dredge 
disposal sites to be used as in-water disposal sites that are very near to existing bird colonies  
(i.e. proposals to add 228 acres to Rice Island and 151 acres to Miller Sands Island).  The 
additional loss of juvenile salmon from the new dredge spoils would likely be considerable,  
yet this issue is not adequately addressed in the DEIS and should be fully addressed in the  
FEIS. 
 

The DEIS confirms that dredge disposal will occur at Miller Sands Island, and  
that side slope adjustment from the disposal will occur into shallow water areas.  Schreck et 
al. (2002) noted that for the first time, juvenile salmon radio tags were found on Miller Sands 

SS-126  in 2001, indicating that avian predators are finding new forage areas, and may “clump” at the  
top of the estuary during flood tides.  This information also reveals that avian predators  
appear to be moving upstream to seek salmon in transition zones, thus, disposal of dredge  
spoils in these areas will likely create more avian predator habitat.  This issue should be 
addressed in the FEIS. 
 

We question whether the proposed “restoration feature” projects will truly benefit 
salmon.  There are flaws in these projects, and even the DEIS states that some of these  
projects will negatively affect salmon in the short-term.  Other than the projects that dispose  

SS-127  of dredging spoils, it appears to us that mitigation projects identified by the Corps will  
require separate Congressional appropriations that are not tied to the project construction  
costs.  Thus, it is questionable whether the Corps will actually implement them. 
 

We believe that before initiating these projects, the Corps should conduct small  
SS-128  pilot projects to properly evaluate the impacts to salmon.  For instance, the Miller-Pillar and  

Lois Island Embayment projects, which involve dumping dredge spoils in the river to create 
shallow water habitat, may not benefit salmon as claimed.  On the contrary, the EPA6 has 
 

         
6 January 22, 2002 EPA Comments to Corps of Engineers' Dredged Material Management Plan, McNary 
Reservoir and Lower Snake River Reservoirs draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-124.  Regarding additional studies, we agree.  Appendix H addresses the need and impact 
of ocean disposal of dredged material from the MCR and proposed channel improvement 
project.  Additional physical and biological baseline information was identified as required and 
attainable at the Deep Water Site.  Additional baseline information has been collected in the 
two years since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and this new information is disclosed in the Final 
SEIS, Exhibit N.  Sufficient information through the series of baseline studies and historical 
information will allow USEPA to designate the two sites identified in Appendix H.  The 
establishment of baseline conditions at an ODMDS is a part of the designation process for a 
new site and part of the historical record for previously used sites.  It is not the purpose of 
designation surveys to provide either a basis or a baseline for monitoring.  Designation surveys 
are for the sole purpose of designating a disposal site(s).  An original baseline is usually 
established during site designation where the sea floor has not been disturbed.  Depending on 
site use and management objectives, this assessment may or may not accurately reflect the 
conditions inside and outside of the site several years later after sediment has been placed at 
the site.  Some changes are predicted and acceptable (e.g., ultimately a 40-foot mound will be 
formed at the Deep Water Site if used to full capacity), other changes may not be (e.g., wide-
spread  placement of dredged  sediment outside the site).  Impacts assessment is conducted as 
part of management of the designated site and evaluates the severity, extent, and significance 
of changes at the site and/or off-site. 
 
SS-125.  The Corps disagrees that this project will contribute to avian predation.  The comment 
incorrectly states that there are hundreds of new and existing dredge disposal sites to be used as 
in-water disposal sites.  The project does not include any new in-water disposal sites that will 
create dry land that can be used by birds.  The project also uses the existing footprint at Rice 
Island (228 acres) and Miller Sands Spit (151 acres; acreage of disposal site varies due to the 
location being a shoreline disposal site that accretes (disposal) and erodes on an annual basis).  
No new areas for birds are created at these sites.  Therefore, we are not adding hundreds of 
acres of new upland disposal sites as the comment alleges. 
 
The Corps is currently required by the Biological Opinion for the maintenance of the 40-foot 
navigation channel to preclude Caspian terns from nesting at Rice and Pillar Rock Islands and 
Miller Sands Spit.  Caspian tern nesting is acceptable at East Sand Island and the Corps 
currently manages a six-acre site there for terns to nest.  Tern diet at East Sand Island, near the 
mouth of the Columbia River’ mouth is more diverse, with salmonids comprising less than 
40% of the diet. 
 
The NOAA Fisheries will continue to require the Corps to preclude Caspian terns from nesting 
on the upper estuarine islands through the forthcoming renewed biological opinion for the 40-
foot navigation channel and subsequently, for the 43-foot navigation channel O&M, once the 
project is constructed.  Rice Island, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock Island are not scheduled 
to be used for dredged material disposal during construction of the 43-foot project. 
 
Caspian tern management in the western U.S. is the subject of an interagency effort (Caspian 
Tern Working Group).  The intent is to disperse the tern population amongst a number of 
nesting locations to reduce predation on juvenile salmonids and lessen the risk of catastrophic 
loss through disease, pollution or another element, of the bulk of the Caspian tern population. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-126.  Miller Sands Spit, not the island referenced in the comment, will be used for dredged 
material disposal during the O&M phase of the proposed project.  The high tide/riparian strip 
on the interior (southern) side of the Spit lies outside the disposal site boundary.  Thus, no 
disposal or sideslope adjustment will occur into the shallow waters of Miller Sands 
embayment.  Sideslope adjustment will occur on the channelward side of the spit into deep 
water and toward the navigation channel.  This is an ongoing process that has been present 
since the spit was formed by dredged material disposal in 1976. 
 
Avian predators, such as Caspian terns, double-crested cormorants, or gulls of various species 
have utilized this area of the estuary for a substantial period of time and are not a phenomenon 
of the last few years.  Caspian terns colonized Rice Island in 1986, immediately across the 
channel from Miller Sands Spit.  A gull colony was present on Rice Island beginning around 
1980.  Cormorants have also colonized Rice Island and channel markers in the area.  The 
Corps’ wildlife biologist has observed all these species foraging in the area since 1978.  Thus, 
avian predators have discovered no new foraging area.  This area of the estuary is not the head 
of the tide. 
 
Two factors probably contribute to the location of salmon radio tags on Miller Sands Spit.  
First, the presence of a gull colony near the downstream end could easily lead to juvenile 
salmonid radio tags occurring at this location.  Secondly, gulls and Caspian terns will 
congregate on the spit in large numbers prior to nesting and even into the nesting season.  
Pellets cast by loafing birds may contain radio tags. 
 
As proposed, the disposal of dredged material does not create more avian predator habitat.  As 
noted above, the disposal site footprints, as proposed, remain the same as pre-project. 
 
SS-127.  NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS assessed the affects of the restoration projects, 
including the potential short-term adverse affects noted in Draft SEIS, and disagree with this 
comment’s conclusions.  See response to comments SS-10 and SS-91 through SS-100.  
Ecosystem restoration features are not “mitigation.”  They represent voluntary actions 
undertaken by the Corps under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, utilizing the Corps’ existing 
authorities.  No separate Congressional appropriations are required to implement.  These 
features are now part of the project.  The Corps is committed to implementing these ecosystem 
restoration features subject to the contingencies described for each project. 
 
SS-128 and SS-129.  The Corps has proposed to modify its implementation of Miller-Pillar to 
more fully evaluate restoration benefits (see response SS-96).  No such modification is 
necessary for the modified Lois Island embayment restoration feature (see state response S-10).  
The restoration action at Miller-Pillar is directed at re-attainment of productive shallow water 
habitat as determined from baseline studies (see response SS-96). 
 
The comment provides no information to support the statement that there is a solar heating 
problem for salmonids in Cathlamet Bay (Miller/Pillar location) or Grays Bay, both of which 
contain significant acreage of intertidal mudflat and shallow subtidal habitat.  These areas are 
important foraging areas for juvenile salmonids.  They also are subject to tidal ebb and flow 
and therefore, substantial water exchange occurs throughout the tidal cycle, which probably 
precludes your concern over increased water temperature.  Our proposal at Miller/Pillar, at 224 
acres, pales in comparison to the 44,770 acres shallow water habitat in the estuary (see 
response SS-312). 
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noted that the effects of such projects could negatively affect salmon.  Among other  
problems, shallow water habitat can increase water temperatures by increasing solar heating  

SS-129  of the shallow water benches.  The result can both benefit warm water fish that prey on  
salmon, while harming salmon, which are cold-water fish.  In addition, sediment disposal in- 
river will decrease total dissolved oxygen concentrations critical to salmon and other  
anadromous fish.  The Shilapoo Lake project, while mitigating for wildlife habitat, will not 
benefit salmon.  Also, the tide gate retrofits project impacts remain uncertain. 
 
6.2.2.3   Salinity and Estuary Turbidity Maximum 
 

The estuary turbidity maximum (ETM), the critical saltwater/freshwater mixing  
zone, is an important issue that may have significant effects on salmonids.  NMFS withdrew  
its 1999 Opinion in part to reevaluate potential risks that dredging could impose on the ETM.  
The modeling applied during the SEI process and described in the 2002 BiOp speculates that  
the ETM will be move upstream by about one mile as denser saltwater moves upstream 

SS-130  displacing freshwater.  The BiOp notes that recycling in the ETM could shift, changing  
resident phytoplankton production (Page 57).  The BiOp also notes that the location of  
deposition of nutrients could vary with the shift of the ETM.  The BiOp describes the long- 
term impacts to salmon and critical habitat as uncertain.  However, impacts will not be  
reversible by simply trying to monitor the changes.  The import of this issue has not changed,  
nor has the uncertainty lessened. 
 

Research by Schreck et al. (2002) and Schreck et al. (2000) indicates that juvenile 
salmon tend to rely on tidal cycles in the ETM area when moving seaward.  Schreck et al.  
(2002) noted that the rate of migration through this area is possibly linked to survival to 
saltwater, because longer migration times allow more exposure to predators, and longer smolt 
development rates.  They noted that multiple years of study under different flow and tidal 
conditions were needed to understand smolt migration and feeding through transition zones  
and hence, to better understand smolt survival and performance in the estuary and near ocean 
environment.  They also noted that avian predation rates could be related to the freshwater- 

SS-131  saltwater transition areas (see avian predation comments above).  They concluded that if  
juvenile salmon arrive in saltwater prematurely, their subsequent survival may be  
compromised.  Moving the saltwater wedge upstream could result in compromising salmon 
survival by increasing the chance that juveniles arrive prematurely.  In addition, the DEIS  
notes that salinity will be increased at the bottom of the navigation channel.  Recent juvenile  
and adult radio-telemetry studies indicate that salmon use these areas during their migrations.  
The research recommended by Schreck et al. (2002) and Schreck (2000) should be conducted 
before the EIS is finalized and the FEIS should contain a discussion of this research and 
implications to salmon migrations and productivity. 
 
6.8   Socio-Economic Resources 
 

The DEIS does not discuss how the alternatives could affect tribal socioeconomic 
factors or culture, and fails to assess how the proposed project will impact treaty and cultural 

SS-132  resources.  The FEIS should analyze the continuing and cumulative impacts of the four  
alternatives in the DEIS to the socioeconomic factors for tribal communities using methods 

Corps of Engineers Response 
SS-128 and SS-129 (con’t). 
 
Dredged material deposition should not decrease total dissolved oxygen concentration.  The 
material to be disposed is medium to coarse-grained sand with less than one percent fines, 
including organic material.  Given extant river flow, tidal exchange and the negligible amount 
of organics in the material to be dredged, there should not be a reduction in dissolved oxygen.  
See responses SS-91 and SS-98 regarding tidegate retrofitting and Shillapoo Lake. 
 
 
SS-130.  This comment accurately explains that the 2001 SEI process developed additional 
information to address questions raised by NOAA Fisheries in 1999 regarding the ETM.  The 
2002 Biological Opinion is based on this best available science.  The project includes a 
monitoring and adaptive management program.  This process includes initiation of consultation 
under the ESA, if necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-131.  As discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Draft SEIS, changes in the ETM and 
bottom salinity in the channel are minor compared to natural variation of these parameters.  
Consequently, it is unlikely that they will have an adverse effect on migration timing or estuary 
residence.  Neither of the Schreck studies had information on juvenile salmon migration depth.  
Research done by Carlson et al (1999) indicated that migrating juvenile salmon are found 
predominately along the channel margins rather than on the bottom as indicated.  Changes in 
salinity in these areas are even smaller than on the channel bottoms, which would further 
minimize the impact to migrating salmon. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-132 to SS-134.  There is little or no evidence that deepening the channel will adversely 
affect wildlife or fishery resources, especially in regard to up-river tribes.  Channel deepening 
and disposition of dredge material as outlined in the alternatives, would have minimal and 
localized impacts to wildlife in the lower river province and estuary.  It should have little or no 
impact on migrating salmonids and resident fish, especially in the long term.  There is no 
known direct socio-scientific data that directly connects the perceived disintegration of the 
socio-psychological-economic system of tribal life-ways to the proposed actions specific to the 
geographic location.  If such definitive information exists, the Corps would welcome the 
opportunity to review this with the tribes through the consultation process. 
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and data described in Meyer Resources (in CH2 M Hill 1999).  The Meyer Resources analysis 
describes the transfer of river wealth from tribal communities to non-tribal communities from 

SS-133  Corps’ actions such as dredging for navigation.  Loss of tribal wealth with respect to fish and 
wildlife resources from the river has resulted in disproportionate rates of poverty and  
mortality to tribal communities compared to non-tribal communities. 
 

With respect to tribal cultural resources, the DEIS fails to discuss impacts from  
the four alternatives to archeological resources.  The health and abundance of anadromous  
fish, including salmon, steelhead, Pacific lamprey and sturgeon are also critical tribal cultural  
resources and have been since time immemorial.  The proposed action would blast Warrior  

SS-134  Rock, which may be a cultural resource.  The Corps has not consulted with the tribes about 
impacts to cultural resources from the proposed alternatives.  The FEIS should contain the 
linkages between these fish populations, and their fate under the four alternatives and others 
presented in these comments with tribal cultural resources.  The FEIS must examine the issue  
of Environmental Justice with respect to all alternatives analyzed. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

CRITFC appreciates the opportunity to provide final comments on the DEIS.  We 
believe that the DEIS contains many deficiencies that need to be addressed in the FEIS.  
Primarily, the DEIS fails to examine the impacts of the project on the estuary as a part of a 
greater basin ecosystem.  In this respect, the FEIS needs to be integrated with actions in the 
NMFS 2000 FCRPS BiOp with respect to basin-wide recovery of salmon and protection of  
treaty trust resources.  The DEIS also fails to adequately describe and analyze the effects of  
the proposed action on treaty-reserved resources including salmon, Pacific Lamprey and  

SS-135  sturgeon and their critical habitats.  Likewise, the DEIS fails to address the possible impacts 
to tribal communities tribal cultural issues and environmental justice.  The DEIS also fails to 
address issues related to toxic contaminants in sediments that could end up in dredge spoils 
or the water column for shoreline erosion from ship wakes.  In particular, the DEIS points to no 
recent toxic sampling data of the proposed dredging sites.  Finally, the assumptions in the  
DEIS economic analysis of the proposed project are arguable, raising questions as to the  
actual economic viability of this project. 
 

Because tribal interests are affected by this project, we request that the Corps 
SS-136  consult with our member tribes according to established protocols before finalizing this EIS  

and signing a ROD.  Should you have technical questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Bob Heinith at (503) 731-1289. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-132 to SS-134 (con’t).  The Corps has noted the opinion that the DEIS fails to address the 
potential impacts to cultural resources.  The legal requirements for addressing this under the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) are specific to the definitions in that Act.  The 
referenced alternative resources, such as salmon, steelhead and lamprey, are natural resources, 
and although they may be considered as cultural from a tribal perspective, we can only include 
those included in our policy and regulations under NHPA consideration.  Inventories of the 
dredging areas (river bottom) are nearly impossible to execute under the current technology.  
The cultural inventories of proposed fill placement sites have been executed by Minor et al 
(1996), and monitoring during fill placement has been recommended.  The comprehensive 
interpretation of the term “cultural resources,” to include biological resources, as applied by 
NHPA, falls outside the Corps policy and guidelines.  We are investigating the Warrior Rock 
issue, and would welcome any information concerning this area and its significance relative to 
NHPA, NEPA and Sacred Sites. 
 
 
 
 
SS-135 and SS-136.  The Corps disagrees with this comment.  With the exception of lamprey, 
all of the listed issues have been discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 2002 Draft SEIS, 
BA, and Biological Opinion.  A discussion on lamprey and their impacts will be added to the 
Final SEIS.  Contrary to your statement, consultation has been underway with the member 
tribes for several years and is continuing. 
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September 13, 2002 
 
 
Colonel Richard Hobernicht  Ms. Cathy Tortorici 
Commander   Habitat Conservation Division 
NSACE-Portland   National Marine Fisheries Service, NWR 
Attn: CENWP-PM-F (CRCIP)  525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 528 
P.O. Box 2946   Portland, OR  97232 
Portland, OR  97208-2946 
 
Mr. Robert Lohn   Ms. Anne Badgley 
Northwest Regional Administrator Regional Director 
National Marine Fisheries Service U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sei vice 
7600 Sand Point Way N.E.    911 N.E. 11th Avenue 
Seattle, WA  98115      Portland, OR  97232-4181 
 
Mr. Michael Crouse 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NWR 
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 528 
Portland, OR  97232 
 
Re: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for 
 Columbia River Channel Deepening Project 
 
Dear Colonel Hobernicht, Mr. Lohn, Mr. Crouse, Ms. Tortorici and Ms. Badgley: 
 
On behalf of the Columbia River Alliance for Nuturing the Environment 
(“CRANE”), this letter provides comments on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’  
July 2002 Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (“DSEIS”) for the Columbia River Channel Deepening Project.  In addition, 

SS-137  this letter provides comments on the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish  
and Wildlife Services Biological Opinions for the Channel Deepening Project, both  
dated May 20, 2002 (the “NMFS BiOp” and “USFWS BiOp,” respectively;  
collectively, the “Biological Opinions”).  These comments include a report on the  
DSEIS, attached as Exhibit A, prepared by Dr. Robert Dillinger of Natural Resources 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-137.  The Corps disagrees with the general comment that the Draft SEIS and the Biological 
Opinions are “legally, economically and scientifically flawed.”  The Draft SEIS and the Biological 
Opinions comply with all relevant and applicable federal and state law requirements.  Responses to 
specific comments, and to the attached reports, are addressed below as each comment is raised.  
Moreover, in response to public comments, including these comments, the Corps has expanded the 
cumulative effects section (§6.12) in the Final SEIS. 
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Planning Services (“Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report”); a report on the DSEIS, attached as 
Exhibit B, prepared by Nancy Olmsted, M.S., of Natural Resources Planning Services 
(“Olmsted Report”); a report on the DSEIS, attached as Exhibit C, prepared by Ernie 
Niemi, M.C.R.P., of EcoNorthwest (“Niemi Report”); and a report on the Biological 
Opinions, attached as Exhibit D, also prepared by Dr. Dillinger (“Dr. Dillinger BiOp 
Report”).  We believe that the DSEIS and the Biological Opinions on which it is 
based are legally, economically and scientifically flawed, and offer these combined 
comments to demonstrate that (a) the Biological Opinions do not meet the standard set 
forth under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and consultation should be 
withdrawn and reinitiated, and (b) the Corps should withdraw the DSEIS and reissue a 
revised DSEIS that remedies the deficiencies identified in this letter. 
 

1.   THE SEIS REPEATS ERRORS AND OVERSIGHTS 
IN THE FEIS FOR THE PROJECT 

 
The DSEIS repeats many of the same errors and oversights that appeared in the  
October 1998 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) and the August 1999 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”).  In particular, the Corps’ analysis 
continues to ignore the effects of significant interdependent and interrelated activities 

SS-138  in its environmental and economic analyses.  CRANE renews the objections and 
comments raised in Perkins Cole’s letters on behalf of CRANE member Paul L. King, 
which commented upon the DEIS and FEIS.  See Correspondence from Perkins Coie  
to Steve Stevens (Feb. 4, 1999) (“DEIS Comment Letter”), Correspondence from  
Perkins Coie to David B. Sanford, Jr. (Nov. 12, 1999) (“FEIS Comment Letter”). 
 
The bases for these objections and comments include (a) CRANE’s continued concern 
that the impacts of the Corps’ proposal for dredged spoil disposal on the Lower 
Columbia River ecosystem have not been adequately examined and considered, 

SS-139  (b) the Corps' failure to adequately disclose and analyze the impacts of sponsor ports’ 
use of the dredge spoils through interrelated and interdependent actions, (c) the Corps’ 
continued inclusion of the Gateway 3 parcel as an upland disposal site and (d) the  
Corps’ continued failure to address comments related to the Channel Deepening  
Project’s wetland and wildlife impacts.  In addition, CRANE raises the following 
supplemental comments. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-138.  The Corps disagrees with the general comment that the environmental and economic analyses 
presented in the October 1998 Draft IFR/EIS, August 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and July 2002 Draft SEIS 
ignore “the effects of significant interdependent and interrelated activities.”  These documents, as well 
as other related documents, comply with all relevant and applicable federal and state law requirements.  
Responses to specific comments are addressed below as each comment is raised. 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-139.  The Corps disagrees with the general comments regarding the sufficiency of the Final SEIS.  
The impacts of dredge material disposal and sponsor use of dredge material, the transfer of dredge 
material to disposal site W-101.0 (a 40-acre disposal site within the boundary of the approximately 
1,100 acre Port of Vancouver Columbia Gateway project) and the impacts of the channel improvement 
project on wetlands and wildlife are fully considered and evaluated in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and this 
Final SEIS.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS §2.4 (channel maintenance), §4 (alternatives), §5 (affected 
environment), §6 (project impacts); Final SEIS (same). 
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A. The DSEIS unlawfully ignores interrelated and interdependent 
 actions that will be taken by the Port of Vancouver after dredge 
 spoil deposition on Gateway 3. 

SS-140 
Federal law requires examination of a project's direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts, including "impacts on the environment which result from incremental impact  
on the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions."  40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.  The Corps is obligated to identify "all other actions— 
past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable—that have had or are expected to have 
impacts in the same area" and "the overall impact that can be expected if the  
individual acts are allowed to accumulate." City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United  
States Dep't of Transp., 95 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. 1996).  Despite these requirements of 
federal law, the Corps continues to impermissibly confine the scope of its review of  
the impacts of dredge spoil disposal on the Gateway 3 property.  The Corps' analysis 
admits that the Channel Deepening Project will expedite the conversion of agricultural 
land use to port development, but excludes development actions that will be taken by  
the Port of Vancouver from the scope of review.  See DSEIS at 4-14.  The Gateway 3 
development is not only reasonably foreseeable but interrelated and interdependent  
with the Channel Deepening Project. 
 

1. The DSEIS proposes to reduce acreages for dredge spoil 
deposits on Gateway 3, but does not propose to reduce the  
overall volume of those depositions, resulting in nothing more  
than “fill gerrymandering” for purposes of appearance. 

SS-141 
The Corps proposes to reduce the acreage to be used on Gateway 3 for dredge spoil 
disposal from 69 acres to 39.7 acres, but the DSEIS does not reduce the overall  
volume of dredge spoils to be deposited on the site (2,800,000 cubic yards).  See  
DSEIS at 6-14 (reporting only the reduction in acreage); DSEIS, Exhibit K, Draft 
Technical Memorandum: Consistency with Local Critical Areas Ordinances at 42 
(proposing to accommodate 2,800,000 cubic yards of dredge spoils on Gateway 3) 
(hereinafter “Critical Areas Ordinances Exhibit”); FEIS, Table 4-18 at 4-59  
(proposing disposal of 2,800,000 cubic yards of dredge spoils on Gateway 3). 
 
Since the Corps intends to use Gateway 3 for the disposal of the same volumes of  
dredge spoils proposed in the DEIS and FEIS, it appears that the Corps is merely  
engaged in “fill gerrymandering”—depositing mountains of dredge spoils so as to  
avoid areas identified as wetlands.  See Critical Areas Ordinances Exhibit at 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-140.  The Corps agrees that federal law and regulations require review of direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts.  See 40 C.F.R. §§1508.7, 1508.8.  The Draft SEIS specifically addresses 
cumulative impacts in §6.12 and other sections addressing alternatives, the affected environment, and 
general project impacts.  Moreover, the cumulative impacts section of the Final SEIS (as well as other 
sections) has been revised and expanded to address specific comments and concerns raised during the 
public comment process. 
 
The term ‘cumulative impacts’ is defined in NEPA regulations as: 

[T]he impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions.  Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 

 
40 C.F.R. §1508.7.  The terms ‘impacts’ and ‘effects’ as “used in [NEPA] regulations are 
synonymous.”  40 C.F.R. §1508.7.  The term ‘effects’ is defined as: 

(a)  Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 
(b)  Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include 
growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land 
use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other 
natural systems, including ecosystems. 

40 C.F.R. §1508.8. 
 
The Corps’ disposal of dredge materials at disposal site W-101.0 is fully considered in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and Final SEIS.  The Port of Vancouver’s proposed Columbia Gateway development project 
(“Gateway”) is not interrelated or interdependent with the channel improvement project.  Nor is it an 
indirect effect of channel improvement.  Gateway is an approximately 600-acre proposed industrial 
development and 500-acre mitigation effort that is being separately planned, evaluated and permitted 
by the Port of Vancouver.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS §3.4 and Final SEIS §3.4.  The Port has made it 
clear that completion of the proposed Gateway development is not dependent on the availability of 
dredge material from the channel improvement project and that Gateway will proceed regardless of 
whether the channel improvement project is implemented.  See Final SEIS §3.4.  However, because 
the Port’s Gateway development is a reasonably foreseeable future action, its potential effects are 
analyzed in the Final SEIS cumulative effects discussion.  See Section 6.12.  Lastly, the Corps notes 
that the decision City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 95 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. 
1996) was withdrawn and superceded by City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 
123 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 1997). 
 
SS-141.  As discussed above, the Port of Vancouver’s proposed Columbia Gateway development is not 
a connected action, and is not an indirect effect of the channel improvement project.  The Corps 
disagrees with the comments regarding the acreage reduction for dredge material disposal at the W-
101.0 disposal site.  The Corps has reduced the area of the W-101.0 disposal site from 97 acres to 40 
acres in order to reduce the impact of disposal on agricultural lands at the W-101.0 site.  See Final 
SEIS §8.7.1.  The volume of dredge materials projected for deposit at the W-101.0 disposal site over 
the life of the channel improvement project is now 2.3 million cubic yards. 
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Figs. 28-32.  Based on the Port of Vancouver's Gateway Master Plan ("Gateway 
Master Plan"), it is clear that the Port of Vancouver intends to use Gateway 3 for 
industrial development.  If the Port intends to make use of these large quantities of fill 
to prepare Gateway 3 for development, it must first undertake grading and additional 
spreading of the fill.  The Port's actions will likely eliminate any benefit derived from  
the Corps’ disposal design, which purports to “avoid any wetland fill.” In addition,  
the Port’s fill activities will be both interrelated and interdependent with the Channel 
Deepening Project action, as they occur as the direct result of the Corps' disposal of 
dredge spoils on the site.  As such, the impacts attendant to the Port’s further moving  
of the fill must be analyzed in the Corps' environmental documents. 
 

2. The Port of Vancouver’s claim that Port development and 
 Channel Deepening are not connected is legally insufficient 
 and factually incorrect. 

SS-142 
The Port of Vancouver has submitted a letter denying that the Port’s development is 
contingent upon receipt of the dredge spoils.  See DSEIS at 3-16; see also 
Correspondence from Lawrence J. Paulson to Laura Hicks (April 11, 2002).  This 
contention is undercut by the Corps’ acknowledgement that (a) one of the primary 
benefits to be derived from channel deepening will be the “expedite[d] conversion of  
193 acres of agricultural land to port-industrial lands” (DSEIS at 4-14), and (b) “some 
future development of port marine and industrial facilities is reasonably foreseeable 
within the project area,” although the Corps implausibly asserts that this development 
will not be “caused by or connected to channel improvement” (DSEIS at 6-56).  The 
Corps’ and the ports' efforts to explain the lack of connection between channel 
improvement and increased port development are unconvincing.  Not only will the 
Channel Deepening Project provide the Port of Vancouver with cheap fill, but,  
according to the Corps' analysis of the economic benefits of Channel Deepening, the 
Channel Deepening Project will also spur the economic development along the  
Columbia River necessary to justify additional port and industrial development like  
the Gateway project.  Gateway development plans and the Channel Deepening Project 
are clearly linked.  Failure to consider the Gateway development plans in conjunction 
with the Channel Deepening Project improperly and illegally segments an interrelated 
and interdependent action.  This issue is discussed at greater length below at Section 
II(A)(3). 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-141 (con’t).  The projected disposal volume is within the estimated site capacity, and amounts to a 
reduction of 500,000 cubic yards from the 2.8 million cubic yards predicted for disposal at the W-
101.0 disposal site in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  See the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-9. 
 
Further, there is no basis for the suggestion that the Port of Vancouver would grade and spread the 
dredge materials deposited at the W-101.0 disposal site throughout the larger Gateway project without 
proper environmental review and authorization.  The City of Vancouver is currently in the process of 
drafting an EIS for the Port’s Columbia Gateway Subarea Plan.  After completing the EIS, and before 
using any dredged materials from the channel improvement project, the Port would need to obtain all 
appropriate permits, including Clean Water Act Section 404 permits for any proposed wetland filling.  
Again, because the Port’s proposed development is not connected with the channel improvement 
project, and is not an indirect effect of the project, it is not evaluated as a direct or indirect effect of the 
project, but rather as a potential cumulative effect.  See Final Supplemental IFR/EIS Section 6.12. 
 
The Corps has not engaged in “fill gerrymandering.”  The reduction of disposal at W-101.0 results 
from the fact that the amount of material in this stretch of the river has declined significantly. 
 
SS-142.  The Corps disagrees with the general comments that the Port of Vancouver’s proposed 
Gateway project and the channel improvement project are interrelated, interdependent, or improperly 
segmented.  Please see the discussion in response SS-140 regarding the proposed Gateway project and 
the W-101.0 dredge materials disposal site.  The Port of Vancouver’s Gateway project is a wholly 
separate project undertaken and permitted by the Port of Vancouver.  The Port of Vancouver has made 
it clear that the Gateway project will proceed regardless of whether the channel improvement project 
proceeds, and that the 600-acre Gateway project is not dependent on the deposition of dredge materials 
at the 40-acre W-101.0 disposal site.  Draft SEIS §3.4.  Because the proposed development is 
reasonably foreseeable, its potential cumulative effects are evaluated in Section 6.12 of the 1999 Final 
Supplemental IFR/EIS. 
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B. The DSEIS fails to remedy scientific flaws and legal inadequacies 

contained in the DEIS and FEIS. 
 
The DSEIS does not correct significant scientific errors that appeared in the Corps'  
DEIS and FEIS analyses.  In addition to the general objections renewed above at  
Section 1, CRANE points out the following flaws, which further demonstrate the 
inadequacy of the Corps' environmental review. 
 

1. The Corps fails to remedy inadequacies regarding its  
 treatment of Sandhill Cranes. 

SS-143 
The Corps notes that Sandhill Cranes, a listed endangered species in Washington, 
“have been observed at the site” (see Critical Area Ordinances Exhibit at 43), but 
provides no analysis of how the disposal of dredge spoils will affect existing Sandhill 
Crane habitat on Gateway 3. Nevertheless, the Corps has determined that its  
mitigation measures are “consistent with the draft Washington State Recovery Plan for 
the Sandhill Cranes (August 2001).” See Critical Areas Ordinances Exhibit at 44.  
The Corps ignores the fact that the final Washington State Recovery Plan for Sandhill 
Cranes, published in June 2002 and attached as Exhibit E, specifically identifies the 
loss of Sandhill Crane habitat on the Gateway properties as a serious threat to the  
species’ survival.  See WDFW, Washington State Sandhill Recovery Plan at 21-22  
(June 2002) (hereinafter “Final Sandhill Recovery Plan”). 
 
There is no question that Sandhill Cranes frequent the Woodland Bottoms, Sauvie  
Island, Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge and the Vancouver Lowlands.  
Nevertheless, the Final Sandhill Recovery Plan makes clear that habitat preservation 
in those other locations will not make up for habitat losses on the Gateway properties, 
and specifically notes that such losses might be occasioned not only by the Port’s 
development plans, but also the Channel Deepening Project.  See Final Sandhill 
Recovery Plan at 22, 23.  Furthermore, the Corps' proposed mitigation plan for  
Sandhill Crane habitat is contingent upon the Corps’ purchase of 284 acres of fee title 
property on which to provide long term pasture and wetland habitat, but the Corps 
provides no guarantee that this project will in fact be undertaken.  See Critical Areas 
Ordinances Exhibit at 44.  The Corps' contingent mitigation plan, and its failure to 
analyze the current Sandhill Crane habitat values on Gateway 3 demonstrate that the 
Corps has not remedied inadequacies in its review of the Channel Deepening Project's 
impacts on Sandhill Cranes. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-143.  Purchase of lands for project-related purposes, including wildlife mitigation lands, will 
become a legally binding, contractual requirement upon the sponsor ports signing the Project 
Cooperation Agreement.  Thus, they are obligated to provide these lands.  The proposed wildlife 
mitigation efforts more than adequately address impacts to wildlife and their habitat mitigation ratios 
are 12:1, 4:1 and approximately 1:1, respectively, for wetlands, riparian habitat, and agricultural lands.  
The large mitigation tracts selected along the Columbia River will improve habitat connectivity for 
wildlife species.  The mitigation lands are replacing smaller, more isolated impacts, principally of 
agricultural lands.  The mitigation lands will provide substantially better habitat conditions than project 
impacted habitats.  Impacts to the agricultural lands at disposal site W-101.0 were considered in 
developing this mitigation. 
 
The Corps has reviewed the Final Washington State Sandhill Crane Recovery Plan and determined that 
the channel improvement project, including the proposed mitigation, is consistent with the final plan.  
The Corps will only use a 40-acre disposal site in the Columbia Gateway property.  The wildlife 
habitat value of the property has been determined and wildlife mitigation efforts will be implemented 
at the Woodland Bottoms mitigation site.  Mitigation at Woodland Bottoms will include 132 acres in 
long-term pasture and 97 acres in wetland habitat that will benefit sandhill cranes.  As discussed above, 
the mitigation plan for the project assessed the habitat value of the W-101.0 disposal site and more 
than compensates for any impact to it.  The wildlife mitigation plan provides for securing lands and 
habitat development in Woodland Bottoms which is documented by WDFW in their final sandhill 
crane recovery plan as lands used by this crane population.  Given the extensive array and acreage of 
State Wildlife Management Areas (Sauvie Island, Shillapoo; 2,371 acres) and National Wildlife 
Refuges (Ridgefield NWR; 5,150 acres) in the area, plus private agricultural lands, and the full 
mitigation effort for this project, it is not anticipated that the project would adversely affect sandhill 
cranes.  Further, should the Port of Vancouver’s independent Columbia Gateway development be 
implemented, mitigation for their project related impacts will be implemented. 
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2. The DSEIS cannot adequately assess the Channel Deepening 
 Project’s effects on wetlands or propose adequate mitigation  
 for their loss. 

SS-144 
The Corps' wetland mitigation plans are incomplete in their scope and inadequate in  
the remedies they propose.  These deficiencies are discussed in detail in the Olmsted 
Report, attached as Exhibit B. 
 

a. The Corps fails to analyze and propose mitigation for  
 the effects of interrelated, interdependent wetland  
 filling that will be undertaken by the Port of  
 Vancouver. 

SS-145 
The Corps’ Wetland Mitigation Plan identifies Mt. Solo and Puget Island as the only  
sites where Project activity will result in unavoidable impacts to isolated wetlands.  
See DSEIS, Exhibit K, Draft Technical Memorandum: Consistency With Local  
Critical Areas Ordinances, Appendix B, Wetlands Mitigation Plan at 1 (hereinafter 
“Wetlands Mitigation Plan”).  But the Corps’ analysis fails to take into account the 
interdependent and interrelated actions that will be undertaken by the Port of  
Vancouver to spread fill on the Gateway 3 property.  See discussion infra at  
Sections I(A)(2) and II(A)(3).  As a result, the impact area described in the Wetlands 
Mitigation Plan must be enlarged to include the Gateway 3 property and the Corps  
must propose mitigation that will compensate for wetlands losses caused by the  
Channel Deepening Project. 
 

b. The Corps bases its mitigation plans for Mt. Solo and 
 Puget Island on incomplete knowledge of those sites; as  
 a result, the proposed mitigation is inadequate. 

SS-146 
The Corps not only excludes impacts to the Gateway 3 wetlands from its analysis, but 
also fails to conduct even the most rudimentary research necessary to propose viable 
mitigation plans for Mt. Solo and Puget Island.  The Corps’ own documents admit that 
“[n]o formal wetland delineation has been completed on either site, and some detailed 
information (i.e., soil characteristics from taking soil samples and comparing the  
Munsell Soil book) on the wetlands is not available.” See Wetlands Mitigation Plan 
at 6.  Without this basic information, the Corps cannot credibly evaluate impacts to 
Mt. Solo and Puget Island wetlands, let alone propose responsive mitigation plans to 
compensate for their loss. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-144.  The Corps disagrees that the wetland mitigation plans are incomplete.  See responses S-72, 
SS-146 and I-28.  Responses to the Olmstead report are provided at SS-179 through SS-186. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-145.  The Corps disagrees with the comment that the Wetlands Mitigation Plan must be enlarged to 
include the Port of Vancouver’s proposed Columbia Gateway project.  As discussed above, the 
proposed Gateway development is not a connected action, and is not an indirect effect of the channel 
improvement project.  Accordingly, the channel improvement project is not responsible for providing 
any mitigation that may be required should the proposed Gateway project move forward.  Any such 
mitigation would be solely the responsibility of the Port of Vancouver.  The Port of Vancouver has 
issued a Draft EIS for its Columbia Gateway Subarea Plan.  The Draft EIS identifies impacts to and 
mitigation for wetlands and wildlife. 
 
 
 
SS-146.  The comment’s reference to delineation is quoted out of context.  The 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 impacts, including wetland habitat, and gains 
(mitigation sites).  It is not necessary to implement another methodology to determine wetland impacts 
and mitigation.  In addition, the Corps worked with an interagency task force comprised of federal and 
state resource agencies to use HEP to analyze impacts from the Mt. Solo and Puget Island sites that 
includes impacts to wetlands, agricultural and riparian lands.  The agencies agreed that this approach, 
which focuses on habitat functions, was the proper approach to develop mitigation for this project.  
The approach results in mitigation to wetlands at a very high ratio and also provides mitigation for 
functions from non-wetland areas.  The result of this approach is that the mitigation for the Project 
includes far more mitigation acreage than would result from conducting a delineation that identified 
wetlands and provided mitigation only for wetland impacts (the approach suggested by the comment).  
Furthermore, the quantity and quality of wetland acres was determined by topography, review of color 
infrared aerial photographs and site investigation at Mt. Solo.  The Corps believes formal wetland 
delineation would not result in a substantial change in the acreage of identified wetland habitat.  In 
addition, analysis since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS indicates that the amount of wetland impacts is lower 
than estimated in that document.  However, the proposed mitigation has remained substantially the 
same.  A formal wetland delineation will be conducted prior to discharge of dredged material in these 
wetland sites in order to verify the Corps’ conclusion; the mitigation plan will be adjusted, if 
necessary. 
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3. The DSEIS fails to discuss the impact of potential sediment 
contamination. 

SS-147 
The DSEIS fails to address the presence of contaminated sediments.  These sediments 
will be removed as part of the Channel Deepening Project, but the Corps fails to  
discuss or evaluate the effect of the resuspension and deposition of that sediment.  
The Corps ignores potentially significant detrimental impacts to the Columbia River  
and the upland sites on which the sediment will be deposited.  As a result, the DSEIS' 
analysis of sediment issues is scientifically inadequate. 
 
C. The Corps continues to fail in its obligation under NEPA to ensure  
 the scientific integrity of its studies. 

SS-148 
As noted in our DEIS Comment Letter and FEIS Comment Letter, analysis used to 
support conclusions reached in the DSEIS must have scientific integrity. 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1502.24. The DSEIS fails to meet this standard because, among other things, (a) the 
Corps relies inappropriately on merely theoretical conceptual modeling to derive its 
conclusions; (b) the Corps relies on studies conducted in vastly different systems and 
ignores those studies’ explicit warnings regarding research limitations and limited 
applicability; (c) the Corps' own research has been conducted over insufficiently long 
periods, using faulty methodology; (d) the Corps' data regarding the Columbia River 
ecosystem is highly uncertain, and is entirely inadequate as a basis for conclusions 
regarding the system’s operation; and (e) neither the Corps' monitoring plans nor its 
adaptive management plan are set forth in sufficient detail to offer any assurance that 
they will in fact work to correct any flaws in the basic Channel Deepening Project 
proposal.  These criticisms are discussed more fully in Section II, and in the 
Dr. Dillinger SEIS Report, the Olmsted Report and the Dr. Dillinger BiOp Report. 
 
 

II.   THE DSEIS CONTAINS ADDITIONAL ERRORS AND 
OMISSIONS THAT WILL LEAD TO FAULTY DECISION 

MAKING 
 
In addition to repeating many of the serious legal and biological problems that  
pervaded the DEIS and FEIS, the DSEIS contains new legal, scientific and economic 

SS-149  flaws.  Taken together, these defects undermine the Corps' conclusions and the  
adequacy of the Corps' review. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-147.  The Federal Government disagrees with this assertion.  The sediment has been adequately 
characterized in accordance with national and regional testing and evaluation guidance and has been 
found to be suitable for unconfined in-water or upland placement.  In addition, the topic of suspended 
sediment has been addressed in several forums and is addressed in the Final SEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-148.  As discussed in more detail in responses to specific comments, the analysis reflected in the 
Final SEIS has scientific integrity as required by the CEQ regulations.  The methodologies used in 
Corps’ analyses and the sources of information are clearly identified throughout the Final SEIS and in 
the Bibliography.  See 40 CFR 1502.24.  Further, many of the scientific methods and decisions 
challenged by the comment were developed in consultation with and approved by NOAA Fisheries and 
USFWS, the federal agencies responsible for protecting ESA-listed species, after being addressed 
through the open scientific review process facilitated by SEI.  Throughout the SEI and consultation 
processes, the Corps, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS used agreed scientific methods, such as the 
conceptual model, to evaluate the best available information.  The Final SEIS builds on the 
collaborative consultation effort and analyzes newly available site-specific information on potential 
impacts to smelt, sturgeon, crab and other non-listed species and resources.  While available 
information does not indicate reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects, the Corps’ monitoring 
and adaptive management commitments will address areas of potential remaining uncertainty.  Under 
the terms and conditions of the Biological Opinions, the Corps will be submitting more detailed plans 
in accordance with published NOAA Fisheries’ guidance.  See responses to Dillinger and Olmstead 
(SS-170 through SS-187.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-149.  The Corps disagrees.  The 1998 Draft IFR/EIS, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and the Draft and 
Final SEIS fully comply with NEPA. 
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A. The Corps unlawfully segments review of the Channel Deepening 
 Project because it omits foreseeable direct, indirect and cumulative 

effects of the Channel Deepening Project. 
SS-150 

As noted above, federal law requires examination of a project's direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts, including "impacts on the environment which result from 
incremental impact on the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. The Corps is obligated to identify  
"all other actions-past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable—that have had or are 
expected to have impacts in the same area" and "the overall impact that can be  
expected if the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate." City of Carmel-by-the- 
Sea v. United States Dep't of Transp., 95 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. 1996). 
 

1. The Corps describes its action area so narrowly as to exclude 
       significant effects of the Channel Deepening Project. 

 
The Corps describes its action area as the "bank-to-bank run of the Columbia River  
from Bonneville Dam down to the river's mouth, which includes adjacent port  
terminals and berths and certain ecosystem restoration and mitigation sites," as well as 
"[u]pland disposal, ecosystem restoration, and mitigation sites." DSEIS at 1-7.  This 
scoping ignores the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of development that will 
accompany the Channel Deepening Project and which will occur landward of the 
Columbia River's banks and in the Portland metropolitan area, among other places. 

SS-151 
The Corps and the sponsor ports trumpet the regional economic benefits they presume 
will flow from the Channel Deepening Project.  See e.g., FEIS, Ch. 3. These benefits  
can only be realized if the Channel Deepening Project spurs direct, indirect or  
cumulative economic growth landward of the action area.  The Corps cannot draw  
valid conclusions regarding the likely impacts of the Channel Deepening Project  
based on an incomplete and overly narrow definition of the Channel Deepening  
Project's action area and scope of effect that does not go beyond the river banks. 
 
This extremely limited scope of analysis also fails to take into account the cumulative 
environmental impacts that axe likely to accrue because the Channel Deepening  
Project lies at the heart of the Lower Columbia River ecosystem.  Through a dramatic 
physical alteration of the Columbia River bed, adjacent uplands, and the Mouth of the 
Columbia River, the construction and maintenance of the Channel Deepening Project 
affects the interrelationships between plant and animal life and the habitat on which 
 
 
 
[I 5690-0017/SBO22540.027] 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-150.  The SEIS cumulative impact discussion (§6.12), and the cumulative impacts sections of the 
2002 Biological Opinions properly address the cumulative effects of all foreseeable actions affecting 
the lower Columbia River.  See response SS-140. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-151.  The Final SEIS cumulative impacts discussion (§6.12) and the cumulative impacts sections of 
the 2002 Biological Opinions by NOAA Fisheries and USFWS properly address reasonably 
foreseeable actions affecting the lower Columbia River.  The Final SEIS cumulative impacts section 
was revised and expanded in response to public comments regarding the Draft SEIS.  Moreover, the 
economic benefits of the channel improvement project are not based on proposed or contemplated new 
or expanded port facilities.  The benefits are based on increased shipping transportation efficiencies 
from the deeper channel. 
 
As described in the Final SEIS, the proposed deepening of the channel would result in relatively small 
physical or biological changes to areas directly affected by dredging and disposal over current 
conditions.  These changes would, in turn, not have a measurable effect on the lower Columbia River 
ecosystem.  Over the long term, the likely decreased maintenance dredging from a deeper channel and 
the proposed restoration actions would are expected to improve fish and wildlife habitat over current 
conditions. 
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they rely.  Moreover, because the Channel Deepening Project affects anadromous 
species, its effects will be felt throughout the Pacific Coast and the interior Columbia 
River and Snake River Basins. 
 

2. The Corps fails to disclose or investigate relevant cumulative 
 impacts of the Channel Deepening Project. 

SS-152 
The Corps' discussion of cumulative impacts is inadequate and excludes a number of 
significant projects that will undoubtedly contribute to the Channel Deepening  
Project's overall environmental effects.  Failure to include these cumulative effects 
analyses violates federal environmental law and undermines the Corps' conclusion  
that the Channel Deepening Project will not be detrimental to the Columbia River 
ecosystem. 
 

a. The DSEIS mentions the cumulative effects that will be 
associated with channel deepening on the Willamette  
River, but provides no useful information or analysis on 
those effects. 

 
Although the Corps has deferred its immediate plans to deepen the Willamette River 
Channel, there is little question that the Willamette's deepening will proceed once 
environmental cleanup is completed.  The Willamette River's inclusion in the DEIS  
and FEIS, its role as a major tributary to the Columbia and the location of the vast 
majority of the Port of Portland's berths on the Willamette, rather than the Columbia,  
all illustrate that neither river can properly be considered in isolation. 

SS-153 
The DSEIS mentions the Willamette River channel deepening as a possible  
cumulative impact, but it provides no useful information for consideration by the  
Corps or public.  Plainly, deepening of the Willamette River cannot proceed without  
first deepening the Columbia River navigation channel.  In addition, any impacts 
associated with future deepening of the Willamette are likely to affect the downstream 
Columbia River system's operation as well.  The Corps' failure to investigate  
cumulative effects associated with future Willamette River navigation channel 
improvements ignores the obvious and undeniable connection between these river 
systems and violates federal environmental law. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-152.  The Final SEIS explicitly considers numerous other actions, for example, Willamette River, 
MCR dredging, etc. described in the comments, and concludes that the channel improvement project 
will not contribute to significant adverse cumulative effects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-153.  The Willamette River is listed as a Superfund site under CERCLA.  The remedial 
investigation and feasibility study necessary to develop a cleanup plan for the Willamette River have 
not been completed.  Accordingly, the Final SEIS properly acknowledges that remediation of the 
Willamette River is reasonably foreseeable and notes that at this time, it is not known what actions will 
be taken to remediate the Willamette River or what the effects of any remediation may be.  See Final 
SEIS §6.12.  Given the uncertainty that arose from the Superfund listing over the precise nature and 
duration of any future actions necessary to remediate the Willamette River, the Final SEIS also 
properly acknowledges that determining the nature and magnitude of any potential impacts stemming 
from any future deepening of the Willamette River channel are largely speculative at this time.  
However, those effects that are reasonably foreseeable are discussed in the cumulative effects analysis 
in the Final SEIS.  See Final SEIS §6.12.  Given the uncertainty associated with the cleanup, 
deepening of the Willamette has been deferred at this time.  Accordingly, the Final SEIS economic 
analysis does not include any benefits based on deepening of the Willamette River navigation channel 
or construction of port facilities.  The Corps and USEPA are continuing close coordination on all 
sediment activities in the Willamette River, including CERCLA actions.  See response SS-4 and SS-
232. 
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b. The DSEIS improperly excludes the cumulative effects 
 that will be associated with the Federal Columbia River 
 Power System's proposed actions. 

 
The Corps fails to account for the cumulative effects of actions to be taken in the  
Federal Columbia River Power System ("FCRPS").  While the Corps acknowledges  
that the FCRPS actions and Channel Deepening Project are connected for the purpose 
of mitigation (see DSEIS at 6-57), it fails to make the same connection with regard to  
the cumulative effects of the two projects.  The FCRPS actions will occur directly  
upriver from the Channel Deepening Project; as part of the same Columbia River 
ecosystem, FCRPS actions will have foreseeable cumulative effects when considered  
in conjunction with the Channel Deepening Project.  In particular, execution of the 
FCRPS actions affects the health of the Columbia River estuary, as does the Channel 
Deepening Project.  If the Corps has underestimated the actual effects of the FCRPS 
actions, the estuary may be in significantly worse condition at the time of Channel 
Deepening than has been assumed in the DSEIS.  The environmental impacts of the 
FCRPS actions and the Channel Deepening Project cannot be evaluated in isolation;  
as a result, the Corps has improperly excluded the FCRPS actions from its assessment  
of the cumulative impacts associated with Channel Deepening. 

SS-154 
It is also noteworthy that the FCRPS requires further maintenance dredging activities  
on the Columbia and Snake Rivers upstream from the Channel Deepening Project. 
The interplay between and cumulative effects of dredging throughout the Columbia-
Snake Basin is not recognized by the Corps in the DSEIS.  For example, anadromous  
fish in the Columbia-Snake River Basin are affected by not only the Channel  
Deepening and maintenance project, but the FCRPS operations, the upstream channel 
maintenance by the Corps, and a host of other state, local and private activities in a 
four-state area.  The effect of the Channel Deepening Project on the Lower Columbia 
River estuary is a linchpin for cumulative effects throughout the entire region. 
 

c. The DSEIS improperly excludes the effects associated 
 with ongoing maintenance dredging at the mouth of the 

Columbia River. 
 
The Corps currently engages in annual maintenance dredging at the mouth of the 
Columbia River ("MCR").  This maintenance dredging is essential to the continued 

SS-155  use of the Columbia River navigation channel at its current depths, and will certainly 
continue at current—if not greater—levels to accommodate the 43-foot channel.  As 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-154.  The potential cumulative impacts of Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) actions 
are fully evaluated in the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS Biological Opinions (December 2000) for the 
FCRPS, the NOAA Fisheries 2002 Biological Opinion for the channel improvement project, the Draft 
SEIS, and the expanded cumulative impacts section in the Final SEIS (Section 6.12). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-155.  The Corps does not anticipate the need to deepen MCR as a result of the channel 
improvement project.  MCR channel maintenance will not be affected by the channel improvement 
project.  MCR channel maintenance will continue as currently practiced with the “no action” 40-foot 
Columbia River channel.  The minor changes in the hydraulics at MCR attributable to the channel 
improvement project will not influence sedimentation or resulting maintenance.  The Final SEIS 
includes additional discussion of the cumulative effects of the current MCR maintenance activities.  
Also see response SS-156 below. 
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with the FCRPS, the Corps admits that dredging at the MCR directly affects the 
Columbia River and its environment, but fails to analyze that action's environmental 
effects in conjunction with the Channel Deepening Project's effects.  See DSEIS at 6- 
57. As part of the same navigation system, the ongoing environmental impacts  
associated with maintenance of the MCR will be interrelated with, caused by, and 
cumulative with those associated with the Channel Deepening Project, and must be 
analyzed in the DSEIS.  The potential adverse environmental effects of the MCR 
maintenance dredging and Channel Deepening Project on the Columbia River estuary  

SS-155  are particularly troubling.  The Corps must engage in additional environmental review  
of the MCR maintenance if, as it appears, the mouth must also be deepened to 
accommodate deeper draft vessels.  See Army Corps of Engineers, Columbia River at  
the Mouth, Oregon and Washington Navigation Channel Improvement, Interim 
Feasibility Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement (March 1983), attached  
as Exhibit F. Even if the MCR maintenance will not require deeper dredging after 
Channel Deepening, the Corps' environmental analysis of the MCR maintenance has 
been cursory at best and is an unreliable indicator of estuary impacts from MCR 
maintenance itself—let alone the effects of MCR maintenance in addition to Channel 
Deepening, the FCRPS and other current or foreseeable actions in the Columbia River 
estuary.  Id.  The Channel Deepening Project cannot be analyzed in a vacuum to 
compartmentalize and ignore the cumulative impact of related actions throughout the 
Columbia Snake River Basin and Columbia River Estuary. 
 

d. The DSEIS improperly excludes the effects associated 
 with ongoing maintenance of the Columbia River  
 navigation channel. 

 
The Corps currently engages in annual maintenance dredging of the Columbia River 
navigation channel, but fails to assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of  
that maintenance dredging will have when combined with the Channel Deepening 
Project.  In addition, future maintenance dredging of the navigation channel will be 

SS-156  interrelated and interdependent to the Channel Deepening Project because a newly- 
deepened channel would require the same—if not greater—maintenance dredging to 
preserve the open channel.  As a part of the same navigation system, the ongoing 
environmental acts associated with maintenance dredging of the navigation  
channel will be cumulative with those associated with the Channel Deepening Project, 
and must be analyzed in the DSEIS. 
 
 
 
[I 5690-0017/SBO22540.027] 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-156.  For purposes of evaluating the effects of the project, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS 
do 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 Draft SEIS, the quantities of material to be dredged and 
disposed include 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 and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DMMP). 
 
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.  Therefore, it is the appropriate choice for the no-action alternative.  See 
CEQ “Forty Most Asked Questions” Question 3.  Use of the 40-foot channel as the no action 
alternative does not mean that its effects are not evaluated.  As noted above, the effects of maintenance 
dredging - for either a 40-foot or 43-foot channel - are addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and in the 
DMMP and therefore, are available to the public and to decision makers. 
 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-66

September 13, 2002 
Page 12 
 
 
The Corps needs to be clear in disclosing whether it is treating maintenance dredging  
as part of the action under consideration, or whether it is treating maintenance  
dredging as part of the environmental baseline.  It appears that the Corps is treating 
channel maintenance as part of the baseline even though channel maintenance is a 
discretionary action and operation that can be modified or even terminated. 

SS-156 
CRANE notes that the ESA consultation and biological opinion for the FCRPS treated 
the entire system of federal power dams as a discretionary operation subject to 
modification or even, ultimately, removal.  The Governor of the State of Oregon 
supported dam removal as though it were a discretionary action by the Corps and 
Bonneville Power Administration.  Yet, Tom Byler, water policy adviser to Oregon 
Governor John Kitzhaber was recently quoted in the Daily Astorian as saying; "we've 
recognized that regardless of channel deepening, maintenance dredging will continue  
to occur."1  If federal power dams and their operations are not part of the  
environmental baseline, CRANE sees no reason why continued channel maintenance  
and its environmental effects can be swept under the rug as part of an environmental 
baseline.  The environmental effects of channel maintenance must be fully considered  
in comparison to a no action alternative of no dredging at all.  In so doing, the Corps  
will provide the public, the Congress, and decision makers with a fuller appreciation  
of the true environmental consequences and combined effects of maintenance  
dredging and Channel Deepening. 
 

e. The DSEIS improperly excludes cumulative effects  
 associated with Channel Deepening-related  
 development in the Portland metropolitan area. 

 
The Corps asserts that the Channel Deepening Project will accommodate a large  
volume of commodity and container exports from the region, but fails to identify and 

SS-157  analyze the likely cumulative effects of the economic development that would result  
from the Channel Deepening Project.  If the Channel Deepening Project will spur  
additional development, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects of that 
development must be addressed and its environmental impacts analyzed.  The DSEIS 
 
 
    
 
1 Benjamin Romano, "Shifting Sands, Changing Options," Daily Astorian (Aug. 23, 2002) 
<http://www.dallyastorian.info/print.asp?ArtlclelD=1902&SectionlD=2&Subsection ID=398> 
(accessed Aug. 28, 2002), attached as Exhibit G. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-157.  Both the expanded cumulative impacts discussion (§6.12) and the future port development 
discussion (§3.4) in the Final SEIS, as well as the cumulative impacts sections of the NOAA Fisheries 
and USFWS 2002 Biological Opinions, properly address the cumulative impacts expected from the 
general economic development in the Portland metropolitan area. 
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fails to meet this requirement and cannot, therefore, assess the Channel Deepening 
Project's cumulative effects credibly. 
 

3. The Corps improperly segments its environmental analysis  
 and fails to analyze interrelated and interdependent  
 development activities planned by the ports. 

 
As discussed above at Section I(A), the Corps and sponsor ports improperly and 
implausibly disclaim any relationship between the Channel Deepening Project and 
planned port and industrial development projects.  See DSEIS at 3-14; see also  
DSEIS, Exhibit K, Technical Memorandum: Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation for the 
Columbia River Channel Improvement Project at 9 (hereinafter "Wildlife and Wetland 

SS-158  Mitigation Plan"); Niemi Report at 31-35.  These port and industrial development  
plans depend upon the availability of inexpensive fill and access to deep draft vessels  
to justify additional development, and must be analyzed together with all other  
Channel Deepening Project impacts in the DSEIS.  Because the Corps has failed to 
include these interrelated and interdependent development actions, its environmental 
analysis is incomplete and inadequate.  Specific projects are discussed in greater detail 
below. 
 

a. The Corps fails to analyze environmental impacts  
 associated with the Port of Portland's West Hayden  
 Island development plans. 

 
The Corps ignores the environmental impacts associated with the Port of Portland's 
planned development at West Hayden Island based on the Port's 2000 postponement  
of further permitting and development work for the Island.  See DSEIS at 3-14-3-15.  
Although the project has been, in the words of the Port, "postponed" since 2000, the  
Port retains detailed plans to develop West Hayden Island.  See Port of Portland,  
"West Hayden Island," <http://htmlpop/hayden.htm> (visited Aug. 24, 2002) (attached  

SS-159  as Exhibit H).  The Island lies directly across from the Port's Terminal 6, and 
development on the Island could, therefore, support any new deep draft shipping that 
calls on Terminal 6 as a result of Channel Deepening.  The Port plans to reinitiate 
permitting and environmental review for West Hayden Island "when additional marine 
cargo facilities are needed." Id.  According to the Corps, completion of the Channel 
Deepening Project will result in an increased demand for cargo facilities.  See DSEIS, 
Exhibit L, Revised Economic Analysis 43-foot Columbia River.  As a result, the Port  
of Portland's development of West Hayden Island, with direct access to Terminal 6, 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-158 and SS-159.  The described port developments are identified in the Final SEIS as reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  However, the developments are not dependent upon a deeper channel or 
upon the availability of dredged material from the channel improvement project.  Accordingly, they are 
not connected actions, and are not indirect effects of the channel improvement project.  Further, the 
economic analysis for channel deepening does not rely on the future development of these port 
facilities.  The ports may or may not utilize dredged material from the proposed disposal sites as part 
of their port development.  For example, the Port of Vancouver has indicated it will proceed with the 
proposed Gateway development project regardless of whether dredge materials are available from the 
channel improvement project.  See responses SS-139 through SS-142 regarding the Gateway project 
and the W-101.0 disposal site. 
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will be a reasonably foreseeable result of the Channel Deepening Project, and its 
cumulative environmental impacts must be considered in conjunction with the  
Project's effects in order to satisfy NEPA.  The Corps' failure to do so provides yet 
another example of the inadequacy of its environmental review. 
 

b. The Corps fails to analyze environmental impacts  
 associated with the Port of Vancouver's Gateway  
 Master Plan. 

 
Despite its protests to the contrary, the Port of Vancouver's Gateway Master Plan  
reveals that development of the Gateway Properties is interrelated and interconnected 
with the Channel Deepening Project.  See discussion supra at Section I(A)(2).  NEPA 
requires, therefore, that the environmental impacts of the Gateway development be 
considered together with those of the Channel Deepening Project.  In its current form,  
the DSEIS fails to satisfy this requirement of federal law, and impermissibly and  
illegally segments environmental review of reasonably foreseeable interrelated  
actions, including the development proposed in the Port of Vancouver's Gateway  
Master Plan. 

SS-160 
      i.  The Gateway Master Plan is interrelated and 

            interconnected with the Channel Deepening  
    Project because it will use Channel Deepening  
    dredge spoils for fill. 

 
The Port of Vancouver's Gateway Master is interrelated and interconnected with the 
Channel Deepening Project.  The Corps and the Port state that dredge spoils provide a 
cost-effective source of fill for the Gateway project.  See DSEIS 3-16.  Despite  
claims to the contrary, the value of Channel Deepening dredged material to the Port 
cannot be denied.  According to the Port, dredged materials will be the least expensive 
source of fill for the Gateway properties.  See Correspondence from Lawrence J.  
Paulson to Laura Hicks (April 11, 2002).  Access to Channel Deepening dredge  
materials fundamentally affects the economics of the Gateway development project.  
In addition, the Corps admits that "Washington and Oregon laws require that royalties 
be paid to the respective state for dredged material (sand) removed from the Columbia 
River navigation channel and subsequently used for commercial properties." See  
DSEIS at 8-9.  Thus, the Port's development is enabled by access to cheap fill 
material, and the Corps avoids the payment of additional royalty fees to Oregon and 
Washington by funneling Channel Deepening Project dredge spoils into non- 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-160.  The Port of Vancouver’s proposed Columbia Gateway port and industrial development is 
scheduled to proceed with or without a deeper Columbia River channel.  The economic analysis for 
channel deepening does not include any benefits from the proposed Port of Vancouver expansion.  The 
economic viability of the Gateway development also is not dependent on “cheap” dredged material 
from the channel improvement project.  The Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 
will be notified of all locations where dredged material will be placed.  It will be up to that agency to 
collect any royalty for the use of state property.  It should be noted that royalties may not be due if 
WDNR determines the material serves a public benefit. 
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commercial Port-sponsored projects.  These factors, taken together, demonstrate that  
the Gateway Master Plan is interrelated and interconnected with the Channel  
Deepening Project.  The Corps' failure to include the Gateway Master Plan's 
environmental impacts in the DSEIS violates NEPA because it improperly segments 
environmental review of connected projects. 
 

ii. The DSEIS discusses the Corps' plan to avoid  
 wetlands when it deposits dredge spoils on  
 Gateway 3, but improperly excludes analysis of  
 the Port's later need to spread that fill  
 throughout Gateway 3. 

 
As noted above at Section I(A)(1), the Corps has apparently carefully designed its 
disposal plan for dredge spoils on Gateway 3 to avoid wetlands.  See Critical Areas 
Exhibit at Figs. 31-32.  Despite the fact that the Corps proposes to deposit dredge  
spoils on 20 fewer acres than proposed in the FEIS, it still proposes to deposit the  

SS-161  same overall volume of spoils on Gateway 3 (2,800,000 million cubic yards) as was 
proposed in the FEIS.  Thus, the Port of Vancouver will be left with mountains of  
dredge spoils.  In order to prepare Gateway 3 for industrial development, the Port of 
Vancouver must spread this fill throughout the property.  The environmental impacts  
of this spreading activity have been improperly ignored in the DSEIS; spreading is 
reasonably foreseeable, and will occur as a direct result of the Corps' placement of the 
dredge materials on Gateway 3. The DSEIS must address these environmental  
impacts if it is to satisfy NEPA. 
 

c. The Corps does not analyze the adverse environmental  
 impacts of the restoration features at Lois Island  
 Embayment and Miller-Pillar with anything  
 approaching the meaningful scientific analysis required  
 by NEPA. 

 
The DSEIS fails to discuss the likely adverse environmental impacts of the Corps' 
"restoration features" at Lois Island Embayment and Miller-Pillar in anything 
approaching the depth sufficient to identify likely environmental impacts.  The Corps 

SS-162  offers only the most rudimentary description of these projects.  Based on the DSEIS, it 
is apparent that, among other things, the Corps (a) has not identified the ecological 
baseline for the restoration project areas, (b) cannot, as a result, quantify what  
ecological value is likely to be lost on a temporary basis, (c) cannot, as a result, 
 
 
 
[I 5690-0017/SBO22540.027] 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-161.  Please see response SS-141. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-162.  The ecological baseline (fish and benthic invertebrates for the Miller/Pillar ecosystem 
restoration proposal) was established via investigations by NOAA Fisheries’ researchers (Hinton et al., 
1995).  Their investigation is summarized in Section 4.8.6.3 of the Final SEIS.  The Corps summarized 
available literature to characterize the baseline benthic and fisheries resources of Lois Island 
embayment in Section 4.8.6.1 of the Final SEIS.  Also see responses S-7, S-9, and SS-10.  The Corps 
coordinated with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries through the consultation process on these 
ecosystem restoration features and has submitted a monitoring plan to these agencies that will assess 
success of the restoration features.  The Corps is implementing an adaptive management plan that will 
be dynamic through time and will be modified as the restoration features are implemented.  Therefore, 
the Corps cannot provide an exact timeline for how long the restoration will take. 
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accurately quantify what ecological value is likely to be gained from the projects, (d) 
cannot possibly project how long "restoration" is likely to take, and (e) cannot identify 
meaningful monitoring targets based on the paucity of knowledge regarding the  
existing system.  Nevertheless, the Corps proposes to dump between six and  
eight million cubic yards of its 14 million cubic yard project at Lois Island (see DSEIS  
at 4-3):  the scale of dumping at these "restoration" projects is immense, and the 
likelihood that they will "restore" anything is dubious.  See Dr. Dillinger DSEIS 
Report at 4-6.  In order to satisfy NEPA, the Corps must undertake a meaningful 
scientific analysis of the likely environmental impacts of its restoration projects; the 
DSEIS comes nowhere near meeting that standard. 

SS-162 
In addition, the Corps has not adequately addressed the likely environmental impacts  
of the proposed sump.  The sump area will be exposed to repeated high impact  
dumping of piles of sedimentation, yet the Corps fails to investigate the environmental 
degradation associated with that repeated dumping over time.  Furthermore, the sump  
is proposed to be placed near the mouth of the Columbia River (see DSEIS at 4-3)— 
an area already highly abused and degraded.  See discussion supra at Sections 
II(A)(2)(b)-(d).  The cumulative impacts of the sump's placement in this location must  
be analyzed in order to understand the likely effects on the Columbia River  
ecosystem.  These environmental impacts must be analyzed in the DSEIS, as they are 
clearly not only interrelated and interdependent with the Channel Deepening Project,  
but are a part of the Corps' actual proposal. 
 

d. The Corps fails to analyze the long-term environmental  
 impacts associated with maintenance dredging to  
 support the Channel Deepening Project. 

 
As noted above, the Corps excludes crucial environmental impacts associated with 
maintenance dredging from its DSEIS analysis.  See Section II(A)(2)(d), infra.  The 
Corps repeatedly assures that the adverse effects of the Channel Deepening Project on 
water quality and habitat will be "short-term," "localized," "ephemeral" and  
"transient," (see DSEIS at 6-32, 6-33 and 6-35) without acknowledging that the same 

SS-163  actions and effects will be on-going and long-term because of the maintenance  
dredging the Corps will have to undertake in order to maintain the deepened  
navigation channel.  The Corps' exclusion of these environmental impacts provides an 
impermissibly narrow view of the Channel Deepening Project's effects and fails to  
take into account the environmental effects of interrelated and interconnected actions. 
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SS-163.  Please see response SS-156. 
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B. The Corps ignores important ecosystem operations in its  
 environmental review and its conclusions are not based on credible 
 or adequate scientific knowledge. 
 
The Corps bases its conclusions that no long-term adverse impacts will occur on 
inadequate and indeed questionable science.  Throughout, the DSEIS neglects to 
investigate critical ecosystem operations, excludes analysis of relevant related actions, 
fails to establish critical ecosystem baselines necessary to establish monitoring  

SS-164  protocols and adaptive management plans, and proposes to compensate for ecosystem 
changes with "restoration" plans that are so contingent and ill-defined as to elude 
analysis.  As such, the Corps fails to meet NEPA's requirement of scientific integrity.  
40 C.F.R. § 1502.24; see also discussion infra at Section I(C).  These failings are  
detailed in the Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report, the Olmsted Report and the Dr. Dillinger 
BiOp Report.  Examples of some of these failings are discussed below. 
 

1.      The DSEIS fails to provide adequate analysis of the effects of  
      Channel Deepening on habitat productivity and food webs. 

 
In its analysis of the Channel Deepening Project, the Corps employs an "Ecosystem 
Framework" that recognizes the linkages between physical and biological elements of  
the environment, such as the relationship between the health of salmon stocks and 
physical alteration of the Lower Columbia ecosystem.  However, the Corps does not 
adequately analyze the effects of the Channel Deepening Project on habitat  
productivity and food webs.  The Corps acknowledges that habitat productivity and  
food webs are critical elements of the estuary system (see DSEIS, Fig.  S4-2; 6-30-6- 
38), but the Corps incorrectly and improperly concludes that minimal or tolerable  
effects on these elements will occur, when the effects are subject to high uncertainty.   
See Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report at 15-18. 

SS-165 
In theory, the Corps' risk and uncertainty conceptual framework is designed to  
evaluate risk and uncertainty associated with the Channel Deepening Project and to 
highlight areas that may require diligent monitoring or additional research to protect 
against adverse environmental impacts.  In most instances, the Corps merely dismisses 
the effects as short ten-n and therefore immeasurable.  See e.g., DSEIS at 6-35.  This 
does not square with the long-term effect of charmer maintenance.  It is also  
inconsistent with the Corps' plan to monitor the Channel Deepening Project to keep  
track of and adapt to these supposedly "immeasurable" effects. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-164.  This comment appears to be a summary statement for Section B of the comment letter.  
Responses to the specific comments that follow this summary statement are provided below.  As the 
specific responses indicate the Corps disagrees with the general statement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-165.  The Corps disagrees that analysis of the effects of the improvement project on habitat 
productivity and food web was based on the assumption that small or no changes in the physical 
environment would subsequently produce no or inconsequential changes in the ecosystem functions of 
the estuary.  Modeling efforts by both the Corps’ Waterways Experiment Station and the Oregon 
Graduate Institute, of Oregon Health Sciences University indicated that the changes predicted to the 
physical environment were small and well within the normal variation of the physical parameters 
modeled.  Based on this work, it was decided that it would be difficult if not impossible to predict 
biological changes from these small physical changes.  This was agreed to by the agencies and the 
expert panel during the consultation process.  However, because the models had predicted change and 
there is some uncertainty over the potential for long-term effects, a monitoring program is being 
developed in cooperation with the agencies to assess any potential long-term changes.  In the event the 
monitoring program shows a detectable change, it will be brought to the adaptive management group 
for resolution.  The Final SEIS includes a mitigation plan for sturgeon. 
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In direct contradiction to the Corps' conclusion that the Channel Deepening Project  
will result only in minimal or tolerable adverse effects, the analysis contained in the 
DSEIS identifies many indicators that present both moderate to high risk and high 
uncertainty.  See DSEIS, Table S6-4: Risk and Uncertainty Conceptual Framework,  
at 6-40-6-42; see also Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report at 18-21. Where both risk and 
uncertainty are moderate or high, the Corps cannot credibly conclude that the adverse 
effects will be minimal.  See Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report at 19-20.  The DSEIS  
provides no explanation for the conflict between its risk and uncertainty analysis and 
its ultimate conclusion that the risks associated with Channel Deepening are  
acceptable.  It does not appear that the Corps' conclusions of minimal or tolerable  
effect are warranted as to the following high risk/high uncertainty indicators:  food  
web and growth; insect effects; suspension/bottom feeders; tidal marsh macrodetritus; 
resident microdetritus; habitat-specific food availability; contaminants and predation. 

SS-165 
A good example of the Corps' approach to environmental problems is the "dismiss and 
defer" approach to project effects on sturgeon.  The Corps acknowledges that sturgeon 
are known to use precisely those habitat areas that will be dramatically altered and 
adversely affected by dredging and disposal of dredge materials, but the Corps also 
admits that the precise life-cycle needs of the fish that are met by this habitat (i.e.  
rearing, breeding, etc.) are simply unknown.  DSEIS at 6-20, 6-2 1.  The Corps 
inexplicably concludes that the unknown environmental consequences for sturgeon  
are acceptable based on the assurance of future research that may lead to project  
changes after-the-fact.  DSEIS at 6-24.  Such research and monitoring may only confirm 
that damage has been done.  It is unclear how the project can be or should be  
changed if adverse effects are found, nor is it clear how project modifications will be 
enforced or how the Corps will be accountable to the public or Congress after the 
environmental damage is done. 
 
The DSEIS raises but does not answer significant questions regarding the adequacy of  
the Corps' overall environmental analysis and monitoring and adaptive management 
program.  These issues are discussed at length in the Dr. Dillinger SEIS Report at 18- 
21, and the Dr. Dillinger BiOp Report at 15-17. 
 
2. The Corps' monitoring plan is insufficiently aggressive to identify— 
 let alone protect against—changes in ecosystem health. 
 
The Corps proposes monitoring actions purportedly to "help to ensure that the 

SS-166  conclusions of the project analysis regarding minor effects on habitat and individuals 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-166.  The monitoring program described in Table S6-5 actual builds on the ongoing research effort 
being done by NOAA Fisheries and funded by the Corps under the Anadromous Fish Evaluation 
Program for the Columbia River Hydropower System.  This program has recently expanded its 
research program into the estuary and is conducting research to determine how juvenile salmon use 
estuarine habitat and what types of habitat are important to their rearing success.  These studies were 
begun in 2000 and will establish the baseline against which the changes that may occur with channel 
deepening will be compared when the channel deepening project funds the research the third year after 
the deepening.  It is reasoned that any major change that would occur would have occurred during the 
first 3-year period and would be apparent in the data.  The adaptive management group will review 
these results and a decision will be made on the need for additional monitoring. 
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are correct." DSEIS at 6-39.  The proposed monitoring actions are described in Table  
S6-5.  See DSEIS at 6-43-6-44.  With the exception of stranding, which will be 
monitored only once, one year after deepening, and contaminants, which will be 
monitored annually during maintenance, the post-deepening monitoring actions are  
either nonexistent or consist of a single monitoring, three years after dredging.  Id.  
This monitoring plan is entirely inadequate as ecosystem impacts are likely to be  

SS-166  firmly entrenched by the third year, when the single monitoring action will occur. 
Meaningful monitoring must observe ecosystem behavior frequently and over the  
long-term in order to ensure that the Corps' guesses about the Channel Deepening 
Project's likely effects have been accurate.  This is especially the case where, as here,  
the Corps' premises its predictions for ecosystem responses on uncertain bases.  See 
discussion supra at Section II(A)(3)(c).  Inadequacies in the Corps' monitoring plans 
are discussed in greater detail in the Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report at 21-25, and the Dr. 
Dillinger BiOp Report at 18-23. 
 
3. The Corps fails to undertake credible habitat analyses to determine 
 the effects of Channel Deepening on fish. 
 
Although the Corps provides HEP modeling for wetlands and uplands habitat, it fails 
to provide similar HEP-like analysis for fish.  Compare Wildlife and Wetland  
Mitigation Plan at 1-3 (discussing non-fish HEP analysis).  As a result, Congress and  
the Corps cannot conclude that the Corps' mitigation proposals will adequately  
address adverse effects on fish resources, and the public is hindered in offering 
meaningful comment on the adequacy of mitigation for adverse effects on fish. 

SS-167 
Furthermore, the Corps notes that the HEPs it does provide will be updated before 
implementation, but after the period for public comment has closed.  The timing of  
this reanalysis improperly skills public review of the kind NEPA explicitly requires. 
 
4. The Corps fails to consider adverse effects on Green Sturgeon that  
 feed and may breed or rear in the Lower Columbia River. 
 
The Corps' FEIS for the Channel Deepening project recognizes that Green Sturgeon 
are present in the Lower Columbia River estuary, but neither the FEIS or the DSEIS 

SS-168  consider the effects of Channel Deepening and maintenance dredging on this highly 
sensitive and declining species.  See FEIS at 5-20.  This omission is particularly 
important because sturgeon are bottom feeders that are most likely to be present in the 
area of dredging operations and adversely affected by being buried in sediment 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-167.  We disagree.  A thorough evaluation of the impacts of the project on fish has been done and 
is included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Final SEIS, BA and BO.  No mitigation for fish comparable to 
wildlife will occur because the analysis of impacts to fish resources does not identify comparable 
levels of impact.  In addition, in comment SS-146, CRANE appears to criticize the Corps for using a 
HEP analysis of wetland functions and values, rather than wetland delineation.  In this comment, 
CRANE faults the Corps for not using HEP to analyze fish habitat.  CRANE does not explain why it 
was not satisfied with it in the one instance, or where it is required that it be used for fish habitat.  The 
Corps disagrees that NEPA requires a new public comment period every time analyses are refined or 
updated.  The Corps’ statement that it would update the HEP analysis was based on comments from 
the state agencies on the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Since that time, the Corps has worked further with the 
state agencies to respond to questions raised.  Based on this coordination and the fact that the Corps 
has significantly reduced the amount of impacts to riparian areas and agricultural lands, and the 
amount of wetlands impacted has also declined, the agencies are now comfortable that the proposed 
mitigation is sufficient.  Consequently, the state agencies and the Corps have agreed that it is not 
necessary to redo HEP. 
 
SS-168.  Though green sturgeon are not specifically mentioned in the discussion it is to be assumed 
that the analysis includes both species since they are generally recognized to occur in similar habitats 
and use similar resources.  This is addressed in the Final SEIS.  In the event green sturgeon from the 
lower Columbia River are listed, we will consult with the agency that lists them. 
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disposal or entrained in dredging equipment.  See FEIS at 6-18 and 6-19 (discussing 
effects on White Sturgeon).  These adverse effects are even more critical for Green 
Sturgeon, which have been petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act.  
Prior to the issuance of the DEIS for the project, NMFS acknowledged that the  
petition to list Green Sturgeon presented substantial scientific information indicating  

SS-168  that listing "may be warranted."  66 Fed. Reg. 64793 (Dec. 14, 2001) (attached as  
Exhibit I).  After finding that an ESA listed may be warranted, NMFS promised action 
on the listing by June 12, 2002.  Id. at 64794.  In its notice, NMFS observed that  
Green Sturgeon are present in the Lower Columbia River and are particularly  
vulnerable to habitat degradation and species decline because they are a long-lived 
species with low fecundity.  Id.  In light of the precarious position of Green Sturgeon  
as a species and the strong likelihood that individuals of the species will be directly  
and adversely impacted by dredging operations, the Corps' failure to consider effects  
on this species is a failure to take a hard look at environmental impacts. 
 
5. The Corps' "restoration" features are so contingent as to be of no  
 certain value, and are insufficiently described to permit independent  
 review. 
 
The Corps proposes a number of "restoration" features pursuant to Section 7(a)(1) of  
the ESA.  See DSEIS at 4-22.  The Corps asserts that these projects "will create or 
improve salmonid habitats, specifically tidal marsh, swamp, and shallow water/flats 
habitats."  Id.  Nevertheless, three of the six proposed projects are contingent, and the 
Corps provides no guarantee that the projects, or projects of equal ecological value  
will ever be completed.  Specifically, "restoration" projects at Bachelor Slough, and  
long-term actions at Tenasillahe Island and Cottonwood-Howard Island are, at this  

SS-169  point, merely theoretical.  See DSEIS at 1-10.  There is no indication that delisting of 
Columbian white-tailed deer is imminent (see Dr. Dillinger DSEIS Report at 6);  
without delisting the Tenasillahe Island and Cottonwood-Howard Island projects will  
not proceed.  Bachelor Slough is likewise uncertain to happen, since its completion is 
contingent not only upon securing easements from the WDNR but also upon obtaining 
favorable sediment testing results.  As noted above, two of the remaining three  
projects raise serious environmental questions as they involve the dumping of  
sediment on currently functional estuarine environments in the absence of any  
evidence that dumping will "restore" the environments in question.  See eg., Dr.  
Dillinger DSEIS Report at 4. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-169.  While ecosystem restoration features favor improvements to salmonid habitat in the lower 
Columbia River, they are not explicitly restricted to that species complex.  Obviously, the 
reintroduction of Columbian white-tailed deer to Cottonwood-Howard Islands is oriented to only that 
species.  Tidal marsh development favors the full gamut of fish and wildlife resources in the lower 
Columbia River that utilize that habitat component.  The Final SEIS, Section 4.8.6, has been modified 
to reflect the broader effect of the proposed ecosystem restoration features. 
 
Ecosystem restoration features, to be implemented under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, are voluntary 
rather than mandatory requirements.  As such, there is no need or requirement to “guarantee” their 
completion.  The Corps intent is to construct these ecosystem restoration features to the extent that the 
contingencies identified are met.  We have identified in the Final SEIS issues that may result in a 
particular ecosystem restoration feature to be not constructed.  Should we fail to construct a specific 
ecosystem restoration feature, no compensatory development action for that specific feature will be 
pursued in the context of the project.  The Corps has other authorities, e.g., Section 1135 of WRDA 
1986 and Section 206 of WRDA in which to pursue restoration projects external to this project. 
 
The commenter’s assertion that reintroduction of Columbian white-tailed deer at Cottonwood-Howard 
Islands can not proceed without delisting the species is inaccurate.  Translocation of Columbian white-
tailed deer to those islands can occur in the absence of the species being delisted.  The USFWS has 
recently translocated the species to Crims Island at CRM 54-57 and intends to also place the species on 
Fisher Island, CRM 59, in the near future. 
 
Implementation of the long-term ecosystem restoration feature at Tenasillahe Island is indeed 
contingent upon delisting of Columbian white-tailed deer.  And the Bachelor Slough feature will not be 
constructed if sediments were contaminated.  These are just examples of the many constraints that 
befall proposed restoration actions and are not unique to this project. 
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III. THE DSEIS'S BIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS IS 
SCIENTIFICALLY INADEQUATE 

 
Dr. Robert Dillinger of Natural Resources Planning Services, Inc. reviewed the Corps’ 
biological analysis in the DSEIS, and prepared a report, which is submitted with these 
comments. 

SS-170 
Dr. Dillinger has identified a number of areas in which the Corps’ biological analysis 
is simply inadequate, its mitigation and restoration projects ill-conceived and its  
adaptive management plan without merit.  For example: 
 
• The Corps bases many of its assumptions regarding ecosystem behavior on 

conceptual models.  These models are not based in fact, do not quantify links 
among physical-chemical and biological indicators and are insufficiently grounded 
in scientific knowledge to support the Corps’ conclusions.  See Dr. Dillinger 
DSEIS Report at 8-12.  In a number of circumstances, the Corps ignores readily 

SS-171 available data, overstates the significance of data obtained in dissimilar 
circumstances, ignores statements of limited applicability that appear in the studies 
it purports to use, conducts its own studies using inadequate sampling timeframes 
and techniques and relies heavily on unproven and unprovable “best professional 
judgment.”  Id.  Based on these weaknesses, the DSEIS cannot possibly evaluate  
the Channel Deepening Project’s impacts with any credibility. 

 
• Not only has the Corps failed to ground its conceptual models in fact, but it has 

also failed to conduct essential verification and sensitivity analysis.  Id. at 8.  
SS-172             Without this independent testing, the models will remain mere guesswork.  Future 

research is so poorly described as to offer no assurance that any usable additional 
data will be collected.  Id. at 12. 

 
• The Corps' data and conclusions continue to be plagued by uncertainty.  Unless 

and until this uncertainty is eliminated, the Corps' modeling can neither predict 
SS-173             system responses to Channel Deepening with any accuracy nor support the Corps' 

conclusions that adverse effects will be minimal.  Id. at 10-12, 15-18. 
 
• The Corps misapplies the concept of adaptive management.  In order to design and 

implement a successful adaptive management program, the Corps must first study 
SS-174             the system in order to identify baseline conditions with some precision and to 

develop hypotheses and management guidelines based on that baseline knowledge. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-170.  The Corps disagrees with the specific items identified in this statement.  Following is a 
detailed response to specific comments found in the Dillinger/SEIS report, which was provided as an 
attachment to the CRANE comments.  The responses use the section numbering used in the Dillinger 
Report, where available, otherwise refer to page and paragraph in the Dillinger Report. The complete 
attachments to the CRANE comment letter are available for review at the Corps’ Portland District 
Office. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 1 
The Corps disagrees.  All available information relevant to the Columbia River was used in evaluating 
the projects and alternatives.  Assumptions used in the impact assessment are those that are currently 
found acceptable for the Columbia River by professionals that have years of research experience with 
the river, estuary and their processes.  A discussion of the criticism of the conceptual model was 
previously addressed in response to the letter comments submitted by CRANE.  The restoration 
projects are based on what is considered by experts as the type of habitat that is important to create in 
the Columbia River to achieve restoration.  Since few restoration projects have actually been done in 
the estuary there is a level of uncertainty associated with their success.  Consequently a comprehensive 
monitoring program is planned, with the flexibility to change the project as necessary to achieve the 
desired results.  As described in the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion, a monitoring 
program is already underway and will continue for up to 10 years after project completion depending 
upon the results.  This information on pre and post-project conditions will enable the adaptive 
management taskforce to evaluate any changes that may occur.  The adaptive management program is 
being developed and will likely continue to evolve as the monitoring and research programs proceed. 
 
Comments from the second and third paragraphs on page 1 are noted. 
 
The Corps disagrees with the characterization of the adaptive management program described in 
paragraph 4, page 1.  The adaptive management program has been revised and included in the Final 
SEIS. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 2 
COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL SECTIONS OF THE DSEIS 
 
Chapter 4 Alternatives 
 
4.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts 
The Corps disagrees with the contention that the Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar ecosystem 
restoration features will have substantial short- and long-term negative impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources.  The proposals in the Draft SEIS have been modified in response to state agency comments 
to feature tidal marsh development, a habitat in the lower Columbia River that has suffered substantial 
impact.  These restoration features are not mandatory requirements to offset impacts from the channel 
improvement project.  Rather, they are voluntary actions to be implemented under our existing 
authorities as provided for under Section 7(a)(1) of ESA.  The implication of radical changes to the 
systems from channel deepening and deposition of dredged materials is not borne out by the 
consultation process nor does the commenter substantiate it. 
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The Corps believes that tidal marsh vegetation will develop on the two ecosystem restoration sites.  
Our optimism is based upon field observations of actual dredged material disposal sites that have 
developed tidal marsh habitat.  For instance, associated with the Lois Island embayment restoration 
feature, presently targeted for tidal marsh development, are Lois Island, Mott Island and South Tongue.  
These three sites were all created from dredged material deposition associated with post-WW II 
development of a mooring basin (Lois Island embayment) for Navy ships.  All three sites have 
developed tidal marsh habitat on their fringes.  Abutting the Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration feature 
(tidal marsh/intertidal flat habitat objective) are Miller Sands Island, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock 
Island.  Miller Sands Island was formed in the late 1920s-early 1930s from material dredged from the 
navigation channel.  It is fringed by tidal marsh habitat.  Miller Sands Spit, constructed from dredged 
material in 1976, is also fringed with tidal marsh habitat along the south shore. 
 
The modifications to Miller-Pillar and Lois Island embayment ecosystem restoration features to 
develop tidal marsh habitat will also be based upon developing the correct elevation for that 
community’s development.  The Corps can determine that elevation through simple survey procedures 
of adjacent, existing tidal marsh habitat.  The Corps will simply observe examples of tidal marsh 
habitat that have developed on dredged material.  For Lois Island embayment, the fringing tidal marsh 
habitat that abuts Lois Island, Mott Island and South Tongue Point represents an excellent example of 
tidal marsh habitat development on dredged material.  The Corps will mimic the elevation of this 
existing tidal marsh habitat development to attain tidal marsh establishment on the 191 acres proposed 
for restoration in Lois Island Embayment.  Data from the CREDDP atlas (1984) indicates that the low 
freshwater (tidal) marsh at South Tongue Point produced 657-902 grams dry weight of marsh 
vegetation per meter squared (August 1981-July 1980 sampling periods).  Data for natural low 
freshwater (tidal) marshes elsewhere in Cathlamet Bay were: Russian Island (1064-1093 gm dry 
wt/m2); Karlson Island (590-576 gm dry wt/m2); Lois Island east marsh (314-310 gm dry wt/m2); 
Tronson Island (499-592 gm dry wt/m2); and Quinns Island (717-778 gm dry wt/m2) plus Grays Bay 
(270-641 gm dry wt/m2 and 530-391 gm dry wt/m2).  Average primary production from low freshwater 
(tidal) marsh for these sites was 569-626 gm dry wt/m2.  Thus, the tidal marsh restoration proposed at 
Lois Island embayment should attain comparable results to the tidal marsh that developed on dredged 
material at South Tongue Point.  We believe comparable results will occur with tidal marsh restoration 
at Miller-Pillar as there exists tidal marsh habitat that has developed on dredged material at Miller 
Sands Island, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock Island. 
 
4.8 Ecosystem Restoration Plan 
 
General Comments: 
See Corps’ responses to S-9; SS-184; SS-170, Page 1; and SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts (above).  
The Corps disagrees with your contention that hydraulic analyses should be performed for each 
restoration feature.  The Corps has completed a hydraulic analysis for the Miller-Pillar ecosystem 
restoration feature.  The analysis indicated that the previously proposed pile dike field would hold the 
material in place.  Lois Island embayment is a quiescent location and there is no need for a hydraulic 
analysis.  Tidegate retrofits are at existing features and there will be no significant change in the 
structures.  The Corps will monitor the Hump-Fisher and Lord-Walker ecosystem restoration features 
but anticipates no hydraulic concerns developing at these locations.  They are comparable to the 
channel at the upstream end of Miller Sands Island that separates the island from Miller Sands Spit.  
Further, we also do not anticipate hydraulic issues at Bachelor Slough. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
Dillinger’s Page 3 
“Creation of intertidal marsh…emergent marsh plant community.” DSEIS at 4-11. 
As demonstrated in response to SS-170, Page 2, tidal marsh establishment on dredged material (sand) 
has occurred in the lower Columbia River at a number of locations and results in productive tidal 
marsh plant communities.  For the Martin Island lagoon, a wildlife mitigation action, topsoil will be 
added to the embayment fill to provide a soil surface on the fill.  As the restoration features and Martin 
Island lagoon are destined for tidal marsh habitat, the hydric conditions for marsh plant community 
development will be present.  The commentator references a 1986 textbook on Wetlands authored by 
Mitsch to support the proposition that the dredged material, consisting of sand, is unsuitable for marsh 
creation.  In fact, Mitsch states that, “[T]he source of mineral sediment [for marsh creation] is not as 
important for the productivity of the marsh as elevation, drainage, and organic content, all of which are 
determined by local hydrologic factors.”  See page 183. 
 
“Ecosystem restoration features…greater than baseline conditions.” DSEIS at 4-11. 
These two ecosystem restoration features have been modified to feature tidal marsh development.  
Conditions for benthic invertebrates also entail depth.  The depths of the navigation channel, plus its 
natural dynamic status (sand waves) preclude attainment of population levels comparable to shallow, 
less dynamic habitats such as the shallow subtidal habitat being lost to erosive conditions at Miller-
Pillar (Hinton et al. 1995).  The Corps disagrees that the restoration features will result in short and 
long-term losses to system productivity and have long-term negative impacts to salmonids.  The 
Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion do anticipate short-term losses for salmonids but long-
term gains will offset any short-term impacts. 
 
“The introduction of Columbian white-tailed deer…population of this listed species.” DSEIS at 
4-11. 
Reintroduction of Columbian white-tailed deer to Cottonwood-Howard Island is not contingent upon 
delisting of the species.  The action contingent upon delisting of the species is implementation of the 
long-term restoration action at Tenasillahe Island.  The proposed restoration feature at Cottonwood-
Howard Island would be implemented by USFWS personnel from the Julia Butler Hansen Columbian 
White-tailed Deer National Wildlife Refuge who are quite cognizant of Columbian white-tailed deer 
population levels.  The Corps is confident that refuge personnel will not severely deplete the existing 
population of Columbian white-tailed deer in accomplishing the reintroduction action.  Further, the 
Corps is satisfied with the USFWS’s evaluation that the existing riparian forest habitat on Cottonwood-
Howard Island will support the species in this reintroduction effort to a portion of their native range. 
 
4.8.6.1 Lois Island Embayment Habitat Restoration 
General Comments 
And Dillinger’s Page 4 
“The restoration action includes …Columbia River navigation channel.” DSEIS at 4-23. 
The ecosystem restoration feature at Lois Island embayment is a voluntary action by the Corps under 
Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA and is not a term and condition associated with a reasonable and prudent 
alternative.  Furthermore, mitigation is not a recognized term or element of the ESA.  The Corps will 
provide monitoring of the ecosystem restoration feature at Lois Island, which is a term and condition 
of the Biological Opinion.  The monitoring protocol will be provided to NOAA Fisheries and USFWS 
by December 15, 2002 as required in the Biological Opinion. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
“Eight species …occurred at depths of 16-20 feet.”  DSEIS at 4-24. 
The list of species provided in the Final SEIS are those that were collected in the area and had been 
reported previously from the stomachs of juvenile salmon collected in the estuary. The dietary habitats 
of the juvenile salmonids have been evaluated in several studies (Kirn, Ledgerwood and Jensen, 1986).  
These studies all found that Corophium salmonids were an abundant food item in the diet of juvenile 
salmonid in the estuary.  Cladocerns and mysids are less abundant in the stomach of salmon than 
Corphium salmonis.  Benthic surveys conducted by NOAA Fisheries under contract to the Corps were 
designed to survey benthic invertebrate populations in the area.  Though it is recognized that core 
samples are not as effective in sampling epibenthics as grab samples, they are being use because more 
samples can be taken over a larger area since less material is sampled.  Since covering as a large an 
area as possible was the goal core samples were chosen.  The study was designed by recognized 
experts in benthic sampling in the Columbia River and are sufficient in size and number. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 5 
4.8.6.3 Miller-Pillar Habitat Restoration 
 
“Restoration of the erosive…mimic historical depths.” DSEIS at 4-26. 
The Corps has conducted a hydraulic analysis of the Miller-Pillar location to determine the hydraulic 
processes present and how to counter them with pile dikes in order to hold dredged material in place 
for habitat development.  The Miller-Pillar area is currently highly erosive and therefore does not 
provide much of any habitat useful for Corophium.  The filling and placement of a pile dike system 
will create a more stable backwater like area that will collect the necessary silts and fines that provide 
the habitat that Corophium prefer. 
 
4.8.6.3 Tenasillahe Island 
(Correct section reference for Draft SEIS is 4.8.6.4)  The Tenasillahe Island long-term ecosystem 
restoration feature is estimated to be constructed approximately 10-years after implementation of the 
channel improvement project; hence, the designation as a long-term ecosystem restoration feature.  As 
ecosystem restoration features are voluntary actions by the Corps under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, the 
Corps does not have to provide a replacement ecosystem restoration feature in the event that this one is 
not implemented. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 6 
4.8.6.4 Cottonwood-Howard Islands White-tailed Deer Introduction 
(Correct section reference for Draft SEIS is 4.8.6.5.)  As the USFWS has noted, this is a 
reintroduction, not an introduction that implies placement of the species in a location outside their 
historic range.  USFWS personnel from the Julia Butler Hansen Columbian White-tailed Deer National 
Wildlife Refuge would implement the proposed restoration feature at Cottonwood-Howard Island.  
The Corps is relying on refuge personnel to determine number, age class structure and sex ratios of 
Columbian white-tailed deer to be reintroduced in order to accomplish the reintroduction action.  The 
final population ratios will depend upon survival, emigration and reproduction associated with the 
reintroduced animals.  That cannot be determined at this time.  The USFWS will be monitoring the 
reintroduced population and we anticipate that population ratios will be disclosed upon the release of 
annual reports. 
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4.8.6.5. Ecosystem Research Actions 
As required through the terms and conditions of the Biological Opinions, the ecosystem research 
actions and the ETM workshop are detailed in more depth in the Corps implementation plan submittal 
to NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS.  This information is available on the Corps website. 
 
4.8.6.6 Bachelor Slough Restoration 
The Corps has clearly stated in all documents that implementation of the Bachelor Slough ecosystem 
restoration feature is contingent upon sediment chemistry results that meet established criteria for 
dredging and/or disposal of sediments.  Failure of sediment chemistry to meet established criteria will 
result in this feature being dropped from further consideration.  As ecosystem restoration features are 
voluntary actions by the Corps under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, the Corps does not have to provide a 
replacement ecosystem restoration feature in the event that this one is not implemented. 
 
Chapter 6 Environmental Consequences 
 
6.1.1 Ecosystem Model 
The Columbia River conceptual model is a valid, peer-reviewed integration of existing scientific 
knowledge into a tool useful for understanding how the fundamental components of the river’s 
ecosystem interact.  This integrated understanding will substantially assist in assessing the effects of 
the channel improvement project on salmonids. 
 
The conceptual model is the most comprehensive model for the Columbia River developed to date.  
The model’s principal author is Ronald Thom, Ph.D., who has a national reputation for his work in 
ecosystem restoration and modeling.  The use of conceptual models has been recognized as a 
scientifically valid approach for decades and such models are in active use around the world.  In the 
U.S., a conceptual model has been used in the Chesapeake Bay to help implement regulatory policies 
governing nutrient inputs to that ecosystem (Dennison, WC, RJ Orth, KA Moore, JC Stevenson, V. 
Carter, S. Kollar, PW Bergstrom, and RA Batuik. 1993. Assessing water quality with submersed 
aquatic vegetation. Bioscience 43:86-94).  Conceptual models are used in the Puget Sound Estuary 
Program.  The River Continuum conceptual model is in wide use throughout this country (Vannote, 
RL, GW Minshall, KW Cummins, JR Sedell, and CE Cushing. 1980. The river continuum concept. 
Canadian J. Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 37:130-137).  Finally, conceptual models previously 
developed for the Columbia River, which address relationships between bathymetry and current 
velocities (Salmon at Rivers End, Bottom, et al, 2001 (unpublished draft), Northwest Fisheries Science 
Center, NOAA Fisheries, Seattle, WA), primary productivity, and food web conceptual models were 
integrated as components of the conceptual model developed for this project.  The National Academy 
of Science recently recognized the validity of conceptual models as a tool to enhance understanding of 
ecosystems and to assist in the implementation of monitoring programs (see National Research 
Council. 2002. Ecological Indicators for the Nation. National Academy Press. Washington, DC). 
 
Dr. Thom developed the conceptual model at the suggestion of the SEI panel and scientific staff at 
NOAA Fisheries and the Corps.  The model was developed by comprehensively evaluating existing 
scientific data and models for the Columbia River.  A series of models that addressed significant 
components of the Columbia system are listed at page E-3 of the Biological Assessment for the 
channel improvement project, December 28, 2001.  The draft conceptual model was extensively 
evaluated by the SEI panel and by scientists at NOAA Fisheries and the Corps who have substantial 
expertise in the Columbia River ecosystem.  Comments offered by Dr. Dillinger during the SEI 
process were also evaluated. 
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As a result of this peer review process, a focused and integrated conceptual model was developed.  Id.  
Contrary to the comments the conceptual model has substantial verification as it is based on multiple 
empirical studies.  Id.  Also the comments concerning reliance on “professional judgment” badly 
mischaracterizes the peer review process though which the conceptual model was evaluated 
extensively by a nationally recognized scientific panel assembled by SEI as well as by scientists at 
NOAA Fisheries and Corps who have substantial expertise about the Columbia River.  The implication 
of the comments that “professional judgment” reflects arbitrary individual conclusions by Dr. Thom or 
anyone else is simply wrong. 
 
On a separate issue, the commentator references a study he co-authored (Fechhelm et al.) for the 
proposition that a study of salmonid fish in the Sagavanirktok River estuary in the Alaskan Beaufort 
Sea suggests that temperature plays a more important role in growth than salinity.  The Fechhelm 
study, however, has limited relevance to the Columbia estuary for several reasons.  First, the study 
involved the growth rates of broad whitefish (Coregonus nasus), which is known to be less euryhaline 
(less able to live in waters with a wide range of salinity), and is a distant artic cousin.  Second, this 
sampling for this study was conducted in the Beaufort Sea, in the Arctic region of Alaska, where saline 
levels would be expected to be less variable that in the Columbia River.  Third, the study reports that 
the broad whitefish spends as much as nine months under the ice in the rivers and lakes of northern 
Alaska.  Page 2.  This variation in temperature regions is vastly different from the temperate Pacific 
Northwest.  Fourth, the study area was a delta consisting of a shallow shelf (≤1.5m deep) that extends 
seaward for 3-4 km.  Thus, it is by definition a highly saline environment.  Fifth, because of the 
shallow study area, temperatures remained fairly constant.  Page 5.  Finally, the study area has 
significantly more drastic swings in available daylight-from 0 hours in the winter to 24 in the summer. 
 
Although the researchers concluded that temperature played a greater role than salinity in growth rates 
of yearling broad whitefish, they found that the minor association with salinity may have been an 
artifact of the inverse relationship between temperature and salinity.  Page 7.  They also found that 
salinity could not be discounted as a controlling factor, as other variables may have masked its effects 
in the model.  Page 10.  British Petroleum apparently funded the monitoring program for this study, 
which was intended to have direct application to assessing impacts of oil and gas development in the 
Arctic. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 10 
6.2.2.2 Bathymetry and 6.2.2.3 Salinity 
The Corps disagrees with the reviewer assertion that our salinity modeling is useless.  The assessment 
that the proposed 43-foot channel will have little or no impact on salinity intrusion is based on the 
results of two independent, state-of-the-art, 3-dimensional hydrodynamic models.  The OSHU/OGI 
model is a new model, which was developed specifically to address salinity intrusion on the Columbia 
River.  The WES model has been applied to a variety of salinity problems around the United States.  
Both models predicted very small changes in salinity intrusion, as described in the 2001 BA.  The 
models and their results were reviewed by the SEI expert panel and found to be adequate for 
evaluating potential impacts from the proposed 43-ft channel.  The resource agency representatives 
that participated in the 1995-96 salinity workshops also reviewed and accepted the WES model.  The 
timing, locations, flow conditions, and levels of potential salinity changes are described in the 2001 
BA.  The expected bathymetric changes are described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, BA, and the Final 
SEIS. 
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The potential changes to the ETM and related impacts to salmonid habitat were addressed during the 
SEI expert panel review that was conducted as part of the ESA consultation in 2001.  In the south 
channel, the ETM has been found to range between RM 5 and 20 under existing conditions.  To the 
extent that the ETM is related to salinity intrusion, the proposed 43-ft channel may result in an 
upstream shift of up to 1 mile in the upstream and downstream limits of the ETM in the south channel.  
The effect of the potential shift in ETM location on distribution of nutrients in the estuary is expected 
to be so small that it cannot be measured.  These potential effects to the ETM are not anticipated to 
measurably affect salmonids.  The ETM processes and these results are presented in the 2001 BA and 
confirmed in the NOAA Fisheries 2002 Biological Opinion. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 11 
6.2.4 Ecosystem Restoration Features 
Pg 6-15, Para 1 
See our responses to SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts. 
 
Para 2. 
The monitoring protocol has been developed and submitted to the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS for 
them to review and approve. 
 
6.6 Biological Impacts 
6.6.1 Aquatic Resources 
6.6.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Dungeness Crab 
The crab distribution model has been revised since the Draft SEIS.  It is now based on an analysis of 
different flow and real time salinity information measured by the CORIE stations.  It also includes data 
on crab distribution collected during the entrainment sampling done in the upriver bars this summer on 
the dredge Essayons.  As indicated in the Draft SEIS, the model is not finished but will be evolving, as 
new data becomes available. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 12 
Pg 6-18 Para 2  See response to Dungeness crab above. 
Pg 6-19 Para 1  See response to Dungeness crab above. 
Pg 6-19 Para 3  See response to Dungeness crab above.  
 
Pg 6-20 White Sturgeon 
The study conducted by ODFW and WDFW was done to determine the occurrence, abundance and age 
structure of sturgeon in the in-river deep-water disposal sites.  The study accomplished this objective.  
As reported in Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1, the earlier study results were used to design the behavioral 
study of sturgeon in the deep-water areas and to determine how they react to dredging and disposal 
operations.  The impact assessment is based on information available to date and is a reasonable 
analysis of impacts based on sturgeon behavior and dredging and dredge material disposal procedures.  
The suggestion that this work will not occur is baseless.  In fact, the study is already underway and as 
indicated in the Final SEIS was underway when the Draft SEIS was released. 
 
P 6-25 para 1 and 2 
A detailed discussion of the impacts to benthic invertebrates and crabs using the deep water site is 
given in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Additional information on crab distribution and abundance in the 
deep water site developed during the baseline study is presented in the Final SEIS. 
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It is well known that there is uncertainty associated with any restoration action.  We are confident that 
these restoration features will be successful based on observed results at other Columbia River 
estuarine locations.  Also see response SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts.  For instance, the shallow 
water area that developed behind Rice Island and Miller Sands after creation of the islands has been 
demonstrated to be a highly productive area for benthic organisms as well as juvenile salmon (see 
Hinton, S.A., R.L. Emmett and G.T. McCabe, Jr. 1992. Fishes, Shrimp, Benthic Invertebrates and 
Sediment Characteristics in Intertidal and Subtidal Habitats at Rice Island and Miller Sands, 
Columbia River Estuary. Northwest Fisheries Science Center, NOAA Fisheries, Seattle, WA). 
 
Dillinger’s Page 13 
Para 3 
The statements of diversity are based on actual samples collected in the area off the MCR in both 
inshore and offshore areas.  The statement made is comparative between in inshore and offshore and 
not an indication of actual diversity. 
 
Para 4 
A discussion on impacts of disposal in the deepwater site is provided in the draft and final IFR/EIS. 
 
Pg 6-26 Para 2 
The study referenced has been completed.  We disagree with your statement on the nature of studies 
conducted offshore of the Columbia River.  Though these studies were done for particular disposal 
operations the combination of the studies that have been ongoing since the 1970s provide a very 
through assessment of the benthic resources offshore.  More specific comments on sample distribution 
size and frequency for each study would have to be provided to evaluate the validity of this comment. 
 
6.6.1.3 Ecosystem Restoration Features 
The Corps disagrees with the implication that the process is causing “damage to the ecosystem as a 
whole.”  The ecosystem restoration features are voluntary actions undertaken under §7(a)(1) of the 
ESA.  The Corps response to SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts, addresses the forage and productivity 
question.  We do not expect the ecosystem restoration features at Lois Island embayment and Miller-
Pillar to support the same community as existed prior to disposal.  We expect enhancement of the 
communities.  The Columbia River is an excellent source of organic material and silt. 
 
6.6.2.5 Ecosystem Restoration Features 
Pg 6-28 para 2 
The Corps response to SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts, addresses this comment. 
 
Pg 6-29 para 1 
The Corps response to SS-170, 4.8.6.1 Lois Island Embayment Habitat Restoration, addresses this 
comment. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 14 
Para 2/3 
The Corps agrees that the interim ecosystem restoration feature is likely to be implemented.  Our 
estimated timeframe for the long-term feature is 10-years but it is dependent upon establishment of 
three secure and viable populations of Columbian white-tailed deer in order to comply with de-listing 
requirements in the Columbian white-tailed deer Recovery Plan. 
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There is no guarantee, implied or otherwise, that reintroduction of the species at Cottonwood-Howard 
Island will result in a secure and viable population.  The delineation of the long-term ecosystem 
restoration feature in the Draft SEIS is a reasonable and prudent action and outlines the Corps 
commitment to implement this feature in conjunction with the channel improvement project. 
 
Para 4 
USFWS personnel from the Julia Butler Hansen Columbian White-tailed Deer National Wildlife 
Refuge would implement the proposed restoration feature at Cottonwood-Howard Island.  The 
USFWS is responsible for the management of this species and are knowledgeable of the population 
levels of Columbian white-tailed deer and which sub-populations would be suitable for collection of 
individual animals for the reintroduction effort.  The Corps is relying on refuge personnel to determine 
number, age class structure and sex ratios of Columbian white-tailed deer to be reintroduced in order to 
accomplish the reintroduction action.  The final population ratios will depend upon survival, 
emigration and reproduction associated with the reintroduced animals.  That cannot be determined at 
this time.  The USFWS will be monitoring the reintroduced population and we anticipate that 
population ratios will be disclosed upon the release of annual reports. 
 
Pg  6-30 para 1/2 
Ecosystem restoration features are voluntary actions by the Corps under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA; 
therefore, the Corps does not have to provide a replacement ecosystem restoration feature in the event 
that this one is not implemented.  The USFWS will conduct the necessary NEPA documentation to 
translocate Columbian white-tailed deer. 
 
6.7.1.1 ESA Consultation Process Results for the 43-foot Channel Deepening Alternative 
General Comments 
 
The Conceptual Model 
The Corps disagrees with the comments concerning the adequacy of the conceptual model.  See 
response to 6.1.1 Ecosystem model.  The impact assessment was done by agency representatives using 
all available information and best professional judgement. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 15 
Pg 6-33 
Bullet 2 
The Corps believes that the small changes in the ETM that may occur as a result of the project are 
dwarfed by the variation in the ETM, which occurs naturally.  The small variation is not expected to 
have significant biological effect.  Further, there is no evidence that there will be a change in the 
timing of the shift in the ETM as the commentator suggests.  The timing of the ETM shift is governed 
by seasonal flow fluctuations and tidal factors.  These relationships are discussed in greater detail in 
the 2001 BA, Page 6-20. 
 
Bullet 3 
The water depth and velocity relationship to salmon habitat is used as an indicator of potential change 
with the deepening not as an absolute indication of available juvenile salmon habitat in the Columbia 
estuary.  From this standpoint it is a useful tool since the physical models used could predict the 
change in these values with the deepening.  A detail discussion of the relationship is provided in 
Salmon at Rivers End (Bottom et al. 2001, unpublished draft). 
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Para 1 
Your opinion is noted. 
 
Pg 6-34 
Habitat Types Pathway 
Dillinger’s Page 16 
Bullet 1 
As stated in the Draft SEIS and the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, this conclusion is based on the fact that these 
sites are highly erosive and are not physically stable enough for the productive habitat to develop.  
Though no biological surveys were done to support this conclusion, experience with other erosive 
areas supports this conclusion. 
 
Pg 6-35 
Habitat Primary Production Pathway 
Bullet 1 
The quoted statement from the Draft SEIS does not address interconnectivity between deep and 
shallow water sites.  It is a statement that, in the Columbia River, deep-water areas support less 
vegetation than shallow water areas because of reduced light penetration with depth.  A small 
reduction in light in the water column over deep-water habitat is not expected to have an effect on the 
overall amount of vegetation in these areas. 
 
Bullet 2 
See above responses on models and ETM.  The estimates of the impacts to productivity are once again 
based on the small physical changes that would result in a small or undetectable change in the 
productivity of the system.  We still support this as a valid impact assessment tool. 
 
Food Web Pathway 
A discussion of plankton and mobile epibenthos was provided in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS. 
 
Pg 6-36  
Bullet 1 (6-36) 
This comment reflects the author’s apparent lack of understanding of the project and the bottom 
sediments of the Columbia River.  Sediments dredged and disposed of from the main navigation 
channel are all of the same type and because of the constant movement of the sand waves do not have 
much of any fine grain sediments.  Consequently, the habitat does not have to restore itself.  As was 
described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS, recolonization will take some time and may in 
fact not completely occur if the site is continuously dredged or disposed on. 
 
Bullet 2 (6-37) 
You are correct in stating that no population estimates have been done for most macroinvertebrates.  
The Corps disagrees that such estimates are necessary or appropriate.  An estimate of Dungeness crab 
lost to the population has been done and is included in the Final SEIS.  A discussion of the known 
habitat requirements of the species of macroinvertebrates is given in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the 
2001 BA. 
 
Bullet 3 (6-37) 
See responses above on models and ETM. 
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Dillinger’s Page 17 
GROWTH PATHWAY (6-36)  
This assessment was once again based on the small change in physical parameters from the deepening, 
and subsequent high likelihood of no change in the parameters that affect salmon growth.  A detailed 
growth model was not considered necessary because of the lack of change in the parameters that would 
affect the growth pathway. 
 
Pg 6-37 
Potential Short-term effects. 
See responses to 6.1.1 above. 
 
6-38 to 6-53 
Potential Long-term Effects, Monitoring Actions and Compliance Actions 
Comments noted.  The development of the risk and uncertainty analysis and the adaptive management 
process is described in depth in the BA.  The process used the current approach on adaptive 
management with the help of Dr. Steven Bartell who is an recognized expert in this field.  Additional 
development of the adaptive management process will be done as the team is developed. 
 
The commentator references Power and Adams 1997 to support the proposition that science has 
become skeptical of risk assessment results obtained using best professional judgment.  The references 
are in fact brief introductory notes, which discuss the scientific discourse surrounding the process of 
risk assessment, and not the development of risk monitoring programs.  Furthermore, the article is 
silent on “best professional judgment,” which clearly does not apply to the development of the risk 
analysis.  Finally, another article the commentator cites supports the use of best professional judgment 
(“BPJ”), and states that some types of risk assessments require extensive use of BPJ.  See Holdway at 
page 817-18. 
 
The commentator also cites to R.T. Lackey (National Health and Environmental Effects Research 
Laboratory, USEPA) for the same proposition.  But Lackey examines the pros and cons of risk 
assessment as a tool.  He does not reach any conclusions regarding development of the risk assessment 
program.  In fact, Lackey states, “The decision to use risk assessment is a heavily value-laden decision.  
Technical expertise cannot substitute for values and priorities in ecological risk assessment; these are 
issues of policy and not science.”  See page 811. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 20 
Exhibit H.:  ESA Consultation Documents 
See BA Section 7 and NMFS Biological Opinion Section 6.7.1 
The monitoring program and rationale for its design and how it will fit into the adaptive management 
plan are described in the BA and Biological Opinion.  This approach was found acceptable to the 
agencies in the 2001 consultation process.  As required through the terms and conditions of the 
Biological Opinions, the monitoring actions are detailed in more depth in the Corps implementation 
plan submitted to NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS.  The Corps research and monitoring actions 
implement an expanded effort for juvenile salmon designed by NOAA Fisheries and other federal and 
state resource agencies.  This information is available on the Corps website. 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-86

 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
The “yardsticks” identified in the comment and discussed below are not contained in the BA and 
Biological Opinion as cited by the comment.  Nonetheless, the Corps is responding to the substance of 
the comments.  The monitoring actions associated with dredging and disposal includes six elements.  
Those elements are designated MA-1 through MA-6 and detailed descriptions can be found in Table 7-
3 of the BA.  In addition, the Corps is funding six ecosystem restoration research actions.  See Table 8-
1 in the Biological Assessment, page 8-11.  The elements are as follows: 
 
• Element MA-1 involves maintenance of three hydraulic monitoring stations.  Parameters 

measured include salinity, water surface and water temperature. 
• Element MA-2 measures annual dredge volumes to confirm dredging forecast. 
• Element MA-3 is annual bathymetric surveys in the main channel to evaluate side-slope 

adjustment adjacent to the channel. 
• Element MA-4 is a study of estuary habitat and juvenile salmon use in the lower Columbia 

River and estuary.  The commenter does not specify the study to which his comments are 
directed.  However, based on the reference to “salmonids,” the commenter is directed to MA-4 
and the information detailed below. 

• Element MA-5 is a review of contaminants database in the region as it applies to the Project. 
• Element MA-6 is a study of juvenile salmon stranding in the Lower Columbia River.  

 
Monitoring Activity MA-4 is a research program, which shall continue over a ten-year period.  The 
study was designed and is being carried out by the Fish Ecology Division of the Northwest Fisheries 
Science Center, NOAA Fisheries.  This research plan, which is being used as a monitoring element, 
has already collected two years of field data.  It was designed by recognized experts in the field of 
estuary biology and salmon use of estuaries.  The program will provide additional information on 
salmon use of the estuary and will also provide baseline information against which post-project 
changes can be evaluated.  The study plan uses scientifically accepted statistical methods to design 
number, size and frequency of samples and includes appropriate methods to analyze the data.  
Additionally, the study has been reviewed by a multi-agency review group for salmonid research on 
the Columbia River.  The study will compare trends in abundance and life histories of juvenile salmon 
at a landscape scale on representative transects of shallow-water habitat, between Puget Island and the 
Columbia River mouth.  These goals will be accomplished through detailed studies at established sites 
and transects along the river and will include a time series study of juvenile salmon abundance.  As an 
additional objective, the study will describe salmonid use and performance in selected emergent and 
forested wetlands and their relationship to local habitat features.  To accomplish this goal, the study 
will select for intensive sampling, a representative suite of tidal channels and sloughs in emergent and 
scrub-scrub/forested tidal wetlands.  In order to evaluate the potential and level of rearing by juvenile 
salmon species in these peripheral shallow water estuary and habitats, the study will also monitor the 
availability of invertebrate prey resources and food habits of juvenile salmonids and other select fish 
predators.  Additional study elements will characterize historical changes in flow and sediment input to 
the Columbia River estuaries and change of habitat availability throughout the lower river and estuary.  
See Biological Opinion Implementation Plan on the Corps’ website. 
 
The Corps believes Study MA-4 will provide an efficient and appropriate set of data and analyses for 
use in project monitoring.  The data will be analyzed on an ongoing basis by the Northwest Fisheries 
Center, NOAA Fisheries.  The Corps will report the results of this monitoring study, as well as other 
monitoring activities to the adaptive management team described in the Biological Opinion.  This 
group will call in additional experts as needed to ensure that results are correctly interpreted.  With 
respect to comments directed to the conceptual model, please see response to comment SS-170. 
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The commentator references Holling (ed), Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management, 1978 
(350 pages excluding references), but fails to provide any page citations to this reference: “Attempts to 
eliminate uncertainty are delusory and often counterproductive.  The appropriate concept for both 
assessments and policy design is a recognition of the inevitability of uncertainties and the consequent 
selective risk-taking” (p. 5, emphasis added).  In fact, Holling is clearly at odds with the 
commentator’s repeated insistence that uncertainty must be eliminated though exhaustive baseline 
studies, extensive validation and similar practices: “No matter what combination of these any specific 
problem has, there is a [modeling] technique available.”  Page 14. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 23 
The Adaptive Management Plan required as part of the biological opinions will be available on the 
Corps’ website as part of the biological opinion Implementation Plan. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 24 
Exhibit E  
General Comments 
The Corps has revised the 404(b)(1) evaluation in response to comments.  See Final SEIS, Exhibit E.  
The Corps disagrees that the proposed ecosystem restoration features are set forth in insufficient detail 
to assess their potential.  These features were jointly developed with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries 
and include proposals by WDFW (Shillapoo Lake, tidegate retrofits) and ODFW (tidegate retrofits).  
We consider the restoration features to be outlined in sufficient detail to convey to the reader the 
objective of each feature and the basic manner in which they would be constructed.  The restoration 
features will be developed in greater detail during the Planning, Engineering and Design phase. 
 
The monitoring protocol has been developed and submitted to the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS for 
them to review and approve.  The Corps has modified Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar in 
response to ODFW and others comments to feature tidal marsh habitat development.  Please note that 
ecosystem restoration features do not constitute mitigation actions.  They are voluntary actions by the 
Corps, utilizing existing authorities, to implement beneficial actions for listed species under Section 
7(a)(1) of the ESA.  HEP analysis was used for the wildlife mitigation effort and does not pertain to 
ecosystem restoration features.  The Corps disagrees with comment regarding the Hinton study 
methodology.  The NOAA Fisheries researchers who designed this study effort have extensive 
experience conducting research of this nature in the lower Columbia River. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 25 
Pg 7 
Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determination 
Para 2 
The Corps disagrees.  See our response to SS-170, 4.5.1.2 Biological Impacts. 
 
Exhibit I Essential Fish Habitat 
The Corps has revised its Essential Fish Habitat evaluation in response to public and agency 
comments. 
 
Pg 3 Para 2 
The statement made is true that the shallow areas near shore are generally more productive than the 
deeper channel areas, which have reduced light penetration and unstable bottoms. 
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Pg 4 Para 1 
The Corps disagrees.  The ecosystem restoration projects are designed to provide additional juvenile 
salmon essential fish habitat.  They will also provide essential fish habitat for groundfish species. 
 
Para 2 
The Corps disagrees.  See response to Pg 4, Para 1 above. 
 
Pg 6  
Para 1 
The comment is incorrect in stating that dispersal is central to our conclusion.  The statement in the 
document is that dredging not disposal will not have minimal adverse effect on EFH.  Dispersal is not 
associated with the dredging process but with the disposal process.  The conclusion was based on the 
facts that the channel bottom does not provide much in the way of EFH and that deepening it will not 
decrease or increase it’s value. 
 
Pg 7 Para 2 
We disagree see response above for restoration projects. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 26 
Para 3 
We concur that the statement does not include mobile epibenthos whose numbers can be large in this 
site at time.  The site is still considered to be low in abundance of benthic organisms because of its 
erosive nature.  You are correct in the statement that a productivity rate was calculated for the site.  
The term productivity in this case refers to presence or absence of organisms and their abundance, 
which is more meaningful in this case in describing the character of the site. 
 
Pg 7-14 Groundfish EFH 
The Federal Government disagrees.  The EFH assessment did consider the value and uniqueness of the 
habitat in the deepwater site and determined that though the habitat would be affected, it was not 
unique from a coast-wide perspective.  Therefore, loss of this habitat by disposal would not likely 
affect the overall habitat available for the managed species.  Information used was a NOAA Fisheries 
technical report on all available habitat information on the managed species and provided a wealth of 
information on the species.  You are incorrect in the statement that additional information is available 
to assess the impacts to the species habitat.  The only additional site specific information available is 
the data gather during our recent baseline survey of the deep water site.  Though the final report of this 
survey will not be available until spring preliminary results confirm are conclusions on effects on EFH. 
 
Exhibit K Technical Memoranda 
 
Technical Memorandum: Sturgeon 
Pg 1 
Pg 2 
Para 4 Sturgeon Diet 
Para 5 Benthic Invertebrate Sampling 
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Dillinger’s Page 27 
Page 3, Para 1-6 Results 
The Corps disagrees with the statement on the quality of the study.  The study used accepted sampling 
techniques and design by ODFW and WDFW agency personnel who have worked for years on study 
design and sampling of sturgeon and benthic invertebrate populations.  The study was more than 
adequate for it’s purpose which was to assess sturgeon presence and absence in the deep water flow 
lane sites and give an indication of whether they were feeding on organisms in the deep water site. 
 
Page 4, Para 2 
The Corps disagrees.  The placement of material in-river in the deep-water disposal site will not be a 
preview of the restoration projects. The restoration projects will bring the bottom elevation up to inner 
and subtidal levels while the deep-water site will only be filled to depth of less than 60 feet, which are 
not comparable.  The shallow water fill at the restoration sites is projected to be far more biologically 
productive than the in-river deep-water disposal site.  
 
Pg 5 Action Plan 
See response on sturgeon evaluation reports above.  In addition, the Final SEIS contains a description 
of the telemetry studies and the results of this year’s effort. 
 
Technical Memorandum: Eulachon  
 
Pg 2 
The study used accepted sampling techniques and design by ODFW and WDFW agency personnel 
who have worked for years on study design and sampling of smelt populations.  The study was more 
than adequate for its purpose, which was to assess smelt spawning areas and migration characteristics.  
The information has been revised and included in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-2. 
 
Pg 4  
Potential Impacts  
Bullet 3 
The Corps disagrees.  The physical models presented to and reviewed by the SEI panel are adequate to 
evaluate flow changes with deepening. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 28 
Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab 
Page 2 Para 2 
The crab evaluation report has been extensively revised based on coordination with the resource 
agencies and additional research done in summer, 2002.  These revisions respond to your comments.  
The pilot study referred to in the comments has been superceded by the additional research conducted 
in the summer of 2002.  See Final SEIS, Exhibit K-4. 
 
Page 3 Para 1 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Para 2 Data Preparation 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
Para 3 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
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Page 8 Conclusions 
Para 3 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Para 4 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
4. Entrainment Study 
4.1 Methods of the Entrainment Pilot Study 
Page 11, Para 1 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 29 
Para 3 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Page 12 
Para 1 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Page 13  
Results from the Entrainment Pilot Study 
Para 2 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Page 14 
Potential Impacts of Dredging 
Direct Impacts 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 15 
Para 1 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 30 
Para 2 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Conclusions 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 16 Disposal 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Page 17 Direct Impacts 
Para 2 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
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Pg 18 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Para 4 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 18/19 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 31 
 
Appendix B: Gaining Perspective on Dredge Entrainment Impacts to Dungeness Crab in the 
Columbia River Estuary 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 3 
Para 2 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 4 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Pg 6 
Para 1/2 
See Technical Memorandum: Dungeness Crab above. 
 
Technical Memorandum: Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation 
 
Pg 2 
Para 1 
The HEP analysis entailed nine species models.  HEP was not used to analyze the interactive effects 
between and among species.  The Corps disagrees with your approach to wildlife mitigation. 
 
Para 2 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
 
Para 4 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 32 
Pg 3-4 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
 
Page 4, Para 2 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
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Pg 9 Potential Impacts 
Para 2 
The Corps addressed the principal species complex (waterfowl) that utilizes agricultural lands to be 
used for dredged material disposal in the Vancouver Lowlands.  Use by other wildlife species is 
typically minimal.  For instance, the agricultural lands at Gateway 3 typically were utilized for either 
silage corn or spring cereal grain production.  Both operations entail spring tillage that results in a 
ground surface containing minimal debris cover and no vegetative cover until seed germination and 
crop growth occurs.  Neither spring crop provides suitable nesting habitat for passerines, galliforms, or 
virtually all other upland species.  Some nesting by killdeer prior to spring tillage would be expected to 
occur although production would be dependent upon initiation of tillage.  Upon harvest, spring grain 
fields, in the absence of subsequent tillage, provide some forage resources for doves and passerines, 
and upon their arrival in the fall, waterfowl, to include sandhill cranes.  Silage corn is not harvested 
until late September-October.  The harvest operation cuts the corn stalk off typically 2-6 inches above 
the ground with virtually all production (stalk, leaves, ears) hauled off the field to storage.  Some waste 
occurs from knockdown of stalks or spillage of loads but it is minimal.  Post-harvest, little cover 
(essentially parallel rows of shorn stalks) remains in the field.  Waterfowl usage, particularly Canada 
geese and to include sandhill cranes occurs, when they harvest what wasted corn kernels are available.  
Typically, Canada geese, given the numbers present in the Vancouver Lowlands, could clean a 40-acre 
tract of harvested silage corn in a few hours.  Some harvest of greenup (grasses and weeds) may occur 
later in harvested corn fields by Canada geese.  Also, post-harvest of silage corn, some use by migrant 
water pipits (spring and fall) may occur.  Use by other migrant passerines (savannah sparrows, vesper 
sparrows) may occur in spring if there is a relatively substantial winter growth of weedy species 
(mustard, various grasses) on these harvested fields that provide them with some hiding cover.  
Killdeer could be expected to make use of the harvested field throughout the fall and winter as the 
large open tracts and minimal cover provide attributes sought by this species.  For untilled, but 
harvested grain fields, some use by raptors and great blue herons seeking voles would be expected.  
For the pastureland at Adjacent Fazio, raptors and great blue herons would also hunt for voles. 
 
Pg 10 
Para 1 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G, to 
include habitat impacts from upland disposal.  Sandhill crane use occurs in the Vancouver Lowlands 
and the species does occur in the vicinity of disposal site W-101.0 during fall and spring migration.  
They would be expected to utilize waste grain at these locations, provided tillage operations post-
harvest of cereal grain or silage corn, the predominant crops grown there, has not eliminated the waste 
grain.  Their use of the location is dependent upon crop grown and tillage operations implemented. 
 
Para 4 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G.  
The wildlife mitigation sites feature wetland, riparian forest and at Woodland Bottoms agricultural 
habitat development.  Also, there are natural habitat components present (Martin Island, Webb) or 
immediately adjacent (Woodland) that will provide an edge component at each site. 
 
Pg 12 
Paras 1, 2, 3, 4 
Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
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Dillinger’s Page 33 
Pg 13 Actions Plans 
The Corps disagrees with the comment that habitat value and assessment should occur on a landscape 
matrix scale.  Information on the wildlife mitigation effort was disclosed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Appendix G.  Field surveys were carried out to measure habitat variables described in the target 
species models. 
 
Para 6 
The monitoring plan was included in the wildlife mitigation plan in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix 
G.  The adaptive management effort pertains to the elements of the Biological Opinion, not the wildlife 
mitigation plan. 
 
Technical Memorandum: Consistency with Local Critical Areas Ordinances Appendix B 
Wetland Mitigation Plan 
 
Pg 3 Puget Island 
Puget Island within the Diking District is 3,865 acres in extent whereas the proposed disposal site is 
100 acres (3% of the total within the Diking District).  The disposal site W-44.0 impacts 5.4 acres of 
wetland best characterized as man-made drainage ditches and associated low lying ground in an 
agricultural pastureland subject to cattle grazing and/or harvest for grass silage. 
 
Pg 5-6 
We disagree that the interagency derived HEP model is non-functional and that a more complex HEP 
model should be employed. 
 
Pg 6 
Para 1 
The Corps used the USFWS’s HEP analysis to assess habitat value.  It did not implement formal 
wetland delineation and that was clearly stated to resource agency representatives on the interagency 
wildlife mitigation team, which included the Washington Department of Ecology. 
 
Pg 7/8 
These agricultural lands have limited vegetative cover and are currently subject to grazing by cattle and 
thus hold little wildlife value in their present condition.  The Wildlife Mitigation Plan (1999 Final 
IFR/EIS; Appendix G) provides a detailed analysis of the wildlife value of these disposal locations. 
 
Dillinger’s Page 34 
Conclusion  
The Corps strongly disagrees with the conclusory opinions expressed by the commentary.  The 
conclusion expresses, in gratuitously argumentative form, various opinions previously expressed by 
the commentator.  The Corps has responded in detail to those comments.  Contrary to the 
commentator’s suggestion, the analysis of this project has included extended study by nationally 
recognized independent experts, as well as agencies and scientists who have spent years studying the 
Columbia River ecosystem.  The science involved with this analysis (including conceptual models, 
monitoring, and adaptive management) was careful, fair and thorough. 
 
The Corps’ detailed responses are noted above.  Comments and opinions noted. 
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SS-171.  The Corps disagrees with this comment.  See response SS-170, Section 6.1.1.1 Ecosystem 
Model.  The conceptual model functioned well in helping to ensure that parameters and linkages 
between parameters were considered.  Contrary to the comment, the analysis was done using best 
available scientific information pertinent to the Columbia River system and the channel improvement 
project. 
 
 
SS-172.  See responses SS-170 and SS-171. 
 
 
SS-173.  See responses SS-170 and SS-171.  The consultation process minimized uncertainty by 
gathering the best available science and applying this science to understand the types of risks posed by 
specific areas of uncertainty.  Given the unprecedented work of the SEI panel and consultation process, 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS concluded that the areas of uncertainty had been reduced and that the 
risks of that uncertainty could be addressed through monitoring and an adaptive management program.  
The level of uncertainty is consistent with that contemplated by the July 2000 NOAA Fisheries and 
USFWS guidance on adaptive management. 
 
 
SS-174.  See responses SS-166 and SS-170.  The Corps disagrees with the characterization of the 
adaptive management program.  The adaptive management program has been revised and included in 
the Final SEIS. 
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September 13, 2002 
Page 22 
 
 

The Corps has failed to conduct this essential groundwork, without which its 
adaptive management program cannot be expected to result in management 
decisions that preserve or achieve properly functioning conditions.  Id. at 23-25. 

 
• The Corps’ monitoring program is likewise ill-defined and fails to provide the 

SS-175              monitoring parameters that could support an adaptive management program.  Id. 
 
• The Corps’ “restoration plans” will not benefit, and may in fact hurt, the Columbia 

River ecosystem. The Corps proposes to dump fine grain sands into currently 
functional habitat systems. These plans are based on bad science and are likely  

SS-176             not only to fall to create new habitat, but also to destroy functional existing  
habitat. The Corps’ restoration plans are not intended to create new shallow water  
habitat, but are in fact disguised opportunities to provide the Corps with additional  
dump sites for dredged materials.  Id. at 3-7. 

 
• Completion of the restoration plans is entirely contingent and unlikely to occur.  

The Corps provides no evidence that the delisting of Columbian white-tailed deer 
is imminent.  The Corps also has not conducted any of the baseline studies 

SS-177             necessary to determine whether the Lois Island and Bachelor Slough projects can 
be undertaken. As a result, the proposed restoration plans are entirely theoretical 
and are unlikely to provide any habitat benefits to the Columbia River ecosystem 
in the near future, if ever.  Id. 

 
• In addition to all these failings, the Corps’ biological analysis is insufficiently 

SS-178             transparent to allow independent review and verification.  See, e.g., id. at 16. 
 
In addition, the Corps fails to address critical wetlands issues in its environmental  

SS-179  analysis and proposal for wetlands mitigation. These criticisms are set forth at length  
in the Olmsted Report. In summary, 
 
• The Corps' modeling, monitoring and adaptive management plans are inadequate 

SS-180             as applied to wetlands for the same reasons described by Dr. Dillinger in his 
overall criticisms of the Corps' DSEIS (see above).  See generally Olmsted Report. 

 
• The Corps fails to undertake appropriate comparison of disposal sites on the basis 

SS-181             of technical, logistical and economic criteria.  Its selection of upland disposal sites 
is, therefore, arbitrary.  Id. at 3. 

 
 
 
[I 5690-0017/SBO22540.027] 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-175.  See responses SS-166 and SS-170. 
 
SS-176.  See response SS-170.  The consultation process with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS 
concluded that the restoration features would likely benefit listed salmonid species.  In response to 
comments, the Corps has modified the proposed ecosystem restoration features for Lois Island 
embayment and Miller-Pillar to feature tidal marsh habitat development.  See response S-9.  The 
modified proposals will benefit a diverse array of fish and wildlife species in addition to salmonids.  
The “intent” is to use dredged material in a manner that benefits the ecosystem. 
 
SS-177. See response SS-170.  The Corps has explicitly identified what contingencies must be met in 
order to implement the Columbian white-tailed deer and Bachelor Slough projects.  The Biological 
Opinion recognizes these contingencies and its determination that the project will not jeopardize listed 
species is made with the understanding that it may not be possible to implement these components of 
the project.  The Biological Opinion also concludes that if the contingencies are addressed and the 
features are implemented, they will likely benefit listed species over the long-term.  The BA includes 
baseline information on Lois Island embayment, Section 8.2.1.  Ecosystem benefits for Lois Island 
were outlined in response to comment S-9.  Terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion (NOAA 
Fisheries term and condition 5f; USFWS coastal cutthroat and bull trout term and condition 5f) require 
pre- and post-construction monitoring for ecosystem restoration features.  Information attained through 
implementation of these terms and conditions will contribute to the baseline information already 
present for Lois Island.  The ecosystem restoration features are part of the authorized project and it is 
the intent of the Corps and sponsor ports to implement them.  The Draft and Final SEIS represent our 
public affirmation to implement these features subject to the contingencies discussed above. 
 
SS-178.  See response SS-170.  The Corps BA could not have been more transparent.  The Corps 
began by convening an independent science panel (SEI) to review issues that had been identified 
during the 1999 consultation and to otherwise confirm what science constituted the ‘best available 
science’ for the consultation.  The SEI’s work was conducted in public. Representatives of the 
commenter attended most, if not all of the SEI meetings. 
 
SS-179.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s characterization of the analysis of wetlands impacts 
and proposed mitigation for those impacts.  An interagency team (USFWS, WDFW, ODFW, WDOE, 
and the Corps) addressed wetland mitigation through the Wildlife Mitigation process using the 
USFWS’s Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) process to evaluate project impacts and their 
offsetting mitigation actions.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS summarize this work.  The 
proposed mitigation results in a ratio of 12:1 for wetland impacts.  Specifically, the wildlife mitigation 
plan calls for development or substantial improvement to 194 acres of wetland habitat for the entire 
project to replace the approximately 16 acres to be filled.  In contrast, most local plans require 
mitigation of the low value wetlands range from 1:1 to 6:1, depending on the wetland class impacted.  
Therefore, even if the Corps’ assessment were incorrect by several factors, the proposed mitigation 
would still substantially exceed the required ratios.  In addition, the mitigation projects include 16 
acres of freshwater intertidal emergent marsh, which is significantly more productive than the 
palustrine wetland that will be filled at the Puget Island and Mt. Solo disposal sites. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  Finally, the goal for construction is to construct the mitigation features at the 
beginning of the project.  In contrast, some of the wetlands will be filled during the maintenance phase 
of the project.  In the case of the Puget Island wetland, the fill will occur in the third of the three site 
segments that will be filled approximately 15 years after construction of the project.  The fact that the 
mitigation will be in place before some or all of the wetland fill occurs makes the mitigation ratios 
even more substantial.  The Final SEIS includes a revised wetland mitigation plan that provides more 
detailed information regarding the mitigation projects. 
 
Review of wetland impacts since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS has determined that fewer wetlands will be 
impacted than first estimated.  Although the amount of impact from the project has decreased, the 
Corps’ proposed mitigation has remained substantially the same.  The WDOE and other federal and 
state resource agencies have been regularly consulted regarding the wetland impacts and mitigation 
and have expressed consistent support for the quantity of mitigation proposed. 
 
Following is a detailed response to the specific comments presented in the Olmstead’s Draft SEIS 
report.  For ease of reference, the section descriptions below are taken from the Olmstead report.  A 
copy of the Olmstead report is available for review at the Corps’ Portland District office. 
 
Introduction 
The Corps disagrees with the allegation that it “fails to explain how its proposals to mitigate wetland 
functional loss will actually restore or enhance functioning of the wetland systems.”  While the 
reviewer cites four wetland related documents on the project, it does not appear that the reviewer 
considered the Wildlife Mitigation Plan, Appendix G in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, which is part of the 
EIS process for this project.  That document contains additional information on the wildlife restoration 
actions, including the wetland mitigation component, and provides substantial information derived 
from the HEP analysis on impacted wetland habitat values and mitigation for such values.  Functional 
loss, and gain, is predicated upon average annual habitat units, which were determined through an 
extensive interagency process for impacted wetlands and mitigation sites. 
 
The Corps also notes that all of the documents reviewed by the commenter have been substantially 
revised in response to comments and are included in the Final SEIS.  See Exhibit K-5 and Exhibit K-8. 
 
The Corps also disagrees with the reviewer’s allegation that there is insufficient baseline information.  
The Corps relied upon topography, 1996 color infrared aerial photo interpretations to determine 
wetland habitat acreage at disposal and mitigation sites and/or site visits.  Appendix G contains maps 
depicting wetland, agricultural, and riparian habitat that occurs at both disposal and mitigation sites, 
including wetland habitat proposed to be developed with implementation of the wildlife mitigation 
plan.  Two disposal sites, Mt. Solo and Puget Island contain wetland habitat. 
 
The Mt. Solo disposal site lies behind a flood control dike where water is drained from the site to a 
pump station and then discharged to the Columbia River.  The dike precludes flooding by the 
Columbia River.  Cattle grazed the site during the analysis period for the wildlife mitigation plan 
presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The landowner had further altered the site through disposal and 
grading of waste material from an adjacent quarry operation.  Wetland functional value for wildlife 
was analyzed through the HEP based upon these features. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  The Puget Island disposal site is pastureland used for commercial agricultural 
purposes.  Wetland habitat associated with this site occurs in the form of a drainage ditch and 
associated low lying ground in the northwest corner of the 100-acre disposal site.  They are subject to 
impacts by grazing cattle.  Water in the drainage ditches flows to a pump station that exhausts the 
water to Welcome Slough.  Thus, pumping affects water levels in the ditches and associated wetlands, 
particularly during summer when the ground is not saturated by precipitation.  The Puget Island 
disposal site is located behind a flood control dike that precludes flooding by the Columbia River. 
 
The Woodland Bottoms mitigation site contains agricultural row croplands, pasturelands and a 40-acre 
duck club.  The row croplands are tilled annually.  Cattle graze the pastureland area at the downstream 
end of the property that is a wetland habitat, although substantially altered by grazing pressure and 
isolation (by levees) from both the Columbia River and Burris Creek.  Burris Creek bisects the 
mitigation area between levees on each bank and thus cannot fill the grazed wetland with overbank 
flooding, as it would have historically.  The main flood control levee surrounding the entire Woodland 
Bottoms location precludes flooding by the Columbia River, which also would have historically 
occurred on the wildlife mitigation site.  Drainage ditches funnel water from the site to a pump station, 
owned and operated by the diking district, which exhausts the water to a backwater channel of the 
Columbia River. 
 
Martin Island is a naturally formed island in the Columbia River.  It has been modified via clearing of 
riparian forest to develop pastureland for cattle grazing, excavation of a lagoon to provide fill material 
for an adjacent stretch of Interstate 5, and the presence of exotic plants such as Himalayan blackberry.  
It retains a relatively large stand of riparian forest.  Low lying swales provide opportunity for wetland 
habitat development or improvement. 
 
The Webb mitigation site in Oregon lies behind main flood control dikes.  The dikes preclude flooding 
by the Columbia River.  Drainage ditches that channel water to an adjacent slough bisect the site.  A 
pump station on the slough exhausts the water to Westport Slough.  The land is subject to intensive 
cattle grazing.  Due to its low lying nature, wetland plants, particularly rush (Juncus spp.) which is not 
grazed, are present but most are suppressed due to grazing and drainage actions.  The highest ground 
on the site, relatively speaking, occurs along the bankline of the natural slough channel. 
 
The comment incorrectly asserts that the Corps expects dredged material disposal sites and dredging 
sites to “be immediately productive in terms of seeding of emergent plant life.”  The Corps has not 
stated anywhere that dredged material disposal sites or dredging areas will be immediately productive 
of emergent plant life.  The Corps does note, however, that the mitigation projects will be constructed 
concurrent with construction of the project whereas wetland fill at Puget Island will not occur until 
much later.  Accordingly, while it may take several years for some of the mitigation sites to become 
fully productive, the benefits from the mitigation will be realized long before the full impacts from 
filling wetlands occur.  Further, dredging will occur in areas below -40 feet CRD - areas that do not 
support emergent plant life, which by definition must emerge from the body of water (e.g. cattails, 
softstem bulrush, etc.). 
 
The Corps is also confident that tidal marsh vegetation will occur on the two ecosystem restoration 
sites and the Martin Island lagoon mitigation sites that utilize dredged material to attain the objective.  
This confidence is based upon field observations of actual dredged material disposal sites in the lower 
Columbia River that have successfully developed tidal marsh habitat. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  For instance, associated with the Lois Island embayment ecosystem restoration 
feature, presently targeted for tidal marsh development, are Lois Island, Mott Island and South Tongue.  
These three sites were all created from dredged material deposition associated with post-WW II 
development of a mooring basin (Lois Island embayment) for Navy ships.  All three sites have now 
developed tidal marsh habitat on their fringes.  Similarly, abutting the Miller-Pillar ecosystem 
restoration feature (tidal marsh/intertidal flat habitat objective) are Miller Sands Island, Miller Sands 
Spit and Pillar Rock Island.  Miller Sands Island was formed in the late 1920’s-early 1930’s from 
material dredged from the navigation channel.  It is now fringed by tidal marsh habitat.  Miller Sands 
Spit, constructed from dredged material in 1976, is also now fringed with tidal marsh habitat along the 
south shore. 
 
Habitat objectives at the Martin Island mitigation site and at the Lois Island and Miller-Pillar 
ecosystem restoration features will be achieved by developing the correct elevation for that 
community’s development.  We can determine that elevation through routine elevation survey 
procedures of adjacent, existing tidal marsh habitat.  Accordingly, the Corps’ confidence in success of 
these projects is based on reasonable reliance on observed examples of successful tidal marsh habitat 
that has developed on dredged material in the vicinity of the mitigation and ecosystem restoration 
features in the lower Columbia River.  Sandy Island, a dredged material-formed island approximately 5 
miles downstream from Martin Island, has substantial tidal wetland development present, an indication 
that the Martin Island effort will be successful.  For Lois Island embayment, the fringing tidal marsh 
habitat that abuts Lois Island, Mott Island and South Tongue Point represents an excellent example of 
successful tidal marsh habitat development on dredged material.  The Corps will mimic the elevation 
of this existing tidal marsh habitat to attain tidal marsh establishment on the 191 acres proposed for 
restoration in Lois Island Embayment.  Data from the CREDDP atlas (1984) indicates that the low 
freshwater (tidal) marsh at South, Tongue Point produced 657-902 grams dry weight of marsh 
vegetation per meter squared (August 1981-July 1980 sampling periods).  Data for natural low 
freshwater (tidal) marshes elsewhere in Cathlamet Bay were: Russian Island (1064-1093 gm dry 
wt/m2); Karlson Island (590-576 gm dry wt/m2); Lois Island east marsh (314-310 gm dry wt/m2); 
Tronson Island (499-592 gm dry wt/m2); and Quinns Island (717-778gm dry wt/m2) plus Grays Bay 
(270-641 gm dry wt/m2 and 530-391 gm dry wt/m2).  Average primary production from low freshwater 
(tidal) marsh for these sites was 569-626 gm dry wt/m2.  The tidal marsh restoration proposed at Lois 
Island embayment should attain comparable results to the tidal marsh that developed on dredged 
material at South Tongue Point, which demonstrated above average primary productivity in Cathlamet 
Bay.  We believe comparable results will occur with tidal marsh restoration at Miller-Pillar given the 
existing tidal marsh habitat that has developed on dredged material at Miller Sands Island, Miller 
Sands Spit and Pillar Rock Island.  We also believe comparable results will occur at Martin Island 
based on tidal marsh habitat that occurs at Sandy Island, a dredged material-formed island. 
 
The adaptive management framework detailed in the ESA consultation process does not pertain to the 
wildlife mitigation effort, which includes a wetland mitigation component.  However, the Corps and 
Ports are coordinating with the States of Oregon and Washington to implement adaptive management 
measures relative to state authorities for certain aspects of the project,  as necessary. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  The expected value to be obtained through the entire wildlife mitigation plan, 
including the wetland component, is predicated upon the estimated net AAHUs (estimated value with 
management versus estimated extant value) to be obtained once management actions are implemented 
at the mitigation sites.  Invariably, more acres are required for mitigation purposes than are impacted 
by project related actions, as the incremental gain in AAHUs is generally small on a per acre basis.  
Typically, regulatory agencies require mitigation of the low value wetlands range from 1:1 to 6:1, 
depending on the wetland class impacted.  For this project, however, the Corps’ mitigation plan results 
in a wetland mitigation ratio of 12:1. 
 
The baseline and future projected functional assessment of wetland habitat was conducted through an 
extensive interagency process utilizing the USFWS’s HEP.  See the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G 
and the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-5.  The HEP analysis for this project covered a 50-year timeframe and 
evaluated projected values for impacted habitats, including wetlands, and for mitigation habitats.  The 
objective of the analysis was to develop a mitigation plan that produced equal or greater average 
annual habitat units compared to impacted habitats over the same timeframe.  Resource agencies from 
Oregon and Washington, as well as the federal government participated in the HEP process that 
resulted in the proposed mitigation plan. 
 
Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation 
As noted above, since issuance of the Draft SEIS, the 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been substantially 
revised in response to comments.  See Final SEIS at Exhibit E. 
 
Pg. 1, para. 4 
The fact that precise flowlane disposal sites may vary from year to year does not prevent the Corps or 
the states from evaluating the potential water quality effects of this disposal because all of the flowlane 
sites are located at similar depths and in similar physical environments that are in or adjacent to the 
main channel of the Columbia River.  Further, the Corps has been conducting such flow lane disposal 
for years as a part of routine maintenance for the 40-foot channel, and therefore has good information 
about its potential effects.  The revised 404(b)(1) Evaluation fully addresses these issues.  Further, as 
noted in the revised Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, the project complies with state water quality 
standards.  The Corps has applied to the States of Oregon and Washington for water quality 
certifications under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act for all discharges of dredged material into 
waters of the United States associated with the project.  Issuance of these certifications will reflect the 
states’ reasonable assurance of compliance with state water quality standards. 
 
Pg. 2, Purpose and Need Pg. 3, para. 2. 
As the comment acknowledges, the channel improvement project is a “water-dependent” action.  
Nevertheless, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS contains detailed information on alternatives considered as a part 
of disposal site selection, specifically in Chapter 4, including engineering and environmental criteria 
that were invoked during disposal site selection.  The Corps’ least cost disposal plan evaluated the 
most cost-effective manner in which to dispose of dredged material from the navigation channel.  The 
comment’s assertion that ecosystem restoration features addressing “depleted subtidal and wetland 
systems” are not water-dependent and that such materials should therefore be disposed of at upland 
sites is illogical.  The basic purpose of these features is to restore estuarine features (emergent and tidal 
marsh).  These features, and therefore the restoration actions, are, by definition, water dependent.  See 
Final SEIS, Exhibit E at Section III, Alternatives. 
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SS-179 (con’t). 
 
Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan (June 24, 2002) 
As noted above, since issuance of the Draft SEIS, the Wetland Mitigation Plan has been substantially 
revised in response to comments.  See Final SEIS at Exhibit K-5. 
 
General Comments 
The USFWS’s HEP analyses habitat quantity and quality, based upon target species and their HEP 
models, including habitat suitability indices based upon existing and future projected habitat conditions 
and acreage.  Upland disposal sites that contain wetland habitat acreage prior to disposal will not 
support wetland habitat or associated species in the future.  The dredged material is medium to coarse-
grained sand that is very permeable, thus water will not pool on it.  Accordingly, the mitigation plan 
provides for complete replacement of the lost wetland habitat at the Puget Island and Mt. Solo disposal 
sites.  Only one wetland mitigation site, Martin Island lagoon, is dependent upon dredged material to 
develop the appropriate elevation to support tidal wetland plants.  Dredged material at Martin Island 
lagoon will be capped with topsoil borrowed from the adjacent upland habitat where blackberries will 
be removed via excavation.  The final substrate elevation at Martin Island lagoon will be predicated 
upon the surveyed elevation of adjacent tidal marsh habitat. 
 
We disagree with the comment regarding the mitigation plan’s goals and design objectives for habitat 
conversion.  Two of the three wildlife mitigation sites lie behind main flood control dikes.  Drainage 
ditches, pump stations and tide gates currently maintain drainage on these properties and allow for 
agricultural uses.  Water management, as proposed in the Wildlife Mitigation Plan, would provide for 
re-inundation of the acreage designated for wetland habitat development.  A substantial portion of the 
property at Woodland Bottoms targeted for wetland habitat development has some wetland plants 
present but drainage and cattle grazing preclude full wetland vegetation expression in terms of species 
composition, height, and density.  The presence of riparian forest on portions of Martin Island and 
adjacent Burke Island are direct indicators that, in the absence of clearing for agricultural purposes and 
the associated establishment of pasture and cattle grazing, riparian forest will develop and prosper on 
the mitigation lands.  The mitigation concept presented for riparian forest entails conversion of 
agricultural lands through tillage to provide a proper substrate condition and to minimize competition 
for tree seedlings.  That the lands are used for agricultural purposes speaks well of soil quality and 
fertility.  The conversion of subtidal habitat to intertidal marsh habitat has been discussed in a previous 
response to a concern voiced by this commenter.  As described before, elevation is the key for 
intertidal marsh habitat development.  The wildlife mitigation plan contains a monitoring regime and 
performance standards for the wetland component of mitigation sites. 
 
Reference to specific sections 
 
Pg. 3 and 4 
See Corps response to Introduction, above. 
 
Pg. 5, para. 4 
The Wildlife Mitigation Plan (Appendix G to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS) contains detailed information on 
the HEP analysis, including information on the timing of impacts and benefits.  The HEP analysis 
assumed that all disposal site habitats were impacted in full during the initial 2-year construction 
period. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  For the Puget Island disposal site, placement of dredged material will occur in three 
approximately equal increments (~33 acres each) with the last increment, which contains the wetland 
area, not receiving dredged material about 15 years into the O&M period for the improved channel.  
Further, topsoil will be borrowed from each cell at Puget Island and then replaced atop the dredged 
material upon completion of cell use.  Neither the delay in fill of portions of this agricultural pasture 
site or topsoil replacement to allow the landowner to recoup agricultural pasture post-fill were 
accounted for in the HEP analysis or used to reduce the mitigation requirement.  Similarly for the 
Adjacent Fazio disposal site, which is currently not scheduled to receive either construction or O&M 
material, full mitigation for the 8 acres of pastureland impacted would be provided.  Riparian forest 
impacts were reduced during the ESA consultation process and these reductions are not reflected in the 
current wildlife mitigation plan. 
 
Pg. 11, para. 2 through 5 
Contrary to the comment, the Corps is responsible for implementation of the wildlife mitigation plan.  
The sponsoring ports will cost share the development of the mitigation lands.  The Wetland Mitigation 
Plan contains a monitoring element.  As reflected in the revised Wetland Mitigation Plan (Exhibit K-8 
to the Final SEIS), further refinements to the monitoring effort and performance criteria are being 
developed with the agencies comprising the interagency wildlife mitigation team.  The Corps’ intent is 
to turn the wildlife mitigation sites over to the state wildlife management agencies for operation and 
management, to include monitoring actions.  A trust fund account would be established to cover the 
estimated costs of these actions.  The Corps and the interagency HEP team have relied upon the HEP 
analysis to establish baseline habitat value of disposal and mitigation sites. 
 
Pg. 12, number 3 
See response to SS-146.  The WDOE and other state and federal resource agencies were represented 
on the interagency Wildlife Mitigation Team.  They understood that HEP would be used to establish 
baseline and future conditions for disposal and mitigation sites and that wetland delineation would not 
be conducted.  The Puget Island and Mt. Solo disposal sites that contain wetland habitat do not provide 
flood storage capability as main flood control dikes protect both locations.  They are both used for 
agricultural purposes and active drainage of the sites is ongoing as a standard practice, thus water 
quality provisions in their present state are negligible.  They do not provide refugia for aquatic species 
as the flood control dikes preclude access.  The wetlands at these locations are subject to grazing and 
drainage at present.  No change in the current condition at the Puget Island location is forecast.  The 
Mt. Solo location is zoned for industrial development and that may occur in the future.  We believe 
that the wildlife mitigation plan developed through the HEP analysis will result in wetland habitat 
conditions on the mitigation sites far in excess of the conditions existing at the two disposal locations 
with wetland acreage. 
 
Pg. 18-20 Woodland Bottoms and Martin Island Site Descriptions 
See the Corps response to Introduction, above.  Further, only the Martin Island lagoon would receive 
dredged materials as part of the mitigation actions at these locations. Existing conditions at wildlife 
mitigation sites, including Martin Island and Woodland Bottoms, were described in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, Appendix G.  The refinements during PED noted in the comment pertain to levee and water 
control structure designs. 
 
Pg. 26, Table 2 
Comment noted. 
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SS-179 (con’t). 
 
Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation Document 
As noted above, since issuance of the Draft SEIS, the Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation Plan has been 
revised in response to comments.  See Final SEIS at Exhibit K-5.  As many of the comments regarding 
this document essentially repeat comments on the Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan, the commenter 
should review the responses above regarding the Wetland Mitigation Plan, together with the responses 
provided below. 
 
General Comments 
Target species and other elements of the HEP analysis are presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Appendix G, Wildlife Mitigation Plan.  As noted above, it does not appear that the commenter has 
reviewed this foundational document concerning the HEP analysis and mitigation plan.  The Corps 
believes the HEP analysis was applied correctly.  Habitats impacted and wildlife mitigation sites, even 
though covering an area from CRM 44 to CRM 101, were comparable in terms of habitat types and 
species use. 
 
Baseline wildlife use and habitat conditions are addressed in the1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G, 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan and our second response to Olmsted’s comments.  Our response to Draft 
Wetland Mitigation Plan (June 24, 2002), pg. 12, number 3 above addresses concerns over information 
regarding other wetland functions. 
 
Pg. 2, para. 1 
Baseline wildlife use and habitat conditions are addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G, 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan. 
 
Pg. 2, para. 4 
See generally the responses above regarding the Wetland Mitigation Plan.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Appendix G, Wildlife Mitigation Plan contains the background information on the mitigation effort 
which the commenter inaccurately alleges is missing.  The Corps is addressing wetland habitat loss at 
only two locations, Mt. Solo and Puget Island disposal sites, and not the entire river system. 
 
Only one mitigation site, Martin Island lagoon, will utilize dredged material to develop intertidal marsh 
habitat.  The Martin Island lagoon site has been reduced to 16 acres of tidal habitat development and 
the location has more than adequate capacity for the dredged material targeted for disposal there. 
 
The HEP analysis accounts for no or negligible gain in the initial target years (TY-0 and TY-1) for 
wetland mitigation habitat.  The Corps and the HEP team are quite aware of the time delay associated 
with habitat development and have taken it into account in the HEP analysis that supports the 
mitigation plan. 
 
Pg. 3, para. 3 
The Corps disagrees with your assessment that a pilot project should be undertaken to develop riparian 
forest on agricultural lands.  The proposed riparian restoration is simple and straightforward and not 
revolutionary as implied in the comment.  The Corps can provide a site tour to the commenter, 
specifically to Vancouver Lowlands and Salmon Creek in Vancouver to demonstrate that riparian trees 
can and regularly do establish on former agricultural lands or areas scarified to provide the proper 
substrate conditions. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  The agricultural lands we are targeting for mitigation purposes are fertile and formerly 
contained riparian forest habitat.  Annual tillage or established pastureland presently preclude riparian 
forest establishment.  Cottonwoods and willows, which distribute their seeds via the wind (the cotton 
you see in the air in May and June) readily establish on moist, mineral soil.  We will simply be 
mimicking natural conditions that historically occurred when flood waters eroded land, drowned 
competitive herbaceous vegetation and/or deposited silt deposits, thus providing moist, mineral soil 
bereft of competitive plants facilitating the germination and establishment of riparian tree seedlings. 
 
Pg. 3, para. 5 
The presentation of the mitigation acreage ratio for wetland habitats was to demonstrate what the level 
of effort is compared to requirements established by the states.  Riparian forest mitigation efforts are 
not included in the wetland mitigation ratio.  The Corps and interagency HEP team are aware of the 
timeframe for development of riparian forest and that scenario is accounted for in the HEP analysis.  
See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G.  Further, the commenter states that we are filling Puget Slough 
when in actuality the correct location is a 100-acre parcel on Puget Island (Vik property) that is 
comprised primarily of agricultural lands bisected by constructed drainage ditches, which do not meet 
the qualifications of a slough. 
 
Pg. 3, para. 6 
Habitat values, present and future, for impact and mitigation sites are estimated in the HEP analysis 
and accounted for in the mitigation plan.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G.  A monitoring effort 
will track each mitigation site. 
 
Pg. 4, para. 2-3 
The Corps did not arrive at the decision to implement mitigation on large blocks of wetland and 
riparian habitats independently.  We suggested the approach to the full group of responsible federal 
and state resource agency representatives comprising the interagency wildlife mitigation team and they 
concurred that the approach was an appropriate one for mitigating the limited projected impacts of the 
channel improvement project. 
 
Pg. 5, para. 1 
The existing HEP analysis (1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G) already addresses the net gain in 
AAHUs for wildlife target species associated with conversion of agricultural cropland to another 
habitat type.  Any future HEP analysis would do the same, as it is inherent in the process. 
 
Pg. 5, para. 3 
Any data collection for HEP re-analysis would emphasize collection of key resource data based upon 
the habitat parameters being measured for each target species.  The Corps’ assumption is that the 
reduction in habitat impacts associated with disposal site modification would result in a commensurate 
reduction in mitigation requirements if the HEP analysis were revised. 
 
Pg. 9, para. 2 
Contrary to the comment, the HEP analysis for the Wildlife Mitigation Plan evaluated agricultural 
habitat for wildlife use.  The Corps’ HEP analysis did address the principal species complex 
(waterfowl) that utilizes agricultural lands to be used for dredged material disposal in the Vancouver 
Lowlands.  Further, the HEP analysis also had savannah sparrows as a target species, which represents 
a ground-nesting bird.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  Use of agricultural lands by wildlife species is typically minimal.  For instance, the 
agricultural lands at disposal site W-101.0 typically were utilized for either silage corn or spring cereal 
grain production.  Both operations entail spring tillage that results in a ground surface containing 
minimal debris cover and no vegetative cover until seed germination and crop growth occurs.  Neither 
spring crop provides suitable nesting habitat for passerines, galliforms, or virtually all other upland 
species.  Some nesting by killdeer prior to spring tillage would be expected to occur although 
production would be dependent upon initiation of tillage.  Upon harvest, spring grain fields, in the 
absence of subsequent tillage, provide some forage resources for doves and passerines, and upon their 
arrival in the fall, waterfowl, to include sandhill cranes.  Silage corn is not harvested until late 
September-October.  The harvest operation cuts the corn stalk off typically 2-6 inches above the 
ground with virtually all production (stalk, leaves, ears) hauled off the field to storage.  Some waste 
occurs from knockdown of stalks or spillage of loads but it is minimal.  Post-harvest, little cover 
(essentially parallel rows of shorn stalks) remains in the field.  Waterfowl usage, particularly Canada 
geese and to include sandhill cranes occurs, when they harvest what wasted corn kernels are available.  
Typically, Canada geese, given the numbers present in the Vancouver Lowlands, could clean a 40-acre 
tract of harvested silage corn in a few hours.  Some harvest of greenup (grasses and weeds) may occur 
later in harvested cornfields by Canada geese.  Also, post-harvest of silage corn, some use by migrant 
water pipits (spring and fall) may occur.  Use by other migrant passerines (savannah sparrows, vesper 
sparrows) may occur in spring if there is a relatively substantial winter growth of weedy species 
(mustard, various grasses) on these harvested fields that provide them with some hiding cover.  
Killdeer could be expected to make use of the harvested field throughout the fall and winter as the 
large open tracts and minimal cover provide attributes sought by this species.  For untilled, but 
harvested grain fields, some use by raptors and great blue herons seeking voles would be expected.  
For the pastureland at Adjacent Fazio, raptors and great blue herons would also hunt for voles.  The 
pastureland at Adjacent Fazio would also receive some use by amphibians, principally tree frogs and 
possibly red-legged frogs and salamanders as there is an old inlet channel with a narrow fringe of 
riparian forest adjacent to the site.  Moles, and possibly gophers would be present at Adjacent Fazio 
and the W-101.0 location.  Incidental use by coyotes and raccoons would be expected also, more likely 
in harvested grain and pasture situations than the cornfields. 
 
Pg. 10, para. 2 
The Corps is implementing ecosystem restoration features under our existing authorities.  They are not 
mandatory actions nor are they intended to be comprehensive in nature to address all historic habitat 
losses associated with the lower Columbia River.  Input from state and federal resource agencies were 
sought to identify potential restoration actions for implementation in conjunction with the channel 
improvement project.  The ODFW and WDFW provided information on locations for tidegate retrofits.  
The WDFW’s Shillapoo Lake wildlife management proposal was incorporated into the project.  The 
USFWS recommendations for Bachelor Slough, purple loosestrife control and Columbian white-tailed 
deer reintroduction to Cottonwood-Howard Islands were incorporated.  The Lois Island embayment 
and Miller-Pillar restoration features were also developed in consultation with the USFWS and NOAA 
Fisheries.  Further, the Corps has modified the proposed features at Lois Island embayment and Miller-
Pillar in response to State of Oregon and others concerns to feature tidal marsh development, thus 
addressing a habitat that has incurred significant, historic losses in acreage.  Accordingly, the 
ecosystem restoration features as a whole incorporate the input and objectives of responsible federal 
and state resource agencies. 
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SS-179 (con’t).  The Corps is aware of the efforts of others to identify the key habitats to restore along 
the lower Columbia River in order to affect the recovery of salmonid stocks or other fish and wildlife 
objectives.  However, the Corps’ efforts in conjunction with the channel improvement project focused 
on lands that were available concurrently with the project and on features that were selected by or in 
consultation with the responsible federal and state resource agencies. 
 
Page 12, para 2 
The analyses of others, e.g. Lower Columbia River Estuary Program, Duncan and Thomas, (1983) 
were also based on estimated quantity of habitats lost.  The evaluation of the quality of these historic 
habitat losses is a more difficult proposition, fraught with more assumptions than acreage loss 
estimates for these habitats, and is not necessary for evaluating the potential impacts of and appropriate 
mitigation for the channel improvement project. 
 
Page 13, para. 1 
The comment mistakenly assumes that there will be individual Section 404 permits issued for aspects 
of the channel improvement project.  As noted in the revised Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, all disposal 
of dredged or fill materials associated with the channel improvement project are activities undertaken 
by or at the direction of the Corps.  See Final SEIS, Exhibit E.  Federal regulations at 33 CFR 336.1 
provide that a Section 404 permit will not be issued for such discharges of dredged material by the 
Corps.  Accordingly, there will be only one monitoring and maintenance plan for mitigation actions, 
which will be implemented by the Corps. 
 
Page 13, para. 3   
The Corps is aware of the importance of hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for wetland habitat 
development and is working in concert with the responsible federal and state resource agencies to 
determine the level and nature of effort to implement. 
 
Conclusions 
The Corps strongly disagrees with the conclusory opinions expressed by the commentary, many of 
which appear to reflect the commenter’s failure to review the foundational document on wildlife and 
wetland mitigation, which is found at Appendix G of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The conclusion merely 
restates various opinions previously expressed by the commenter.  The Corps has responded in detail 
to the above comments.  Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, the analysis of wetland impacts 
associated with this project and the resulting mitigation plan are based on an appropriate information 
base and sound science, including extensive analysis and review by an interagency team consisting of 
representatives of the responsible federal and state resource agencies. 
 
SS-180.  See generally response to SS-179.  The adaptive management framework referred to in the 
comment and detailed in the ESA consultation process does not pertain to the wildlife mitigation 
effort.  With regard to wildlife mitigation, the Corps has set out specific objectives, monitoring criteria, 
and management and contingency plans in the Wildlife Mitigation Plan.  Further, the Corps and the 
Ports are coordinating with the States of Oregon and Washington to develop adaptive management for 
certain aspects of the project, including wetland mitigation, an element of the wildlife mitigation plan 
(See Exhibit K-8, Part II). 
 
SS-181.  See response to SS-179 at Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, Pg. 2, Purpose and Need Pg. 3, para. 
2.  This comment misstates the Corps’ approach to the selection of upland disposal sites.  First, the 
Corps disagrees that the upland disposal sites are “non-water dependent” as the comment suggests.   
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• The Corps has not undertaken appropriate baseline studies of the Mt. Solo and 

Puget Island sites, and cannot, therefore, assess the impacts of the proposed  
SS-182             wetlands mitigation.  At the time of the DSEIS' publication, the Corps had not yet 

even obtained wetlands delineations for these sites.  Id. at 4-5. 
 
• It is impossible to evaluate the HEP analysis used in the Corps' Draft Wetland 

Mitigation Plan.  The process used to design the Corps' HEP analysis is not 
disclosed 'in any detail; without this information, it is impossible to provide an 

SS-183             independent analysis of the HEP model's utility.  Indeed, the little information 
available indicates that the Corps employs an overly simplistic HEP model that is 
entirely inadequate as a predictor in a system of the Columbia River's size and 
complexity. For instance, this HEP model focuses on wildlife habitat as a function 
of wetland health to the exclusion of all other relevant indicators.  Id. at 5-6. 

 
• As noted in the summary of Dr. Dillinger's general comments on the DSEIS, the 

Corps' wetlands analyses are plagued by conclusions based upon "best 
SS-184             professional judgment," and is, therefore, unverified and unverifiable.  The Corps 

ignores volumes of accepted scientific publications that would better inform its 
understanding of wetland creation and restoration within estuarine systems.  Id. at 
5-8. 

 
• The Corps' mitigation ratios are questionable, and will be subject to yearly 

SS-185             variation.  Furthermore, the Corps does not undertake any qualitative analysis of 
the value of restored versus existing wetlands.  Id. at 7. 

 
• The Corps proposes to reject the "in-kind" and "on-site" mitigation typical of 404 

programs and to instead provide mitigation on large acreages, but fails to 
SS-186             substantiate its claims that this large block approach will in fact provide qualitative 

advantages.  In addition, the Corps fails to analyze the likely impacts of the 
proposed wetland mitigation on upland birds, wading birds and nesting ground 
birds.  Id. at 8. 

 
*         *         *         *         * 

 
Based on the significant scientific flaws in the DSEIS discussed above and in the Dr. 

SS-187  Dillinger DSEIS Report and Olmsted Report, the Corps has not established the  
scientific integrity of its review as required by NEPA. 
 
 
 
[I 5690-0017/SBO22540.027] 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-181 (con’t).  The upland sites are an integral part of the water dependent activity of deepening and 
maintaining the navigation channel.  Second, the Corps conducted an exhaustive review of upland 
disposal sites predicated upon six environmental and six engineering criteria during the feasibility 
phase.  Table 4-4 in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS contains the assessment data for these criteria for each 
disposal site considered.  Sections 4.4.3.4 through 4.43.9 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS provide 
background information on the upland disposal site screening and selection process for the 157 
potential disposal sites initially considered.  Thus, the process was comparative in nature and entailed 
technical, logistical and economic criteria with the aforementioned information provided to all 
interested parties in a public involvement process, including public meetings.  As a result, the Corps 
minimized the impact of upland sites by using previously used disposal sites to maximum extent 
possible.  The two new upland sites that have wetland impacts are located in parts of the river that have 
constraints for other disposal methods and were selected consistent with the above criteria. 
 
SS-182.  See response to SS-179 at Introduction, and at Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan (June 24, 
2002), Pg. 12, number 3.  As discussed in the responses noted above, the Corps has obtained 
appropriate baseline information for assessing the potential impacts of dredged material discharge at 
the Puget Island and Mt. Solo disposal sites and the potential benefits of the proposed mitigation. 
 
SS-183.  See generally response SS-179.  As noted there, the comment appears to reflect Olmstead’s 
failure to review the foundational document on wildlife and wetland mitigation, which is found at 
Appendix G of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and which contains the detailed description of the HEP 
analysis requested by the comment.  The HEP analysis for the Wildlife Mitigation Plan evaluated 
agricultural habitat for wildlife use. 
 
SS-184.  See generally response to SS-179.  Dr. Dillinger’s comments on the wetland analysis do not 
assert that it is based on “best professional judgment,” as this comment suggests.  In addition, Dr. 
Dillinger’s concerns are based on a misunderstanding of the HEP analysis used.  Again, Dr. Dillinger 
fails to explain why replacing approximately 16 acres of highly degraded farmed wetlands with 194 
acres of wetlands is inappropriate. 
 
This comment and Dr. Dillinger’s general comment appear to pertain principally to the ecosystem 
restoration features at Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar and the mitigation feature at Martin 
Island lagoon.  The Corps has modified both the Miller-Pillar and Lois Island embayment ecosystem 
restoration features to develop tidal marsh habitat in response to comments, including follow up 
meetings with ODFW, ODEQ, ODLCD and CREST as well as NOAA Fisheries and USFWS.  This 
habitat type has incurred the second most significant loss in acreage of estuarine habitats; thus, these 
agencies and others desire to emphasize tidal marsh habitat development. 
 
The modifications to Miller-Pillar and Lois Island embayment ecosystem restoration features to 
develop tidal marsh habitat will be based upon developing the correct elevation for that plant 
community’s development.  The Corps can determine that elevation through routine elevation survey 
procedures of adjacent, existing tidal marsh habitat.  Regarding the commenter’s concern that we are 
ignoring scientific publications on wetland mitigation and estuarine restoration, the Corps is aware of 
this literature, but is relying on observed successful examples of tidal marsh habitat that have 
developed on dredged material at locations near the Martin Island mitigation site and the Lois Island 
and Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration sites.  Again, see generally response to SS-179. 
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SS-185.  See generally response to SS-179.  Detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis of wetland 
mitigation habitat, including habitat values, is contained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G, 
which, as noted above, the Olmstead report indicates was not reviewed.  The ratios result from 
dividing the acreage of the wetland areas to be filled (a total of 16 acres at Puget Island and Mt. Solo 
disposal sites) by the acreage of wetland areas to be created or restored (a total of 23 acres at Martin 
Island, 97 acres at Woodland Bottoms and 74 acres at the Webb Diking District location).  There is 
nothing uncertain about the ratio. Page 7 of the Olmstead Report, on which this comment is based, 
does not support the assertion that the mitigation ratios are “questionable.”  Page 7 of the Olmstead 
Report, however, includes a number of inaccuracies, which are discussed above in response to SS-179. 
 
SS-186.  See generally response to SS-179.  The Corps has coordinated extensively with the 
responsible federal and state resource agencies throughout the feasibility phase and wildlife mitigation 
planning efforts for the channel improvement project.  These agencies strongly endorse the approach 
of mitigating wildlife habitat losses, including wetland habitat, on large acreage blocks rather than on 
small acreage blocks in an in-kind, on-site manner.   
 
The large mitigation acreage projects comprised of several habitat types developed for this project 
offer an inherent advantage to many wildlife species over smaller, isolated “in-kind, on-site” projects.  
Sufficient area for larger and more diverse wildlife populations, acreage substantial enough to 
encompass the range requirements of numerous individuals, continuity with adjacent habitat, and a 
lessened human interference (roads, industrial and agricultural development, trespass, etc.) are all 
advantages gained for wildlife resources through the proposed mitigation on large tracts of land.  The 
Corps therefore believes that the proposed larger blocks of mitigation habitat confer a qualitative 
advantage for wildlife resources compared to small acreage, on-site, in-kind mitigation sites. 
 
Further, as discussed in response SS-179, the Corps has analyzed impacts to wildlife, including upland 
birds, wading birds and nesting ground birds from mitigation site development.  See Section 5.2.6.2, 
Section 6.6.2.3, and Section 6.6.2.4 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS.  The HEP process 
described in detail in Appendix G to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS analyzes such impacts to wildlife and 
provides a statement of net gain from the proposed mitigation development over existing wildlife value 
utilizing target species for reference.  The HEP analysis, using the selected target species, calculates a 
net gain in average annual habitat units for mitigation sites.  While mitigation sites were selected that 
are currently used for agricultural purposes, which lessens the potential for impacts to upland birds, 
wading birds and nesting ground birds, it is impossible to avoid impacts to all species when 
contemplating a land management effort.  Nevertheless, the proposed wildlife improvements well 
exceed the existing value at these mitigation locations plus they ensure a secure habitat base for 
wildlife for the long-term. 
 
SS-187.  The Corps strongly disagrees with the comment’s characterization of the scientific 
underpinnings for the Corps’ evaluation of the channel improvement project’s potential biological 
effects.  The Corps’ extensive investigation of potential impacts and, as appropriate, mitigation, has 
been extensively coordinated with the responsible federal and state natural resource agencies and has 
been open to public review and comment on many occasions.  As a result, based on the best available 
scientific information, the Corps has developed a robust scientific understanding of the project, its 
potential impacts, and the anticipated benefits of proposed mitigation and ecosystem restoration. 
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IV. THE ECONOMIC ANALYSIS FOR THE PROJECT 
CONTAINS CRITICAL ERRORS 

 
Ernie Niemi of EcoNorthwest reviewed the Corps’ revised economic analysis for the 
Channel Deepening Project and prepared a report, which is submitted with these 
comments. 

SS-188 
“Ambiguities and Errors in the Corps of Engineers’ Economic Analysis of Its 
Proposal to Deepen the Channel of the Lower Columbia River” (September 2002) 
identifies several critical errors and omissions in the Corps' economic analysis and 
justification for the project.  For example, 
 
• The cost-benefit ratio for the project must be based on costs and benefits to the 

United States’ economy.  Under the national economic development ("NED") 
approach, most, if not all, of the benefits of the Channel Deepening Project are 

SS-189             efficiencies that will accrue to foreign vessel owners and operators outside the 
scope of NED.  Little or no savings will be passed on to shippers within the United 
States due to the bargaining power of the vessel owners and strong competition 
among West Coast ports.  Niemi Report at 8-1 1. 

 
• The “benefits” of more efficient export of agricultural commodities are 

SS-190              outweighed by the costs of production subsidies for those commodities.  Id. at 12- 
14. 

 
• The Corps’ projections for future growth in commodity exports and container 

shipping are overly optimistic and cause unjustified inflation of the project   
SS-191              benefits.  Id. at 16-20; see also Dylan Rivera, "Panel: Dredging Could Backfire," 

The Oregonian (Aug. 10, 2002) <http://www.oregonlive.com/news/oregonian/ 
index.ssf?/xml/story.ssf/html_standard.xls?/bas> (accessed Aug. 12, 2002) 
(attached as Exhibit J) (detailing questions raised by Corps' Technical Review 
Panel regarding Corps' overestimation of Channel Deepening Project benefits). 

 
• The Corps’ analysis omits or underestimates substantial costs from its calculation 

SS-192              of the cost-benefit ratio.  Id. at 25-39. 
 
• The Corps' economic analysis raises more questions than it answers for decision 

SS-193              makers and the public.  Id. at 41-45. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-188.  Following is a detailed response to specific comments found in the Niemi/SEIS report, which 
was provided as an attachment to the CRANE comments.  The responses use the section headings used 
in the Niemi Report, and include page references to the Niemi Report. The complete attachments to the 
CRANE comment letter are available for review at the Corps’ Portland District Office.  Additional 
responses to specific issues raised in the Niemi report are shown in responses SS-189 to SS-193. 
 
Niemi’s Page 1 
Chapter 1: Introduction and Summary 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s Page 8 
Chapter 2:  Ambiguities and Errors in the Corps’ Analysis of Benefits 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s Page 8 
Failure to Isolate those Benefits that Would Accrue to the U.S. Economy 
The Corps analysis is consistent with Corps policy, which requires that all transportation costs be 
accounted for in the analysis.  The comment ignores the realities of the container export market.  In 
general, the container shipping industry is in a state of over-capacity, and U.S. exports are 
outnumbered by imports to such an extent as to lead to extremely marginal export rates.  Rates are so 
low that shippers are concerned about the viability of continued service (Agricultural Ocean 
Transportation Trends, July 2002, USDA, 
http://www.ams.usda.gov/tmd/AgOTT/July2002/July2002_content.htm#Introduction).  The assertion 
that all cost reductions would automatically go to vessel owners is inconsistent with market realities. 
 
Niemi’s Page 10 
Failure to Consider Factors that Might Reduce the Benefits, r Even Cause the Project to Harm 
the National Economy 
Much of this section of the Niemi report has little, if any, relevance to the Columbia River and the 
channel improvement project benefit analysis.  Niemi fails to recognize the role that the Port of 
Portland plays in the Pacific Northwest as a niche port serving regional agricultural exports.  Niemi 
again fails to acknowledge the realities of an extremely competitive container export market.  Further, 
Niemi incorrectly assumes that the Corps analysis induces tonnage in the with-project condition. 
 
Niemi’s Page 12 
Failure to Consider the Project’s Stimulus to Inefficient Activities 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s Page 12 
The Value of Exported Grain is Less than Production Costs 
Niemi incorrectly states that the Corps has assumed that channel improvement will have a stimulus 
effect on grain exports.  Niemi’s suggestion that the Corps should perform an analysis on U.S. 
agricultural policies is inconsistent with Corps policy. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-188 (con’t). 
 
Niemi’s Page 14 
The Value of Port Services is Less than Production Costs 
Niemi fails to acknowledge that the vessels that require a deeper channel are already here.  The Port of 
Portland is already accommodating 46-foot draft container vessels.  The Niemi speculation regarding 
port profitability has no relevance to the Corps analysis.   
 
Niemi’s Page 17 
Failure to Fully Explain Assumptions and Calculations of Benefits 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s page 17 
Ambiguities Regarding Commodity Forecasts 
Forecasting is a highly complex and difficult endeavor, and no single document is likely to completely 
inform a layperson of all the intricacies of forecasting.  In order to provide some confidence in the 
forecasts, a review panel consisting of four independent economists studied and commented on the 
analysis.  According to the review panel, the Corps’ projections are not only reasonable, but are likely 
understating the benefits of the project. 
 
Niemi’s Page 21 
Ambiguities Regarding Cost Savings Larger Vessels Would Enjoy Because of the Project 
Deep draft vessel operating costs have been finalized and are shown in the Final SEIS.   
 
Niemi incorrectly states that the analysis is based primarily on industry opinion.  In fact, the analysis is 
based very directly on current data for vessel characteristics, commodity movements, and departure 
drafts, as was stated in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Niemi incorrectly states that the Corps is assuming that much larger vessels will call on the Columbia 
River due to channel deepening.  In fact, the Corps’ analysis assumes that vessels on the Columbia 
River are unlikely to significantly exceed the size of current vessels. 
 
Niemi incorrectly states that the Corps is assuming that all vessels will be fully loaded within the depth 
limits of the channel.  In fact, the analysis assumes that vessel operators will operate at equivalent 
levels of efficiency with and without the project. 
 
The uncertainties that Niemi identifies in this section of his report are primarily the result of Niemi 
misstating the actual methods used in the Corps’ analysis. 
 
Niemi incorrectly states that the Corps relied on interviews to establish container delay benefits.  The 
Corps analysis is based on an analysis of actual departure data and actual river stages.  Regardless, 
total average annual container delay benefits are $4,000 out of $18.8 million, rendering them 
inconsequential. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-188 (con’t). 
 
Niemi’s Page 23 
Ambiguities Regarding Constraints, Other Than Channel Depth 
Niemi asserts that global climate change should be addressed in the SEIS.  The uncertainties associated 
with global climate change and any potential impacts to Pacific Northwest exports are so great that any 
integration of the assumption would be irresponsibly speculative. 
 
Niemi incorrectly asserts that the analysis fails to consider supply-side constraints on production of 
export products.  The export projections specifically considered the supply-side constraints of each 
specific commodity group of containerized cargo exports. 
 
Niemi inappropriately mixes costs and rates, asserting that rates will go down and that, therefore, the 
benefits should go down as well.  The benefit analysis is based on costs, rather than rates.  It should 
also be noted that this portion of Niemi comments contradicts his earlier statements regarding the 
competition within the container transportation industry. 
 
Niemi lists a number of other issues associated with the analysis. 

• Empties Ratio.  This issue is addressed in more detail in the Final SEIS. 
• Ship Schedules.  There is no evidence or indication that vessels would be unable to load 

additional cargo due to time constraints. 
• Vessel Delay.  Average annual container vessel delay benefits are $4,000 out of $18.8 

million. 
• Large Vessels.  The assertion that vessels will be too large to transit the Columbia River 

appears unfounded.  Currently, 46-foot draft container vessels are calling the Columbia 
River. 

• Supply-Side Constraints.  As noted earlier, supply-side constraints are included in the 
export projection. 

 
Niemi’s Page 25 
Chapter 3: Ambiguities and Errors in the Corps’ Analysis of Costs 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s Page 25 
Uncounted Project Costs 
Niemi incorrectly asserts that the Corps ignores uncertainty in the cost estimate.  The Corps’ initial 
construction cost estimate is actually inflated by a 15 percent contingency factor to account for 
uncertainties.   
 
Niemi’s Page 26 
Ambiguous Derivation of Cost Estimates 
Niemi confuses the fully funded cost estimate (which is used for budgetary purposes) with the NED 
cost estimate.  Table S4-4 has been corrected in the Final SEIS.  For proprietary and contracting 
reasons, the Corps does not publicly distribute the detailed cost estimate produced for the SEIS.  The 
detailed cost estimate is available for review, however, upon request, at the Portland District office. 
 
Detailed responses to the remainder of the Niemi report are provided in response SS-192. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-189.  The comment misstates the current situation in the transpacific container trade.  Contrary to 
the comment, container vessel owners are currently receiving extremely low margins, and westbound 
rates are so low that analysts are unsure that rates could possibly go lower.  The comment seems to rely 
on the belief that vessel owners are not in a competitive environment, and that the vessel owners are 
enjoying monopoly profits.  There is no data that supports that belief. 
 
SS-190.  The issue of agricultural subsidies and the impact of such subsidies are far outside the scope 
of this analysis.  This issue would need to be addressed to Congress for consideration. 
 
SS-191.  The comment states that the commodity projections are overly optimistic and cause 
unjustified inflation of the project benefits.  A review panel consisting of four independent economists 
came to a completely different opinion.  According to the review panel, the Corps’ projections are not 
only reasonable, but are likely understating the benefits of the project. 
 
SS-192.  The referenced sections of the Niemi report discuss a number of issues, and our responses to 
those issues are shown below.  In general, the Corps disagrees with the assertion that any non-zero 
impact is a significant or even measurable impact that can be enumerated with an economic or 
environmental value.  Therefore, we have used the terms: insignificant, minor, short-term, limited and 
transitory to characterize impacts.  The following responses refer to the comments outlined in the 
Niemi report that was submitted as part of the attachments to the CRANE comments. 
 
Niemi’s Page 26 
Ambiguous Derivation of Cost Estimates 
An error in a cost table has been corrected in the Final SEIS.  Also, the Corps’ economic analyses are 
calculated using a real, rather than a nominal, interest rate.  It is appropriate, when doing an economic 
analysis, to make sure that all costs are calculated using a common point in time for cost and benefit 
values.  In this case, for the purposes of the economic analysis, costs and benefits are calculated using 
2001 price levels.  The fully funded estimate is a budgetary calculation that uses OMB inflation factors 
to predict budgetary needs.  Since the economic analysis includes no inflation, it would be 
inappropriate to use a fully funded cost estimate in the economic analysis. 
 
Niemi’s Page 27 
Higher Costs that Might Aries if the Project’s Dredging and Disposal Task Become More 
Difficult than Anticipated 
There are line item contingencies placed on each item of the cost estimate.  We believe that the cost 
estimate represents a very realistic estimate of what it will take to implement this project.  The costs 
have been reviewed prior to producing the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and again with a panel convened in 
August 2002.  The Corps presented site-specific estimates for mitigation actions, including monitoring 
actions, in our cost estimate.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G, contains monitoring and O&M 
costs by mitigation site over the project life.  As noted above, there are line item contingencies placed 
on each item of the cost estimate. 
 
Niemi’s Page 28 
Higher Costs that Might Result from Project Delays 
The Niemi report speculates about potential cost increases if funding is delayed.  These concerns will 
be forwarded to Congress, as they are not appropriate to integrate into an economic analysis, but could 
be appropriate for Congress to consider, as national funding priorities are set. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-192 (con’t).   
 
Niemi’s Page 29 
Uncounted Project Benefits 
Detailed responses to issues summarized in this introductory section of the Niemi report are provided 
below. 
 
Niemi’s Page 30 
Potential Costs to the Corps 
The entrance to the Columbia River was analyzed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix A.  The 
conclusion of that evaluation was the entrance depth was adequate to accommodate the vessels 
forecasted to use the Columbia River both with and without the project. 
 
Niemi’s Page 30 
Potential Costs to Workers 
Potential problems in the labor market with regard to adequate insurance coverage for on-the-job 
injuries are outside the scope of Corps analyses. 
 
Niemi’s Page 31 
Potential Costs to Local Sponsors 
The Port of Vancouver has confirmed and updated their plans for their proposed Columbia Gateway 
project.  Please reference the amendment letter to the biological assessment (see Exhibit H to the Final 
SEIS).  At this point in time, the Port of Vancouver could receive 587,000 cubic yards of material at 
disposal site W-101.0 from construction of the 43-foot channel.  Over the long-term, including 20 
years of operation and maintenance of the 43-foot channel, a total of 2.3 million cubic yards could be 
placed at the site.  Please review the City of Vancouver’s August 2002 Draft Columbia Gateway Sub-
area Plan EIS for the Port’s alternative development plans for the Gateway property. 
 
The Niemi report assumes that new larger vessels will come in the future because of channel 
deepening.  A careful reading of the Draft SEIS would reveal, however, that those new larger vessels 
are already here today, but are not fully loaded, and they are successfully operating in the Columbia 
River navigation channel.  The Columbia River pilots have a very good safety record navigating these 
vessels on the river system and we do not expect this to change when the project is implemented.  
Additionally, there are numerous aids to navigation in place and used on the Columbia River.  The 
Columbia River is maintained by dredging activities on an annual basis.  Although during construction 
there may be additional dredges on the river, we do not believe this or the associated disposal actions 
will create a hazard for small boats. 
 
Niemi’s Page 35 
Potential Costs to Vessel Operators 
See previous paragraph regarding vessel size in the with-project condition. 
 
Niemi’s Page 36 
Negative Externalities 
In general, the Corps disagrees with the assertion that any non-zero impact is a significant or even 
measurable impact that can be enumerated with an economic or environmental value.  Therefore, we 
have used the terms: insignificant, minor, short-term, limited and transitory to characterize impacts. 
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SS-192 (con’t).   
 
If the commenter is referring to the Deep Water site in the ocean, which the Corps only intends to use 
if the estuary restoration sites are not fully implemented, then please refer to response S-9.  The Miller-
Pillar Restoration will not affect the select area fisheries (net pens); if you were actually referring to 
the Lois Island Restoration site, please refer to response S-10. 
 
In their May 2002 Biological Opinions, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS determined that an 
unquantifiable but low amount of incidental take of listed salmonids will occur over the life span of the 
Project as a result of the proposed action.  The Corps believes this determination is also applicable to 
unlisted salmonids.  Consequently, the Corps’ analysis concludes that a loss of fishery resources will 
occur at a level that would not constitute an adverse impact to commercial and recreational fishing 
interests.  Disturbances associated with dredging and disposal in the river are localized and short term 
in nature and the Corps does not believe they affect commercial and/or recreational fishing activities.  
Sturgeon and smelt have been studied under Corps contract by ODFW and WDFW for over 3 years 
(See Exhibits K-1 and K-2 to the Final SEIS).  The conclusion of the smelt research is that dredging of 
the navigation channel would not significantly impact smelt or their spawning habitat. 
 
Sturgeon will continue to be studied and if they are affected, the use of the in-water, deep-water 
disposal sites will be managed to minimize or avoid impacts to sturgeon. 
 
The Corps has concluded that the proposed dredging and disposal operations will not significantly 
impact the Columbia River ecosystem.  Impacts resulting from upland disposal will be fully mitigated.  
Additionally, the proposed project includes six new ecosystem restoration features and research 
actions, which will ultimately benefit the ecosystem. 
 
All physical and chemical information resulting from the 1997 sediment quality evaluations are 
presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, which includes 34 plates indicating sample 
locations.  Further, the main report, 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Section 7.0 on pages B-8 and B-9, discusses 
four “samples of interest” which contain fines and had detectable contaminates.  Three are not within 
the proposed navigation channel and will not be dredged.  The remaining sample is material dredged 
the previous year from the Willamette River and placed at Morgan’s Bar and is not representative of 
the Columbia River sediments.  Contaminates when detected in these samples are well below DMEF 
screening levels.  These four samples do not represent the material to be dredged from the navigation 
channel, which is clean, well-washed sand.  Fine-grained material in the turning basin in Astoria will 
require testing prior to dredging.  Additional testing by the Corps has been conducted in the Columbia 
River.  Sediment quality reports are posted on the web at https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/ec/h/hr/. 
 
Much of the Corps data and data from other sources such as dredged material disposal permits and 
state clean-up actions are available in a regional GIS linked database managed by the WDOE called 
SEDQUAL.  SEDQUAL is provided free of charge by WDOE.  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 
Corps studies.  During ESA consultation, the sediment quality information presented in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and from other sources was reviewed in detail.  The information was compared with the 
DMEF screening levels as well as the threshold limits used by NOAA Fisheries.  
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-192 (con’t).   
 
One area (Vanalco near Vancouver) was found that exceeded the DMEF screening levels and NOAA 
Fisheries threshold limits for PCBs.  This area was outside of the area to be dredged for the channel 
improvement project.  In 2001, the area offshore of the Vanalco site was sampled and 25 samples were 
collected an analyzed for PCBs; samples above levels of concern were only found in the nearshore area 
next to the plant 
(http://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/ec/h/hr/Reports/VANALCO/Columbia%20River_VANALCO_01.pd
f).  Because of the lack of sufficient information about the nature of the fine-grained material in the 
Astoria turning basin, additional chemical and possibly biological testing will be required for the 
turning basin material. 
 
Turbidity associated with dredging and/or disposal activities are expected to be localized and 
ephemeral.  The numerical modeling conducted for this action does not indicate that there would be 
any change to the water temperature as a result of a three-foot deepening. 
 
The Niemi report, without providing substantiating data, opines that mitigation has been 
inappropriately called ecosystem restoration.  Mitigation has been appropriately identified in the 
Corps’ analysis. 
 
Niemi’s Page 39 
Spillover Effects on Other Ports 
The Niemi report confuses regional with national benefits.  From a national perspective, it is 
inappropriate to describe regional transfers as a benefit to the nation.  Niemi seems to have the opinion 
that the benefits of the Columbia River project are a result of increased port revenues at the Port of 
Portland, which should then be offset by decreased port revenues at the Puget Sound ports.  This is not 
the case.  The benefits of the project are based on transportation costs savings, rather than rate 
transfers. 
 
Niemi’s page 42 
Chapter 4: Ambiguities and Errors in the Corps’ Comparison of Benefits and Costs 
The report has been revised to include a detailed sensitivity analysis on multiple factors, quantitatively 
describing the potential impact on the benefits of various assumptions. 
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The Corps' revised economic analysis raises the following additional questions: 
 
A. Why did the Corps exclude $20 million in restoration project costs  
 and what happens to the cost-benefit ratio when those costs are  
 added to the project costs? 
 
The Corps explains that $20 million in ecosystem restoration costs were excluded  
from the cost-benefit analysis “per Corps regulations.” See DSEIS at 4-9.  The Corps 
regulations are not identified and no additional rationale is provided for this  
significant cost oversight.  Clearly, the Corps is implementing the ecosystem  
restoration projects as part of the mitigation for the Channel Deepening Project, yet  
the Corps seeks to exclude these costs from the calculation of the Channel Deepening 
Project’s cost-benefit ratio. 

SS-194 
If it is the Corps' intent to claim that the $20 million in restoration projects are not part 
of the Channel Deepening Project, then these separate restoration actions must be  
fully and independently analyzed under NEPA.  Yet, the Corps has made no effort to 
describe the purpose and need for these restoration actions, to develop and consider a 
range of alternatives for these actions, or to consider the baseline and effects of these 
actions across several alternatives for restoration.  The restoration projects are implied to 
be mitigation for the Channel Deepening Project while they are also disclaimed as  
such in order to keep down project costs.  The Corps cannot have it both ways.  This 
treatment of the restoration plans is misleading, and cannot lead to sound decision 
making or responsible project economics as intended by federal law. 
 
B. Why are there discrepancies within the DEIS cost and benefit  
 figures? 
 
The SEIS contains several peculiar and unexplained discrepancies in reported benefits 
and costs.  Table S4-2 reports $20 million in annual benefits while Table S4-3 reports 
$18.3 million in annual benefits.  See DSEIS at 4-15.  Similarly, the total project costs 
reported in the DSEIS at Table 4-4 (see DSEIS at 4-16), and the project cost figures 

SS-195  reported in the Corps' revised Cost Estimate Summary (see DSEIS, Exhibit M: Cost 
Estimate Summary (hereinafter "Cost Estimate Summary")) cannot be reconciled.  In 
addition, the project implementation cost in Table S8-1 totals over $140 million and is 
not consistent with the project cost of $129 million reported at in the text of the  
DSEIS.  Compare DSEIS at 4-15 and 8-1. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-193.  The Niemi report confuses regional with national benefits.  From a national perspective, it is 
inappropriate to describe regional transfers as a benefit to the nation.  Niemi seems to have the opinion 
that the benefits of the Columbia River project are a result of increased port revenues at the Port of 
Portland, which should then be offset by decreased port revenues at the Puget Sound ports.  This is not 
the case.  The benefits of the project are based on transportation costs savings, rather than rate 
transfers. 
 
The Niemi report also fails to recognize that the Port of Portland is primarily developed to facilitate the 
region’s exports, while the Puget Sound ports are primarily import ports.  The idea that the Puget 
Sound ports would have stranded infrastructure if they do not capture much of the Portland hinterland 
is inaccurate.  While the general statement quoted from the IWR report is interesting, it does not apply 
in this regional context.  The Niemi report also fails to recognize that the Corps benefit calculation 
assumes that the Puget Sound increases its market share in the Portland hinterland, which also makes 
the ‘stranded infrastructure’ argument moot. 
 
SS-194.  The ecosystem restoration features that were included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS have never 
been considered or analyzed as mitigation for offsetting project-related impacts.  The remaining 
ecosystem restoration features that are analyzed in the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS are voluntary actions 
under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA.  As noted in the 2002 BOs, the ecosystem restoration features are 
not compensatory mitigation for project-related impacts. 
 
The Corps has analyzed the proposed ecosystem restoration features under NEPA.  The purpose of the 
ecosystem restoration component is consistent with Corps of Engineer Circular 1105-2-210 dated June 
1, 1995 Ecosystem Restoration in the Civil Works Program.  The purpose and need is expanded in the 
Final SEIS. 
 
The Corps has evaluated alternatives for the ecosystem restoration features.  The ecosystem restoration 
features included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS were initially discussed and conceptually developed in 
1997 with a multi-agency team.  All of the ecosystem restoration features described in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, and Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar were a direct outcome of these interagency 
meetings.  Miller-Pillar ecosystem restoration feature was circulated and comments addressed in our 
October 1998 Draft IFR/EIS.  Miller-Pillar was not included in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS due to NOAA 
Fisheries concerns regarding avian predators utilizing the pile dikes associated with the feature.  
NOAA Fisheries concluded that with resolution of the avian predation problems (cormorants perching 
on pile dikes and foraging on juvenile salmonids), their concern over implementation of Miller-Pillar 
feature would be negated.  The Corps, through use of avian excluders placed on pilings and spreaders, 
pile dike features used by perching cormorants, has resolved this issue to the satisfaction of NOAA 
Fisheries.  Discussion of the evaluation of alternatives for the proposed additional ecosystem 
restoration features has been added to Section 4.8.6. 
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C. What happens to the cost- benefit ratio when the cost contingencies in 
 the Cost Estimate Summary and non-federal costs are added to the 
 project costs? 
 
In calculating the cost-benefit ratio, the Corps used the minimum estimated cost and 
excluded contingency costs.  See generally Cost Estimate Summary.  However, the  
Corps did not use the minimum expected benefits.  Id.  Had the Corps considered cost 
contingencies, the cost of the Channel Deepening Project would increase from 
$129 million to $142 million. 

SS-196 
The costs are further inflated if the Corps considers costs incurred by the non-federal 
partners for the project.  The Corps has excluded the non-federal costs, but non- 
federal match is an essential part of the Channel Deepening Project.  When non- 
federal costs are added, the benefit-cost ratio is further eroded. 
 
D. Has the Corps overlooked costs to fisheries and externalities imposed 
 on other federally-funded restoration and mitigation projects? 
 
The Corps states that the Channel -Deepening Project’s restoration measures will  
directly eliminate a net pen and commercial fishery at Tongue Point, Oregon.  See  
DSEIS at 4-11-4-12, 6-53.  Yet, the economic analysis does not recognize this direct 
economic cost impact to commercial fisherman.  Similar adverse effects on sturgeon  
and crab fisheries can be expected, but the costs of these adverse impacts are never 
considered by the Corps.  In addition, the Channel Deepening Project will adversely 
impact anadromous fish.  The Corps claims that it has mitigated these adverse impacts 
and relies, in part, on estuary restoration and improvement projects that are supposed  

SS-197  to be implemented as mitigation for another federal action—the FCRPS action.  In  
other words, the Corps claims the benefits of FCRPS mitigation without internalizing  
the costs to the Channel Deepening Project analysis.  This masks the true cost of the 
Channel Deepening Project and also demonstrates that many of the FCRPS costs are 
being incurred for the benefit of Channel Deepening.  In fact, the Channel Deepening 
Project is counterproductive—it negates many of the benefits sought by the FCRPS 
mitigation package and it adds extra costs to a recovery program that is already  
costing the federal government several hundred million dollars each year.  See  
General Accounting Office, "Columbia River Basin Salmon and Steelhead: Federal 
Agencies Recovery Responsibilities, Expenditures and Actions," CAO-02-612 (July 
2002) (attached as Exhibit K).  How many other direct economic impacts and external 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-194 (con’t).  The additional ecosystem restoration features were a direct result of the ESA 
consultation.  The Corps, NOAA Fisheries, and USFWS vetted these restoration features during 
development of the consultation BA and Biological Opinions.  The Corps, through participation in the 
June 2001 workshop for restoration of Columbia River estuarine habitats, participation in LCREP, and 
through coordination with local entities regarding other Corps authorities (e.g., Sections 1135, 206 and 
536) for restoration purposes, is well aware of the nature and scope of potential restoration projects in 
the Columbia River estuary.  We are also aware of limitations, yet to be overcome, on land availability, 
easements, monies, sponsors and other physical and/or social/political constraints that make 
implementation of these restoration alternatives impractical at this time.  The restoration features 
presented in the Draft SEIS were targeted for federal and/or state refuges and management areas or 
other lands which were considered readily available in the timeframe of the channel improvement 
project and that provided benefits to the ecosystem.  In response to comments, the Corps has modified 
two of the ecosystem restoration features (Lois Island and Miller-Pillar), the final proposals for which 
are presented in the Final SEIS. 
 
Finally, the Corps has evaluated the potential effects of the ecosystem restoration features.  See Final 
SEIS, Section 6, and response SS-170. 
 
SS-195.  The cost tables have been revised in the Final SEIS. 
 
SS-196.  The comment is incorrect.  The Corps does include contingency costs in the cost-benefit 
analysis.  Non-federal costs are included in the cost-benefit analysis as well. 
 
SS-197.  The Corps never stated the restoration would eliminate a net-pen fishery.  See responses S-7 
and SS-192(k).  With regard to the comment on restoration, see response SS-194.  As noted in 
response SS-194, the ecosystem restoration features are not mitigation to offset the effects of this 
project on salmonids.  The two ecosystem restoration projects in the lower estuary (Lois Island and 
Miller-Pillar) use dredged material in a beneficial manner and therefore have been included in the 
benefit-to-cost ratio for this project.  Further, though not included in the benefit-to-cost ratio, detailed 
cost estimates were developed for all of the ecosystem restoration features and are included in the Final 
SEIS.  The Corps disagrees with the unsupported allegation that the deepening project would 
undermine mitigation associated with the FCRPS. 
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costs were overlooked by the Corps because it made no attempt to consider project-
induced costs outside of Channel Deepening Project construction? 
 
E. Did the Corps’ construction costs include the transaction costs and  
 mitigation costs of local, state and federal permitting? 
 
Although the Corps included engineering and design costs in its revised economic 
analysis, it is unclear whether the Corps included the costs of environmental review  
and permitting at the federal level and environmental review and permitting required  

SS-198  by state and local governments.  See Cost Estimate Summary.  For example, do the 
Corps’ cost figures include fees for private consultants and attorneys who assisted the 
Corps in preparing the DSEIS?  See e.g., DSEIS List of Preparers (including Pacific 
International Engineering and the law firm of Preston, Gates & Ellis). 
 
F. Did the Corps net out the expected growth in import/export volume  
 that would occur without the Channel Deepening Project? 
 
It appears that the Corps assumed that all future growth in shipping volume would  
benefit from lower average cost efficiencies derived from larger ships.  For example,  
the Corps' analysis of container ship traffic assumes that all future container  

SS-199  shipments will be made on ships drafting 42 feet or more and that these ships will be 
fully loaded to benefit from efficiencies allowed by Channel Deepening.  See, e.g., 
Revised Economic Analysis at 31.  It is implausible that smaller ships will not benefit 
from any growth in shipping volume or that larger ships will not continue to operate at 
less than capacity with or without the Channel Deepening. 
 
G. Did the Corps use unrealistic assumptions in projecting the growth  
 of container traffic for the Port of Portland, which has actually been  
 in decline and may suffer a long-term structural decline caused by  
 economies of scale advantages for the Puget Sound ports? 
 
Projections by the Port of Portland and the Corps acknowledge that the Port of  
Portland will likely suffer a long-term decline in market share for shipping from 
Portland’s regional hinterlands.  See Port of Portland, Container Transportation  

SS-200  Benefit Study (Aug. 5, 2002).  More competitive deepwater ports on the west coast  
will continue to gain in market share.  The Port of Portland’s loss of market share is a 
structural phenomenon caused by the logic of economies of scale.  The Port of  
Portland’s own data show that the Ports of Seattle and Tacoma have lower average 
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SS-198.  Projected future costs include the cost of environmental review and permitting at the federal, 
state, and local level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-199.  The comment is incorrect.  The Corps’ analysis does not assume that container vessels will be 
fully loaded.  Also, there is no induced tonnage in the with-project condition, meaning that there is no 
reason to 'net out' the with-project and without-project volumes. 
 
 
 
SS-200.  The comment asserts, without providing any supporting facts, that the ocean transportation 
cost disadvantage in Portland relative to the Puget Sound will, at some point in the future, become 
“severe.”  There is no evidence that this will be the case, and the comment ignores inland 
transportation costs that are a significant factor in regional cargo movements. 
 
Today, there are 46-foot design draft vessels transiting the 40-foot Columbia River navigation channel.  
This is a good indication that, with a 43-foot channel, larger vessels in the world fleet will continue to 
call on the Columbia River. 
 
The comment is incorrect with regard to the Corps’ projections.  The Corps’ projections for container 
exports show a 30-year growth rate of 1.61% and a fifty-year growth rate of 0.96%.  Even in the first 
decade of the analysis, the growth rate is only 2.4%.  The comment also attempts to predict the future 
based on a trend since 1995, including a long period of economic downturn in Japan and Southeast 
Asia.  The Corps’ projections are based on a much large body of information regarding both the U.S. 
economy and the economies of the nations that buy U.S. products.  A short-term trend analysis that 
consists primarily of an economic downturn for importers of U.S. products is not an appropriate means 
of projecting the future of U.S. exports. 
 
All benefits associated with the Willamette were removed from the benefits analysis. 
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shipping costs per ton because of the time and size efficiencies associated with  
operating out of those natural deepwater ports.  Id.  The logic that is used to justify the 
Channel Deepening Project in the near term is also its undoing in the long term.  As  
ships become larger and shippers seek greater economies of scale, the average cost 
disadvantages for the Port of Portland will become more severe.  The Channel  
Deepening Project may reverse that trend temporarily during a phase of increased ship 
size, but channel depth will again become a limiting factor as ships become too large  
to use the 43-foot channel. 

SS-200 
The Corps’ own projections for Transpacific Intermodal Exports from the Port of 
Portland show a consistent decline in absolute volume since 1995.  Id.  Yet, the Corps 
projects growth of between 2.6 percent per year to 6.9 percent per year.  Based on the 
trend since 1995, it seems equally probable that the Port of Portland’s container  
volume could remain stable or decline.  This point is critical in a cost-benefit analysis 
where most of the benefits are estimated based on growth in container traffic.  
Furthermore, it is not entirely clear that the DSEIS excludes all benefits associated  
with the Port of Portland berths that lie on the Willamette River.  If Willamette River 
benefits have been used to calculate the Corps' projected growth in Port of Portland 
container volumes, those projections will not only be suspect but improperly derived. 
 

*         *         *         *         * 
 
For all of the above reasons, and based on the more detailed discussion provided in  
the Niemi Report, the Corps' revised economic analysis for the Channel Deepening 
Project contains serious flaws that inflate benefits associated with Channel Deepening 

SS-201  and discount the Channel Deepening Project's costs.  The Corps' analysis is selective  
in its approach and assigns great weight to information that is highly uncertain; as a 
result, it is arbitrary and capricious and does not provide an adequate basis for the  
Corps' conclusion that the benefits of the Channel Deepening Project will outweigh its 
costs. 
 

V. THE BIOLOGICAL OPINIONS AND PROJECT 
MITIGATION ARE DEFICIENT 

 
Dr. Robert Dillinger has, in addition to reviewing the DSEIS (see above), also  
reviewed the NMFS and USFWS Biological Opinions for the Channel Deepening 

SS-202  Project.  Dr. Dillinger has prepared a report of his findings, which is submitted with  
these comments (“Dr. Dillinger BiOp Report”).  These comments supplement 
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SS-201.  The Corps disagrees with the comments allegations regarding the Corps economic analysis.  
The Corps detailed responses are found above in responses SS-188 to SS-200.  As discussed there, the 
Niemi report contains numerous factual flaws and unsupported statements.  Further, the Corps cost 
benefit analysis has been revised in response to comments and is presented in the Final SEIS at 
Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, Exhibit L. 
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comments dated March 26, 2002 (“BA Comment Letter”) submitted on behalf of 
CRANE in response to the Corps’ Biological Assessment for the Channel Deepening 
Project. 
 
Dr. Dillinger has identified a number of critical failings in the Biological Opinions.  
For example: 
 
• The Biological Opinions rely far too heavily on the Corps' vague plan for 

monitoring and adaptive management to assess the Channel Deepening Project's 
effects.  Because the effects of the action are highly uncertain, the agencies have   
no basis to conclude that the action will not jeopardize the species or adversely 
modify critical habitat.  See Dr. Dillinger BiOp Report at 15-23. 

 
• The Corps' adaptive management program is key to the agencies' conclusions, but 

cannot be implemented in the absence of a research design that includes a   
baseline, test hypotheses and monitoring and research methods.  Without these 
critical elements, the adaptive management plan cannot predict, identify or correct 
flaws in the Channel Deepening Project. The adaptive management plan is also 
fatally inadequate because it contains no specified pathway or process for 
adaptation of the Channel Deepening Project.  Id. at 22-25. 

SS-203-209 
• The Biological Opinions are based on studies and plans that are not yet complete   

or available for review.  Id. at 24.  The agencies rely on the Corps' conceptual 
model of the interaction between salmonids and lower Columbia River habitat 
qualities, but the model has not been quantified or verified.  See e.g., id. at 6.  This 
model provides nothing more than a rudimentary concept of how a very complex 
ecosystem may function, and is entirely inappropriate as a basis for the agencies'  
no jeopardy conclusion.  Id. at 11-12. 

 
• The NMFS BiOp describes proposed mitigation/habitat restoration measures as 

beneficial for listed anadromous fish, but provides no explanation of the baseline 
conditions and expected habitat improvements that justify this conclusion.  Id. at 
29-30. 

 
• The Biological Opinions describe a state of uncertainty and incertitude concerning 

nearly all of the effects of the project on listed fish species.  Id. at 15. 
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SS-202 to SS-209.  These comments express conclusions about NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion 
for this project, and include comments on NOAA Fisheries application of its policies and guidance 
regarding Section 7 consultation.  The Corps prepared the Draft SEIS to solicit comments on the 
Corps’ proposed action.  It is not appropriate for the Corps to respond to comments that are actually 
directed to the Biological Opinion prepared by NOAA Fisheries or questions of NOAA Fisheries 
policies.  The Corps understands that NOAA Fisheries will respond to comments in this section in the 
future in an appropriate forum.  To the extent that the comments address the Corps underlying 
assessment of potential effects of the project as reflected in the BA and Final SEIS, the Corps has 
provided detailed responses in its responses SS-170 through SS-178. 
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• Given the extreme conditions of uncertainty and incertitude, one would expect the 

agencies to require a highly rigorous and precise monitoring and adaptive 
management plan as a basis for formulating any biological conclusions.  However, 
even after nearly two years of reinitiated consultation, the Corps has prepared 
neither a monitoring plan nor an adaptive management program.  See id. at 22-29.  
The agencies require that these protocols be completed by a date certain in the 
future, but offer their Biological Opinions in advance of obtaining that 
information.  Under this approach, neither the agencies nor the public are able to 
scrutinize the all-important monitoring and adaptive management plan before the 
Biological Opinions are issued or the Corps completes its environmental review 
and issues a record of decision.  It strains understanding that the agencies can 
determine with the requisite certainty that the Corps' Project will not jeopardize 
listed fish species without this information. 

 
In addition to the problems identified by Dr. Dillinger, we note several additional 
deficiencies in the biological review for the project. 
 
A. NMFS' "no jeopardy" determination is arbitrary and capricious 
 under NMFS' Habitat Approach and PFC framework. 
 
In this consultation, NMFS adheres to its methodology known as the “Habitat  
Approach” and Properly Functioning Condition ("PFC") framework.  See NMFS,  
"The Habitat Approach" (1999) (attached as Exhibit L).  Under this approach, NMFS 
evaluates whether an action will likely jeopardize a listed fish species based on the 
condition of the environmental baseline and whether the action improves the baseline.  
NMFS BiOp at 6.  If the baseline is “not PFC” or “PFC impaired," NMFS' policy  
dictates that an action be found to Jeopardize the species unless it would improve 
conditions toward the restoration of PFC. 

SS-210 
NMFS finds the baseline to be not PFC within the Channel Deepening action area.  
See NMFS BiOp at 34.  NMFS must, therefore, find that the project moves the Lower 
Columbia River toward PFC or restoration to avoid jeopardy.  Neither the NMFS  
BiOp nor the Corps' DSEIS provide any factual basis that would reasonably support a 
conclusion that Channel Deepening helps to restore properly functioning habitat 
conditions.  Nevertheless, NMFS concludes that the project helps to restore PFC, and 
will, therefore, be no jeopardy to 13 species of listed salmon and steelhead.  See  
NMFS BiOp at 85-86.  NMFS' conclusory finding of restoration is baseless and  
without justification. 
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SS-210 to SS-213.  These comments express conclusions about NOAA Fisheries policy concerning 
PFC and compare the conclusions NOAA Fisheries reached in the Biological Opinion prepared for this 
project with Biological Opinions for other unrelated projects.  The Corps prepared the Draft SEIS to 
solicit comments on the Corps’ proposed action.  It is not appropriate for the Corps to respond to 
comments that are actually directed to the Biological Opinion prepared by NOAA Fisheries or 
questions of NOAA Fisheries policy concerning PFC.  The Corps understands that NOAA Fisheries 
will respond to comments in this section in the future in an appropriate forum. 
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For purposes of comparison, we submit for the record two biological opinions issued  
by NMFS which find likely jeopardy to listed salmonids on the basis of proposed  
actions and effects that are miniscule in comparison to the Channel Deepening and 
maintenance project. 
 

1.     Coos Bay North Bend Water System Improvements. 
 
NMFS' Biological Opinion for the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board Water Supply 
Expansion Project (December 14, 1999) (attached as Exhibit M) considered a  
proposed upgrade to an existing municipal water system.  The most significant feature  
of this project was the enlargement and raising of an existing 45-foot dam to a height  
of 69 feet.  The dam was located on Pony Creek, a tributary to the Coos Bay, Oregon 
estuary, and formed a complete barrier to fish passage on Pony Creek.  The dam had 
historically prevented any instream flows in Pony Creek below the dam during low-
precipitation times of year.  Virtually no listed fish inhabited Pony Creek below the  
dam, where tributaries to the creek were named the "K-Mart Fork," "Hospital Fork"  
and "AAA Fork." 

SS-211 
The enlarged dam had an added footprint of 75 acres and the elevated reservoir would 
have expanded from 130 acres to 273 acres in size.  The total amount of fill was  
317,000 cubic yards. 
 
In addition to the proposed dam enlargement, the project included restoration features.  
First, the owner of the dam committed to a minimum instream flow in Pony Creek  
below the dam and placement of clean gravel and daylighting of culverted stream 
channels below the dam.  In addition, the proposed action included the breaching of a 
dike and restoration of a 20 acre wetland within the estuary. 
 
In consultation with the Corps, NMFS examined the effects of the project on three  
listed fish species and focused, in particular, on Oregon coastal coho salmon.  NMFS 
defined the action area as 119,000 acres of the Coos Bay estuary including over 25 
watersheds outside the watershed where the dam was located and the upland cities  
and human settlements throughout the area.  As in its Channel Deepening Biological 
Opinion, NMFS applied the Habitat Approach and determined that the baseline 
conditions were "at risk" or "not properly functioning" requiring significant  
improvement to ensure the likelihood of the survival and recovery of coho salmon. 
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In its consideration of the project's effects, NMFS found the restoration actions good 
but insufficient to promote the recovery goals for the species and its habitat.  NMFS 
noted that the State of Oregon was planning and implementing several excellent 
restoration actions in the Coos Bay estuary, but the benefits of the restoration  
activities were in the future and not yet realized.  NMFS expressed concern that 
continued urban growth and development in the metropolis of Coos Bay-North Bend 
would result in additional impervious surfaces and stormwater run-off with adverse  
water flow and quality effects on the Coos Bay estuary and tributaries.  NMFS  
concluded that the project would result in low levels of unquantified "take" and 
jeopardize the continued existence of Oregon coastal coho salmon. 
 

2.       Inland Land, Inc. Irrigation Pumping Station. 
 
NMFS' Biological Opinion for Inland Land, Inc., Columbia River (May 16, 1997) 
(attached as Exhibit N) considered a proposed irrigation pumping station to be 
constructed in the Columbia River reservoir pool behind John Day Dam.  The  
proposed action would have required some excavation, dredging and blasting on the 
bottom of the Columbia River during the in-water construction windows allowed by 
NMFS.  A total of 2,000 cubic yards of fill were required for a pumping facility  
located on the river bottom.  The pumping station would have removed a maximum 
instantaneous flow of 330 cfs of water for farm irrigation with average withdrawals of 
smaller amounts.  The Corps determined that the effect of the water withdrawal on the 
Columbia River, which flows at well over 200,000 cfs, would be undetectable and the 
action would have no effect on listed species. 

SS-212 
In consultation, NMFS examined the effects of the action on many of the same  
salmonid species considered in the Channel Deepening Biological Opinion.  As in the 
Channel Deepening Project, NMFS determined that the baseline conditions were such 
that improvements in the habitat were needed for the survival and recovery of the  
species.  NMFS determined that the action would have a minimal potential for 
unquantifiable take of listed salmonids, but concluded that the action would  
jeopardize listed salmond species. 
 
NMFS reasoned that even though the effects of the action on Columbia River flows  
were undetectable, NMFS was compelled to apply a zero-tolerance standard for new 
water withdrawals because the incremental impact would be added to the cumulative 
impacts of all water withdrawals in the Columbia River Basin. 
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*         *         *         *         * 
 
When we compare NMFS' biological opinions finding jeopardy for the Coos Bay and 
Inland Land Co. projects with the Channel Deepening Project Biological Opinions, 
we fall to see how NMFS could conclude that the Channel Deepening Project is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed salmonid species. 

SS-213 
Comparison of NMFS Biological Opinions 

Project Coos Bay Water Inland Land Co. Channel 
Deepening 

 
Description 

 
Upgrade existing 
water system and 
enlarge dam that 
already is a 
complete 
barrier to fish 
passage. Enhance 
instream flows,  
restore creeks 
below 
dam, restore 20 
acre 
estuarine wetland 

 
Construct 
irrigation pumping 
station on 
mainstem 
Columbia 
River at John Day 
Pool. Temporary 
dredging and 
blasting. 
Withdraw 
up to 330 cfs of 
water from river 
flowing at well 
over 200,000 cfs. 

 
Construct and 
maintain navigation 
channel stretching 
over 100 miles 
from 
mouth of the 
Columbia River 
through the 
Columbia River 
estuary. Also 
dredge 
and maintain berths 
and turning basins. 

 
Fill Volume 

 
317,000 cy 

 
2,000 cy 

 
190,000,000 cy 

 
Acres Affected 

 
75 acres 

 
Not described 
 
(Est. < 5 acres) 

 
1,755 acres for 
upland dredge 
disposal 
 
In-water and ocean 
dredge disposal 
 
Channel 43-48’ by 
600-700’ for 100  
miles 

 
Action Area 

 
119,000 acres 
covering 30 small 
watersheds and 

 
Not described 

 
Columbia River 
bank-to-bank from 
Bonneville Dam to 
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SS-213 
 

 upland urban areas 
served by the water 
system 

 mouth and 12 miles 
out to sea. Also 
upland disposal sites,  
but excludes upland 
port areas or cities 
served by navigation 
channel. 

 
Affected Species 

 
3 ESUs of coastal 
coho, steelhead, and 
cutthroat 

 
3 Snake River 
sockeye, fall 
chinook, and  
spring/summer 
chinook 

 
13 ESUs of 
Columbia Snake 
Salmon and steehead 

 
Baseline 
Condition 

 
At risk or not PFC- 
needs improvement 

 
Needs improvement 

 
Not PFC – needs 
improvement 

 
Effects 

 
No species present 
and minimal 
unquantified take. 
 
Restored habitat not 
good enough. 
 
Adverse effects from 
urban growth, 
impervious surfaces, 
and stormwater 
effects in action area. 

 
Effect on river 
flows immeasurable 
 
Minimal 
unquantified take. 

 
Effects are unknown 
but expected to be 
minimal. 
 
Restoration features 
expected to outweigh 
any adverse effects. 
 
May take species, but 
will not appreciably 
reduce population. 
Some unquantified 
take and some 
quantified take 
estimates for blasting 

 
Cumulative 
Effects 

 
Adverse effects from 
urbanization and 
restoration efforts not 
yet effective 

 
Zero tolerance for 
any new water 
withdrawal based 
on cumulative 
effects of all water 

 
Some adverse effects 
expected from 
urbanization, water 
withdrawal and water 
quality problems 
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  use in the Columbia 
River Basin. 

 

 
Determination 

 
Jeopardy 

 
Jeopardy 

 
No Jeopardy 

 
SS-213 

The Corps has an independent duty under Section 7(a)(2) to ensure that its actions are 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or adversely modify or 
destroy their critical habitat.  Because the NMFS BiOp is baseless in finding no  
jeopardy or critical habitat modification and destruction, the Corps may not rely on  
the opinion.  The Corps must refrain from proceeding with the Channel Deepening 
Project or it will violate the Endangered Species Act. 
 
B. The Corps' restoration projects do not support NMFS' no jeopardy 

conclusion. 
 
In its new Biological Opinion, NMFS relies heavily on seven new restoration projects 
proposed by the Corps.  NMFS does not evaluate the restoration projects under its  
estuary conceptual model to determine their effects on pathways and indicators for 
listed species and the properly functioning conditions for their habitat.  Rather, NMFS 
makes a qualitative judgment that the restoration projects will be beneficial without 
explaining why that it so.  See NMFS BiOp at 66.  Two of the projects have little or 
no relationship to anadromous fish.  Two of the projects involving retrofitting of tide 

SS-214  gates to open up more juvenile fish rearing habitat may have benefits for fish, but  
NMFS fails to explain baseline condition or expected improvements.  At least three of 
the “restoration” projects appear to involve moving dredge spoils from the navigation 
channel to side channels in the river.  In essence, the Corps proposes as restoration the 
disposal of dredge materials in certain areas to create hypothetical productive shallow 
estuary waters.  These “restoration” projects appear to be added disposal sites not so 
cleverly disguised as restoration projects.  See NFMS BiOp at 68-72.  There is no 
valid explanation of the baseline habitat conditions at the proposed restoration sites or 
the reasoning behind expected long-term benefits for listed fish species. 
 
In fact, NMFS’ description of the proposed action is a useful point of reference for 
understanding the magnitude of dredge disposal that is now called restoration.  
According to NMFS and the Corps, construction of the deeper channel will take about 
two years and result in a one-time slug of additional dredge material estimated to be 
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SS-214.  The Corps will not respond to the comment as it pertains to NOAA Fisheries Biological 
Opinion.  With regard to the merits of the restoration projects, see responses SS-91 through SS-100. 
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19.3 million cubic yards.  Thereafter, the 43-foot channel would be maintained for 50 
years just as the 40 foot channel would be maintained.  Over the 50-year maintenance 
life of the Channel Deepening Project, NMFS and the Corps claim that 190 million  
cubic yards of dredge material will be moved (including the 19 million cubic yards for 
construction) as compared to the 160 million cubic yards that would be moved due to 
maintenance of the 40-foot channel. 
 
Compare the one-time construction dredge volume of 19.3 million cubic yards with 
the amount of dredge disposal that will go to restoration (16 million cubic yards) (See 
NMFS BiOp at 15).  Nearly all of the Channel Deepening Project’s one-time 
increment of channel construction dredge material will be relocated into other  
portions of the estuary to bring about the alleged restoration.  The proposition that 
dredge disposal can lead to restoration is not validly established in the NMFS BiOp.  
Instead, the descriptions of each restoration project identify benefits in very little 
detail.  The descriptions of these restoration project descriptions concede that it may  
take ten or more years to realize the benefits of restoration because disposal, initially, 
will be destructive to existing plant and animal communities in the vicinity of the 
"restoration" disposal of dredge materials.  What is completely lacking in this analysis 

SS-214   is a description of the areas that will be “restored.” See Dr. Dillinger BiOp Report at  
29-30.  There is no accounting for what is already there, what level of ecological 
function it currently provides, why it is in need of restoration, and what the expected 
increase in ecological function or benefit will be as a result of the disposal of millions 
of cubic yards of dredge material on those sites.  Id.  Yet this is the pillar on which 
NMFS issues a no jeopardy opinion and expresses its belief that earlier concerns  
about restoration have now been addressed. 
 
It is also noteworthy that NMFS, at the behest of the Corps, repeatedly calls  
restoration projects an integral part of the proposed action, but clarifies that the 
restoration projects are not mitigation for the effects of the project.  This curious 
disclaimer is made as some sort of justification of the Corps' exclusion of restoration 
project costs from the cost-benefit analysis for the Channel Deepening Project.  See 
discussion supra at Section II(A)(3)(c), Section III and Section IV(A).  It seems that  
the Corps will exclude the costs of restoration from the cost-benefit analysis because 
restoration is a separate proposal under the Corps' ESA 7(a)(1) conservation program 
and not mitigation for the action.  As we have already noted, this merely creates a 
whole new set of analytical and legal problems for the Corps.  If the restoration  
projects are independent federal actions, the Corps has utterly failed to analyze these 
actions under NEPA.  Their purpose and need, alternatives, baseline conditions and 
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effects of the alternatives have never been examined or disclosed to the public.  For  
all NMFS knows, the "restoration" projects may have extraordinary adverse 
environmental impacts or could be entirely ineffective, or there could be far more 
effective alternatives that the Corps failed to consider. 
 
C. NMFS must consider interrelated and interdependent port 
 development before reaching its no jeopardy conclusion. 
 
As we have already noted, the Corps has improperly segmented and excluded 
interdependent and interrelated port development and urban development actions that  
are driven by the Channel Deepening Project.  See discussion supra at Section I(A) 
and Section II(A)(3).  The Corps' parsing of these actions and effects also infects  
NMFS' concept of the action and effects. 

SS-215 
The NMFS BiOp references related federal actions such as the Federal Columbia  
River Power System, channel maintenance dredging and expected future dredging of 
berths by port districts.  However, the NMFS BiOp states that future development of  
port facilities and activities is not an interdependent or interrelated action.  See e.g., 
NMFS BiOp at 63.  NMFS explains that future port development is caused by  
economic development factors outside the development of the waterway.  This  
reasoning undercuts the economic benefits that the Corps claims for the project.  It  
also appears to be in conflict with the development of the Port of Vancouver’s  
Gateway Project, which depends on the Channel Deepening Project for almost three 
million cubic yards of fill. 
 
The NMFS BiOp leaves no doubt that dredge materials from the Channel Deepening 
Project will be disposed of at the Gateway site.  Given that the Port of Vancouver has 
already made public its plans to use the filled site for port development, it is  
impossible to escape the conclusion that the Gateway project is an interdependent and 
interrelated action. 
 
D. The Corps and NMFS appear to improperly segment the  
 relationship between Channel Deepening, maintenance dredging and 

dredging of the Columbia River Bar at the MCR. 
 
As noted above, step-wise or segmented ESA consultation is not permitted in the  

SS-216  Ninth Circuit.  There is no doubt that the Channel Deepening Project and channel  
maintenance actions are strongly related and will become one and the same action 
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SS-215.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s unsupported assertion that potential future port and 
urban development is interrelated to or interdependent with the channel improvement project.  See 
responses SS-140 through SS-142 and SS-157 through SS-161.  However, because the comments is 
actually directed to the Biological Opinion prepared by NOAA Fisheries, it is not appropriate for the 
Corps to provide a more detailed response.  The Corps understands that NOAA Fisheries will respond 
to comments in this section in the future in an appropriate forum. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-216.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s unsupported assertion that the effects of 
maintenance dredging and the MCR project have not been considered.  See responses SS-155 through 
SS-156.  However, because the comments is actually directed to the Biological Opinion prepared by 
NOAA Fisheries, it is not appropriate for the Corps to provide a more detailed response.  The Corps 
understands that NOAA Fisheries will respond to comments in this section in the future in an 
appropriate forum. 
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after the initial deepening construction is completed.  See NMFS BiOp at 12.  By  
treating them as discrete actions, however, there is a risk that NMFS and the Corps 
address only the direct effects of Channel Deepening, improperly making maintenance  
a part of the baseline and excluding its cumulative effects from the analysis.  In  
addition, it appears that the Corps has omitted any analysis of and consideration for 
dredging and dredge disposal necessary as a part of deepening and maintenance of the 
MCR.  This appears to be a closely related action that is essential for the utility of the 
Channel Deepening, but its environmental, biological and economic effects were  
entirely omitted from the Corps' analysis, disclosure of effects and decisionmaking.  
See discussion supra at Section II(A)(2)(c).  NMFS' no jeopardy conclusion was made 
without considering these significant effects on the species. 
 
E. NMFS ignores the Corps' lack of detail or final approval for 
 “robust” monitoring and adaptive management. 
 
NMFS and the Corps make much of the SEI process and the SEI panel's conclusion  
that the estuary is a dynamic system filled with uncertainty (which, according to  
NMFS and the Corps, precludes estimating any effects now for lack of information).  
Under circumstances of uncertainty, SEI recommends and NMFS accepts that 
“robust” monitoring and adaptive management programs are necessary.  See NMFS  
BiOp at 74.  However, the monitoring and adaptive management process described in  
the NMFS BiOp are anything but robust. 

SS-217 
The life of the Channel Deepening Project is fifty years, and adverse effects are likely 
to be realized in the long term as well as during the two years of construction.  
Nevertheless, most of the monitoring for the project is based on measurements two  
years before construction, two years during construction, and three years after 
construction.  See NMFS BiOp at 19.  NMFS' habitat condition survey, the  
monitoring parameter that is arguably most important for ESA-listed fish, is repeated 
only one time three years after construction.  Such monitoring may only confirm the 
destruction of habitat and adverse impacts to fish with no apparent consequences.  
Only two of the monitoring programs continue for the life of the project.  One is the 
annual measurement of dredge disposal volumes and the other is screening of dredge 
materials for pollutants.  It is difficult to see how NMFS will achieve a robust long- 
term monitoring and adaptive management program for anadromous fish by looking at 
annual data on dredging volumes.  The only management change trigger mentioned  
for this parameter is an increase in dredge volume above predicted quantity.  Such a 
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SS-217.  With regard to the general issue of adaptive management, see response SS-170.  The adaptive 
management plan will developed in concert with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS and will be consistent 
with the NOAA Fisheries guidance. 
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trigger may never occur even while dramatic changes in estuary habitat and the  
condition of listed species are occurring. 
 
The other baffling feature of the monitoring and adaptive management program is that 
the program described in the NMFS BiOp is not yet finally approved or completed in 
detail.  It appears that NMFS and the Corps will manage environmental uncertainty  
using an uncertain monitoring and adaptive management process.  The terms and 
conditions require the Corps to prepare a detailed monitoring and adaptive  
management plan for NMFS by December 15, 2002, which NMFS will then approve.  
One wonders why the plan was not prepared as part of the proposed action that is  
subject to the consultation and biological opinion and subject to public notice and 
comment through the DSEIS.  Why didn’t the Corps and NMFS figure this out in the 
interim between biological opinions?  How can NMFS and the Corps ensure no  
jeopardy when the essentials of the monitoring and adaptive management program  
have not yet been designed or approved?  The Corps asserts that “[l]ong term  
monitoring and adaptive management programs indicate the project will not  
jeopardize listed fish species.” DSEIS at 6-51. The Corps' inadequate monitoring and 
adaptive management process constituted one of the key problems with the first 
biological opinion for Channel Deepening.  The Corps has not corrected these failings 
and the NMFS BiOp should be withdrawn until these corrections are made.  See Dr. 
Dillinger BiOp Report at 18-25, 30. 
 
F. The Corps and NMFS use “front-loading” as an excuse for ignoring  
 effects. 
 
One of the more unusual features of the NMFS BiOp is its description of the Corps' 
“front-loading” of monitoring and project adjustment as a sure means to avoid 
environmental effects.  See NMFS BiOp at 43.  NMFS appears to be convinced that  
the Corps can ensure that the action will not affect certain pathways and indicators for  

SS-218  listed species because the Corps will implement monitoring during construction.   
Accordingly, NMFS states that it need not address the presumptively avoided effects;  
this approach amounts to blind faith in the Corps' ability to avoid environmental  
effects, which is not acceptable under the requirements of the Habitat Approach.  See 
discussion supra at Section V(A). 
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SS-218.  See responses SS-210 to SS-213. 
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G. The USFWS BiOp literally duplicates errors contained in the NMFS 
 BiOp. 
 
For purposes of analyzing effects of the Channel Deepening Project on bull trout and  

SS-219  cutthroat trout, USFWS simply cuts and pastes from the NMFS' BiOp.  As a result,  
the USFWS BiOp suffers all of the same flaws laid out in Section V. CRANE's  
objections to the NMFS BiOp apply equally to the USFWS BiOp. 
 

*         *         *         *         * 
 
For the reasons set forth above and in the BA Comment Letter, the FEIS Comment 
Letter and the DEIS Comment Letter, the DSEIS' analysis of the likely environmental 
and economic effects of the Channel Deepening Project is inadequate and fails to  
meet the requirements of federal law.  Not only does the DSEIS rely on bad science  

SS-220  and bad economics to reach its conclusion that Channel Deepening should proceed,  
but it is based upon Biological Opinions from agencies that reached their no jeopardy 
conclusions in a manner that was arbitrary and capricious.  As a result, CRANE  
requests that NMFS and USFWS withdraw their consultations, and that the Corps 
develop a Channel Deepening Project proposal that addresses the failings described in 
this letter and complies with federal law. 
 
 

 
 
MWS/SRK/vc 
cc: (with enclosures) CRANE 
 (without enclosures - Enclosures Available Upon Request) 

The Honorable Gary Locke 
The Honorable John Kitzhaber 
The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
The Honorable Patricia Murray 
The Honorable Gordon Smith 
The Honorable Ron Wyden 
Congressman Brian Baird 
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SS-219.  See responses SS-202 through SS-218. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-220.  The Corps disagrees.  Contrary to the comment, the Final SEIS relies on sound science and a 
thorough economic analysis to reach its conclusion the channel improvement project should proceed.  
Further, the Biological Opinions were the product of a thorough and innovative consultation process 
that assembled and confirmed the best available science to be used for consultation. 
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Congressman Earl Blumenauer 
Congressman David Wu 
Stephanie Hallock, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Jeff Koenig, Washington Fish & Wildlife Commission 
Tom Fitzsimmons, Washington Department of Ecology 
The Honorable John Iani, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Nan Evans, Oregon Coastal Management Program 
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Re:     Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
    Impact Statement for the Columbia River Channel Improvement 
    Project (SEIS) 

 
Northwest Environmental Advocates (NWEA) appreciates the Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) agreement that the agency was required to issue a Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River Channel 

SS-221  Improvement Project (DSEIS).  However, the DSEIS, as proposed, is so deficient in so 
many respects that it does not begin to remedy the deficiencies discussed by NWEA and 
others in comments provided in response to the previously-released draft and final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River 
Channel Improvement Project as well as other regulatory documents related to the 
underlying project. 
 
I.       Public Disclosure 
 
Under federal law, the DSEIS is to serve two key purposes.  The first is to require federal 
agencies thoroughly and objectively to investigate, evaluate and disclose environmental 
consequences associated with any major federal action in sufficient detail to assist the 
agencies in determining whether and how to proceed with a proposed action.  The second  

SS-222  is to provide the public with a full and accurate disclosure of the likely environmental  
impacts of a proposed action, thereby encouraging full public involvement in the 
development of such information.  See, e.g., Baltimore Gas and Electric Company v. 
NRDC, 462 U.S. 87 (1983).  In order to fulfill these purposes, an EIS must describe the 
purpose and need for the proposed action, analyze the direct and secondary environmental 
and economic impacts of a range of alternative means to fulfilling that purpose, and, if 
mitigation, is proposed, analyze the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 
 

A.     Failure to Timely Provide Requested Information Renders Full Public 
Participation Impossible 

 
NWEA is hampered in its ability to respond to this DSEIS within the time frame allowed 
for public comments due to the ongoing failure of the Corps and other federal agencies,  

SS-223  namely the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), to timely respond to numerous 
requests for documents made pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  In 
fact, FOIA requests made to both the Corps and to NMFS as far back in time as May of 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-221.  The Final SEIS discusses changes to the proposal and new information regarding 
project impacts as required by NEPA.  The Corps disagrees that the Final SEIS is deficient. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-222.  Comment noted.  NEPA does not require an analysis of economic impacts as the 
comment suggests, but the Final SEIS includes updated economic information.  The Final SEIS 
fully analyzes environmental impacts, including proposed mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-223.  The Corps disagrees with the implication that FOIA is an integral part of the NEPA 
process.  The Corps has synthesized relevant information in the Draft SEIS.  Commenters need 
to focus their comments on that document.  There is a separate process for pursuing information 
under FOIA, including the timeliness of information. 
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this year have not been fully or, in some cases, even partially responded to.  The Corps has 
responded with documents to only three requests.  It has provided one seven-page document 
copied from the previous FEIS for the project in response to a request regarding various aspects  
of the relationship of the depth of the MCR to the 43-foot channel.  It has provided four pages in 
response to a request for all financial work sheets on annualized costs. And, it has provided a  
copy of a specific study requested by name.  For this reason, we request that you extend the 
timeframe for public comments until such time as information requested and required to fully 
understand the Corps’ own report is made publically available. 

SS-223 
Likewise, five days before the close of the comment period the Corps issued the “Technical 
Review of the Benefit and Cost Analysis in the Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report 
and Environmental Impact Statement Dated July 2002: Summary Report of the Technical Review 
Process and Results,” September 9, 2002.  It is unreasonable to expect the public to review this 
document, which is highly critical of the Corps’ benefits analysis at such a late date.  Moreover, 
due to the timing of this outside review, nothing in the DSEIS indicates, let alone incorporates,  
the Corps’ response to this document.  Notwithstanding the obvious limitations of the review 
process, the panel evaluating the reasonableness of the alleged benefits of the project raised many 
questions and cast many doubts.  To prevent public access to this information during the period 
when the public is allowed to comment on the SEIS is to preclude providing the public with full 
disclosure of biases, contradictory information, professional analyses, etc. identified by these 
experts that would assist it in commenting.  To request that the public comment on the DSEIS 
when the Corps itself has remained silent about the findings of the panel, is unfair.  On these 
bases, we also request that you extend the timeframe for public comments on the DSEIS. 
 

B.        Failure to Develop Necessary Data and Information Upon Which Analyses 
   Rely Defeats the Public Disclosure Purposes of NEPA 

 
Public disclosure in the process of developing an EIS is also seriously hampered when the Corps 
has not completed the studies that are necessary to fully evaluate the cumulative effects of the 
proposed action.  For example, twenty years ago, Washington state requested the Corps perform 
studies on the following issues: 

SS-224 
1.  Potential mitigation measures need to be selected and evaluated so losses 
     can be replaced. 
2.  Impact of salinity changes on the 151,000,000 plus salmonids migrating 
     downstream annually must be evaluated for such things as: 
     1.        Are there sufficient other areas for these fish to condition their  
                osmoregulatory systems to salt water?  If not, what happens to 
                them since fish area already stressed out when they enter salt 
                water? 
     2.        Does changing areas where fish condition themselves to salt water 
                impact timing of movement into ocean? 
     3.        How much food will be lost in places like Youngs Bay and what 
                will this do to overall production? 
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SS-223 (con’t).  The Corps disagrees that it was required to provide a public comment period on 
the ‘Technical Review of the Benefit and Cost Analysis’ in the Draft SEIS.  The Technical 
Review is itself a comment to the draft that the Corps will consider in the Final SEIS.  The Final 
SEIS includes these responses.  There is a 30-day comment period on the Final SEIS.  The 
Technical Panel to review benefits and costs met the week of August 5-9, 2002.  The panel’s 
meetings were open and transparent and the public was invited to attend.  All information 
provided to the panel was posted on the Corps’ website prior to the meeting.  All presentations 
made by the Corps’ facilitator, the Corps, Port of Portland and consultants were posted to the 
Corps’ website after the event.  The panel’s findings were also posted to the Corps’ website 
prior to the close of the public comment period.  The public has had approximately five months 
to digest the outcomes of the panel meeting and will have 30 days to comment on the Final 
SEIS and how the Corps has considered the panel’s work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-224.  Each of the enumerated comments, which appear to have been originally made to 
another Corps project, has been thoroughly reviewed for this action.  A variety of mitigation and 
restoration measures are proposed in both the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and in the Final SEIS.  
Salinity changes expected with the deepening have been modeled by both the Corps and the 
Oregon Graduate Institute.  The impacts included in this list from salinity changes have been 
addressed, using the modeling data, in the Final IFR/EIS, Final SEIS, the Biological Assessment 
and the Biological Opinions. 
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3.  Before and after habitat inventories should be done in places such as 
 Youngs Bay where salinity could change and effect types of vegetation.  
 These impacts to wildlife from changes should be evaluated. 

 
Letter to Joseph R. Blum, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service rom James G. Fenton, Washington 
Department of Game, July 29, 1982.  Likewise, twenty years ago the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service recommended the following studies be conducted in order to “obtain adequate 
information on significant impacts of this proposed [MCR deepening] project”: 
 

1.    Existing salinity data (from the Corps of Engineers, CREDDP, and NOS) 
       should be evaluated. 
2.    A numerical model, to be used to predict salinity distribution changes,  
       should be developed from the data evaluated in recommendation 1. 
3.    If a significant change in salinities is indicated, then biological studies of 
       key species in Youngs Bay should be initiated. 
4.    Previously undredged materials should be tested for grain size, heavy  
       metals, and other contaminants. 

SS-225             5.    Studies should be undertaken to determine the possibility of entrainment of  
       juvenile Dungeness crab, rates of entrainment, and location and timing of  
       migration across the bar. 
6.    Consideration should be given to initiation of a study to determine the  
        timing and migration over the bar of juveniles of commercially important  
        marine fish. 
7.    Effects of disposal on the present offshore disposal sites should be  
       determined, especially the physical aspects. 
8.    Studies should be initiated for the identification of one ore more additional 
       offshore disposal sites.  Alternative disposal methodologies should also be  
       explored. 

 
Letter to Colonel Robert L. Friedenwald, Army Corps, from Russell D. Peterson, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, August 27, 1982.   
 
Nine years ago, NMFS told the Corps that “studies should be conducted to determine timing 
restrictions and the best blasting techniques practicable for reducing fish kills from blasting in  
large river systems,” [studies] to address the probably increase in salinity of the estuary and its 

SS-226  effect on important fishes,” and “[studies] to better understand the habitat value of the proposed  
disposal areas and to determine the best ways that these habitats can be duplicated.”  Letter from 
Merritt E. Tuttle, National Marine Fisheries Service to Colonel Charles E. Cowan, Army Corps of 
Engineers, September 7, 1990 at 1, 2.   
 
These three examples are just a few among many requests made by local, state, and federal 
agencies to the Corps for additional data and analysis, many of which were made one to two 

SS-227  decades ago.  Today, the Corps reports it is in the middle of a three year study on white sturgeon. 
It is obtaining additional information on Dungeness crab.  It has not, however, completed those 
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SS-225.  As indicated above, all of the issues raised have been addressed and the studies done.  
These are described in detail in the Final IFR/EIS, Final SEIS, Biological Assessment and 
Biological Opinions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-226.  The items of concern expressed by the commenter were addressed in the ESA 
consultation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS.  The Services’ Biological Opinions have 
concluded in the Terms and Conditions the following regarding blasting.  The blasting plan, 
outlined on page 6-20 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, will be developed in conjunction with federal 
and state agencies and submitted to the Services for approval 30 days prior to blasting.  The 
blasting plan will include specific monitoring actions to determine if any listed fish are killed or 
injured, and include a clause that, if the blasting results in a take of listed salmonids, the Corps 
will discontinue blasting until such time as that take can be assessed and measures enacted to 
minimize impacts. 
 
SS-227.  Since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Corps and USEPA have worked with the states to 
conduct additional studies regarding sturgeon, smelt, Dungeness crab entrainment, and 
stranding.  The Corps also began the baseline studies were also begun for the Deep Water Site.  
All of these issues have been studied and discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Biological 
Assessment and the Biological Opinions, and the Final SEIS includes information regarding 
sturgeon, smelt and Dungeness crab.  Please read our responses to the state comments.  It seems 
that the letters you referred to previously were the letters in response to the scoping process for 
the project.  All these issues were used to develop the studies and form the work groups 
established to address these issues. 
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studies despite the issuance of the DSEIS for public comment.  It has yet to respond to the  
requests from the State of Oregon for answers to questions and concerns about the entrainment 
risks and impacts to white sturgeon, the impacts of the project on smelt, the impacts of disposal  
on sturgeon rearing habitat in the estuary, the ocean disposal sites, the effects of ocean disposal  
on the development of unsafe wave activity, how the Corps intends to use so-called “adaptive 
management” to monitor and address problems with the deep water site, the lack of baseline 
biological information for the deep  water site, effects of dredged spoil disposal on the crab 
fishery, etc.  The failure of the Corps to conduct studies both at all, and specifically in advance of 

SS-227  the development of final environmental impact statements, is an on-going and long-term problem  
that is contrary to the requirements of NEPA, the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, 
the Coastal Zone Management Act, and other federal laws.  While some or all agencies may be 
willing to allow the Corps to study issues for which insufficient data and information exist to issue 
conclusive findings, the law requires the development of this information in advance of the 
proposed action.  In point of fact, the Corps cannot argue that these issues are new concerns that  
it can only attend to in the future.  Its failure to respond to the issues in the past is its own fault. 
The public, other agencies, and the environment should not be made to pay for the Corps’ 
recalcitrance.  The lists above are not an exhaustive catalogue of all of the concerns and questions 
and requests for data and analysis made by local, state, and federal agencies.  They are merely 
illustrative. Many of these and other issues are over twenty years old and yet remain, not only 
unanswered but entirely unaddressed by the Corps.  
 

C.      Failure to Fully Respond to Public Comments on FEIS, DEIS, and Other 
          Regulatory Documents Renders the DSEIS Inadequate 

 
As with the requests made by numerous local, state, and federal agencies, some but not all of 
which are discussed above, the Corps has failed once again, in its DSEIS, to respond to the 
comments made by members of the public on the FEIS and the DEIS for this project, and on  
similar regulatory documents for related proposed projects, including operation and maintenance 

SS-228  dredging for the river and the MCR.  It defies imagination why the Corps does not believe that it 
is required to respond in a scientific and meaningful way to these comments and it underscores the 
extreme cynicism that is being displayed, not only by members of the public but by 
representatives of other government agencies.  It is time that the Corps recognize it can no longer 
flaunt the requirements of federal law with impunity. 
 

D.     The Proposed Adaptive Management Scheme is Not Based on Baseline 
         Information, a Monitoring Program, Clear Project Responses to Identified 
         Problems, or an Established Remedy to Overall Project Failure to Protect the 
         Environment 

 
The proposed adaptive management scheme in the DSEIS is a flawed response to the Corps’ 
ongoing failure to obtain sufficient information to meet the requirements of NEPA, and other  

SS-229  federal laws that require information and analysis in advance of an environmentally destructive 
and costly project such as the proposed channel deepening.  Although agreed to by NMFS, in an 
egregious abdication of its responsibilities pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, the proposed 
 
 

Page 4 of  46 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-228.  The studies referred to in SS-227 respond in a scientifically meaningful way to issues 
identified by the state and other commenters.  A number of studies specifically address the 
cumulative impacts of channel improvement with the Mouth of the Columbia River project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-229.  The reference to the estuary as “highly degraded” oversimplifies the existing 
conditions.  Impacts to existing conditions need to be considered on specific parameters and 
species.  The consultation on listed salmonids explicitly addressed the NOAA Fisheries and 
USFWS’s earlier concerns that the project’s impacts were high in light of the condition of the 
system from the standpoint of salmonids.  After extensive work with an independent science 
panel, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS concluded that the impacts would not likely jeopardize the 
continued existence of the species and further, safeguard techniques will be employed through 
Best Management Practices.  This process also developed monitoring measures and an adaptive 
management framework to respond to new information. 
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adaptive management approach is intended to overcome the Corps’ having failed to produce basic 
information regarding much of anything related to likely project impacts.  In the absence of 
baseline information, which, as discussed elsewhere in these and others’ comments, is absent with 
regard to many issues, the adaptive management approach cannot know what negative impacts 
are unacceptable nor be able to detect them.   
 
Likewise, the Corps has not demonstrated that small incremental negative effects are either 
tolerable, given the highly degraded state of the estuary and the status of many species, or 
measurable.  If they are not tolerable when measured against the baseline conditions -- an analysis 
the DSEIS fails to conduct -- but they are not measurable, the proposed adaptive management 
scheme is no more than a hoax.  It certainly cannot be thrust forward as a solution to either 
inadequate analysis or unacceptable project impacts.  Similarly, the DSEIS cannot rely upon a 
monitoring program that, despite plenty of interagency activity (excluding, as we understand it, 
the state agencies), has yet to be developed.  The public cannot comment on the benefits of  
proposed adaptive management which itself relies wholly on detection of impacts, if there is no 
information on how those impacts will be identified or the level of commitment that will be made 

SS-229  by the Corps to monitoring.  The proposed monitoring scheme, to the extent that it is set out in  
the DSEIS and other project documents, only demonstrates a completely inadequate longevity to 
the monitoring, given the time frame in which project effects are likely to appear and the length of 
the project itself, and a completely inadequate frequency of  monitoring.  It is clear that NMFS  
has simply capitulated to the desires of the Corps to continue its multi-decade approach to  
learning as little about the Columbia River Estuary and the impacts of its many projects as it can.  
 
Finally, the DSEIS does not establish clear project responses to problems that may be identified 
but rather suggests that the public should once again trust the same agencies that have cut this and 
previous deals on the Columbia River navigation and power system to solve those problems.  This 
is unacceptable particularly in light of the extremely high environmental and economic cost 
associated with pushing threatened and endangered species to the brink of extinction.  Finally, the 
DSEIS has entirely failed to explain what a possible remedy could be if the project fails to protect 
the environment.  Is the Corps proposing that if the project is found to exacerbate the current 
unacceptable ecosystem impacts of dredging and other related projects that it will allow the three 
feet to fill back in?  
 

   E.      NEPA Law Requires New Analysis Where There is New Science 
 
NEPA case law requires new analysis where there is new science.  The EIS for the MCR was 
finalized in 1983.  Since that time significant new science and new information have become 
available that the Corps is required to incorporate in a supplement to the existing EIS.  Safe  

SS-230  transit issues related to the MCR have been significantly altered since 1983 by the Corps own  
actions. The deepening of the bar, along with dredging disposal locations and methods, have 
altered the dynamics of the MCR making previous studies obsolete.  Likewise, there is new 
science on the effects of toxic contaminants on salmon which is completely ignored in the DSEIS. 
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SS-229 (con’t).  The extensive work on the SEI panel to address issues concerning impacts to 
salt water intrusion, hydrology, sediment quality and contaminant, and fisheries demonstrates 
the Corps’ commitment to investing considerable resources in understanding the Columbia 
River.  Similarly, the work since 1999 on sturgeon, smelt, and crab involved significant 
investments in resources. 
 
Adaptive management is used throughout the scientific community to deal with uncertainties 
that may arise in any assessment process.  It is the Corps’ intent to use this process to identify 
and resolve unforeseen impacts.  The Final SEIS has been revised to include additional 
information on the adaptive management process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-230.  The comment does not identify a specific case that stands for the proposition that “new 
analysis is required where there is new science.”  The comment also does not identify specific 
new science that the Corps and USEPA have not analyzed.  The Corps and USEPA have 
analyzed new information regarding impacts of disposal from the MCR in the DMMP EIS and 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS for the channel improvement project.  The Corps has also analyzed 
impacts from dredging in the Environmental Assessments for the MCR project.  In addition, the 
Corps has recently assessed the impacts of MCR on coastal erosion and crab entrainment. 
 
The comment’s reference to toxic contaminants is inaccurate.  The SEI process used for 
consultation reviewed the issue regarding toxics systematically.  Appendix B of the BA 
summarized the results of this analysis.  The Corps provided the Services with additional data 
reflecting over 1,300 stations during the consultation process.  Over 100 separate Corps studies 
representing more than 4,000 samples on the Columbia River have been identified to date.  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 Biological Opinion includes a discussion of all of 
this information in reaching its conclusion that the project does not have an unacceptable 
impacts on salmonids. 
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II.     Cumulative Effects Analysis is Required. 
 

A. A Comprehensive EIS is Required Where Several Proposals Have 
Cumulative or Synergistic Effects and Direct and Reasonablely Foreseeable 
Indirect Effects Must be Considered in the DSEIS. 

 
Federal law requires the Corps to evaluate a project's direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, 
including "impacts on the environment which result from incremental impact on the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions."  40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.  
The Corps is obligated to identify "all other actions—past, proposed, and reasonably 
foreseeable—that have had or are expected to have impacts in the same area" and "the overall 
impact that can be expected if the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate."  City of Carmel-
by-the-Sea v. United States Dep't of Transp., 95 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. 1996).  Despite these federal 
requirements, the Corps continues to omit identification and analysis of the effects of past,  
current, and future actions that affect the same area, the species that use the area, and the 
economics related to the project area.   
 
Cumulative impact “is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” 40 
C.F.R. §1508.7. Cumulative impacts are one of the factors in determining the significance of the 
action. “Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively 
significant impact on the environment.” 40 C.F.R. §1508.27(7). Significance of proposed action 
requires evaluation of effect on society, nation, region, locality, and affected interests. 

SS-231 
Recent Ninth Circuit cases stress the importance of cumulative impacts discussion in NEPA 
analysis, and have remanded assessments back to the agencies for failure to complete adequate 
cumulative effects analysis.  See Blue Mountains Biodiversity, 161 F.3d 1208, 1214-16 (9th Cir. 
1998) (reversing and enjoining timber sale evaluated under EA for failure to consider cumulative 
impacts); Carmel by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dept. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1160-61 (9th Cir. 1997) 
(ordering Federal Highway Administration to re-evaluate its cumulative impacts analysis for a 
highway project in California because EIS ““fails both to catalogue adequately past projects in the 
area, and to provide useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present and future projects 
and the [proposed project]””); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. USFS, 177 F.3d 800, 811 (9th Cir. 
1999) (enjoining Forest Service land exchange for failure to consider cumulative impacts, and 
rejecting Forest Service analysis which amounted to ““very broad and general statements devoid 
of specific, reasoned conclusions””); Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomas, 137 F.3d 1146, 1152 
(9th Cir. 1998) (noting that ““sparse”” discussion of cumulative impacts in a timber sale EA may 
be inadequate, but enjoining sale on other grounds). In Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. USFS, 
137 F.3d 1372 (9th Cir. 1998) the court enjoined Forest Service timber sales for deficient 
cumulative impacts analysis. The Ninth Circuit stated in plain terms what NEPA requires of 
cumulative impacts analysis: to “consider” cumulative effects, some quantified or detailed 
information is required. Without such information, neither the courts nor the public, in reviewing 
the Corps decisions, can be assured that the Corps provided the hard look that it is required to 
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SS-231.  The Corps agrees that federal law requires review of direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts.  See 40 C.F.R. §1508.7, 1508.8.  The Corps further acknowledges that federal courts in 
the Ninth Circuit have addressed the discussion of cumulative impacts in NEPA documents. 
 
The Draft SEIS specifically addresses cumulative impacts (both direct and indirect) in §6.12 
discussing cumulative impacts and in other sections, specifically those addressing alternatives, 
the affected environment, and impacts in general (as opposed to only cumulative impacts).  
Moreover, the cumulative impacts section of the Final SEIS (as well as other sections) has been 
expanded to address specific comments and concerns raised during the public comment process. 
 
The term ‘cumulative impacts’ is defined in NEPA regulations as: 
 

[T]he impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

 
40 C.F.R. §1508.7.  The terms ‘impacts’ and ‘effects’ as “used in [NEPA] regulations are 
synonymous.”  40 C.F.R. §1508.7.  The term ‘effects’ is defined as: 
 

(a)  Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time 
and place. 
(b)  Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect 
effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and 
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems. 

40 C.F.R. §1508.8. 
 
The Corps also notes that the case City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 
95 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. 1996) was withdrawn and superceded by City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. 
United States Dep’t of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 1997). 
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provide.  Id. at 1379. 
 

1. The Corps has Improperly Segmented Columbia/Willamette/Snake 
Navigation Projects in its NEPA Reviews 

 
NEPA requires that proposals "which are related to each other closely enough to be, in effect, a 
single course of action shall be evaluated in a single impact statement." 40 C.F.R. 1502.4(a). A 
NEPA document is supposed to analyze the impacts of "[c]onnected actions," including actions 
that are "interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their 
justification." Id. §1508.25(a)(1). In the instant case, the "larger action" is at the very least the 
Corps’ decision to maintain the entire Columbia/Willamette/Snake navigation channel.  As each 
portion of this channel, including berths and basins, is “upgraded” by increasing its depth each is 
an "interdependent part" of that larger action and therefore must all be addressed together in one 
NEPA document.  NEPA requires the government to prepare a comprehensive impact statement 
if several projects are significantly interdependent. Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 408, 96 
S. Ct. 2718, 2730, 49 L. Ed.2d 576, 590 (1976).  For example, the Ninth Circuit and other courts 
have time and again rejected segmentation of road projects, and have remanded to the agencies 

SS-232  for preparation of a comprehensive NEPA document. See, e.g., Daly v. Volpe, 376 F. Supp. 987  
(W.D. Wash.1974), aff'd, 514 F.2d 1106 (9th Cir. 1975); Named Individual Members of San  
Antonio Conservation Soc. v. Texas Highway Dept., 446 F.2d 1013 (5th Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 
406 U.S. 933, 92 S. Ct. 1775, 32 L. Ed.2d 136 (1972); Swain v. Brinegar, 517 F.2d 766 (7th Cir. 
1975); Swain v. Brinegar, 542 F.2d 364 (7th Cir. 1976); Indian Lookout Alliance v. Volpe, 484 
F.2d 11, 16 (8th Cir. 1973); Ecology Center of Louisiana v. Coleman, 515 F.2d 860 (5th Cir. 
1975); Sierra Club v. Volpe, 351 F. Supp. 1002 (N.D. Cal.1972); Dickman v. City of Santa Fe,  
724 F. Supp. 1341 (D.N.M. 1989); Appalachian Mountain Club v. Brinegar, 394 F. Supp. 105, 
114 (D.N.H. 1975); Conservation Society of Southern Vermont v. Secretary of Transportation,  
362 F. Supp. 627 (D. Vt. 1973), aff'd, 508 F.2d 927 (2d Cir. 1974), vacated on other grds, 423 
U.S. 809, 96 S. Ct. 19, 46 L. Ed.2d 29 (1975); Thompson v. Fugate, 347 F. Supp. 120 (E.D. Va. 
1972); Committee to Stop Route 7 v. Volpe, 346 F. Supp. 731 (D. Conn.1972); Citizens 
Expressway Coalition v. Lewis, 523 F. Supp. 396 (E.D. Ark. 1981). See also Thomas v. Peterson, 
753 F.2d at 758-60 (EIS for road must address other projects related to the road, such as timber 
sales); Save the Yaak Comm. 840 F.2d 714 (same).  Deepening portions of a river/estuarine  
system that the Corps has arbitrarily divided into separate units, and analyzed as separate entities, 
is identical in its effect on both the environment and the NEPA process as segregating portions of 
road development. 
 
At the very least, the dredging projects of the MCR, the upriver portions of the Columbia, the 
Willamette, and the proposed project should be addressed together in a single NEPA document.  
The river channel cannot be used without the MCR, the navigation system not fully utilized 
without the upstream segments dredged, the value of continued shipping to the Port of Portland 
not realized without the Willamette.  Yet in no NEPA document has the government analyzed the 
Columbia/Willamette navigation system in its entirety.  Instead, it has committing the classic 
NEPA segmentation violation by preparing separate EAs and EISs for each separate project.  
Courts have noted that taking this piecemeal approach when analyzing road impacts avoids 
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SS-232.  The Corps and USEPA agree that NEPA’s implementing regulations require the 
consideration of connected actions (as well as cumulative and similar actions).  The Corps and 
USEPA, however, disagree with the comment that the MCR, upriver portions of the Columbia 
River, the Willamette River, and the channel improvement project are all connected actions that 
have been improperly segmented and that should instead be considered in a single NEPA 
document.  The specific comments regarding alleged segmentation are addressed below.  
Further, as discussed above, Section 6.12 of the Final SEIS does review the cumulative impacts 
of the project.  This cumulative impacts analysis reviews the project’s impacts together with 
impacts of other actions, including the MCR, upriver portions of the Columbia River, and the 
Willamette. 
 
The Corps and USEPA note the case law referenced in the comment.  The majority of the cases 
cited apply to road projects, and how certain lengths of road were subjected to NEPA review 
and therefore, have limited value in determining whether and to what degree diverse projects 
along the Columbia River and Willamette River should be considered in the same NEPA 
document.  Moreover, many of the cited cases involve situations where a project proponent was 
alleged to have segmented a larger project into smaller projects as a way to evade NEPA review 
altogether.  Accordingly, these cases are of limited value in the context of the channel 
improvement project, potential future activities in the Willamette River, the MCR, and 
management of the upstream dams and maintenance dredging because all of these projects and 
activities are considered in Section 6.12 of this Final SEIS; additionally, they have been 
subjected to a complete NEPA review (MCR, maintenance dredging, management of the 
upstream dams), are being subject to a complete NEPA review (the channel improvement 
project), or will be subjected to additional NEPA review when appropriate (Willamette River 
activities).  Final SEIS, Section 6; see also response SS-234 regarding the Willamette River.  In 
contrast, the comment merely complains about the way the Corps has exercised its discretion to 
conduct its NEPA review of the different projects.  The Corps and USEPA note that its review 
of these different projects reflects the distinctions between such projects established by 
Congress. 
 
Actions that have “independent utility” are not connected actions and need not be analyzed in 
the same EIS.  Wetlands Action Network v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, 222 F.3d 
1105, 1118 (9th Cir. 2000); Morongo Band of Mission Indians v. Federal Aviation 
Administration, 161 F.3d 569, 579-80 (9th Cir. 1998); Northwest Resource Information Center, 
Inc. v. National Marine Fisheries Service, 56 F.3d 1060, 1067-68 (9th Cir. 1995) (NRIC). An 
action has independent utility from another action if it will take place with or without the other 
action.  Wetlands Action Network, 222 F.3d at 1118; Morongo Band, 161 F.3d at 580; NRIC, 56 
F.3d at 1068.  An action can have independent utility even when another later potential action 
cannot occur without the first action so long as the first action is independent of the potential 
subsequent action.  Trout Limited v. Morton, 509 F.2d 1276, 1285 (9th Cir. 1974). 
 
As demonstrated by the revised economic analysis for the project (See Final SEIS, Chapter 3), 
the channel improvement project has utility independent of all potential future changes to the 
other currently authorized projects mentioned in the comment, and will take place regardless of 
any such future changes to these other authorized projects, including the Willamette River.  
Again, the cumulative impacts analysis in the Final SEIS reviews the Project’s impacts together 
with impacts of other actions, including the MCR, upriver portions of the Columbia River, and 
the Willamette. 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-139

consideration of the environmental costs and a thorough study of alternatives. One court wrote: 
 

National environmental policy requires a detailed analysis of the long-range 
environmental costs of proposed action and a thorough study of the available 
alternatives before any action is taken. Planning and building highways in a 
piecemeal fashion threatens to frustrate this policy by allowing a gradual, day-to- 
day growth without providing an adequate opportunity to assess the overall, long-
term environmental effects of that growth. . . . Placement of one highway segment 
tends to limit the range of alternatives for placement of succeeding segments. . . .  
As a practical matter, commitment of resources in one section tends to make  
further construction more likely. 

SS-232 
Patterson, 415 F. Supp. at 1282.  The fact that there are several maintenance projects planned for 
this system is evidence that improper segmentation is occurring. Id. at 1283. 
 
The courts have considered three criteria in deciding whether a NEPA document has considered a 
proper length of highway: (1) whether the segment connects logical termini; (2) whether the 
segment has an independent utility; (3) whether the length of the section assures an adequate 
opportunity for consideration of the alternatives to the proposed action (both whether and where  
to build). Daly v. Volpe, 376 F. Supp. 987 (W.D. Wash.1974), aff'd, 514 F.2d 1106 (9th Cir. 
1975); River v. Richmond Metropolitan Authority, 359 F. Supp. 611, 635 (E.D. Va), aff'd, 481 
F.2d 1280 (4th Cir. 1973); Sierra Club v. Froehlke, 534 F.2d 1289 (8th Cir. 1976). The various 
dredging projects at issue, including the proposed channel deepening, only make sense when they 
are considered together.  Therefore, the Corps is required in its DSEIS to analyze these segments 
together in one combined NEPA document. 
 

a.      The Federal Columbia River Power System is a Required Part 
    of the Cumulative Effects Analysis 

 
In the DSEIS, the Corps has failed to evaluate the cumulative effects related to the Federal 
Columbia River Power System (FCRPS).  The FCRPS actions will occur directly upriver from the 
proposed channel deepening project; as part of the same Columbia River ecosystem, FCRPS 
actions will have foreseeable cumulative effects when considered in conjunction with the channel 
deepening project.  In particular, FCRPS actions affect the health of the Columbia River estuary, 

SS-233  as does the proposed project.  If the Corps has underestimated the actual effects of the proposed 
FCRPS actions, the estuary may be in significantly worse condition at the time of channel 
deepening than has been assumed in the DSEIS.  If it fails to execute the proposed FCRPS 
actions, it will surely be in worse condition.  The environmental impacts of the FCRPS actions 
and the channel deepening project cannot be evaluated in isolation; as a result, the Corps has 
improperly excluded the FCRPS actions from its assessment of the cumulative impacts associated 
with channel deepening. 
 
The DSEIS must address the impacts of oil spills, leaks, and discharges from Columbia River 
dams operated by the Corps.  Oil, in addition to containing PCBs historically, contains PAHs 
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SS-232 (con’t).  Concerns over sediment contamination and uncertainty regarding the scope and 
timing of remedial investigations and actions in the Willamette River led the Sponsor Ports to 
ask that the Corps delay deepening work on the Willamette channel.  Subsequent to the issuance 
of the 1999 Final SEIS and Chief’s Report to Congress, USEPA designated Portland Harbor, 
which includes a 5.5-mile portion of the navigation channel, as a federal Superfund cleanup site.  
The Superfund listing creates uncertainty surrounding the timing and details of any channel 
improvements in the Willamette River. 
 
Cleanup under the Superfund program will involve extensive study of the area, evaluation of 
alternatives, and public involvement in the selection of a final cleanup plan.  The final cleanup 
plan selected by EPA may result in changes to the previously proposed channel improvements 
for the Willamette River – changes that cannot be anticipated at this time.  Any improvements to 
the channel in the Willamette River will therefore, take place under conditions different from 
those found today – i.e., conditions reflecting the Superfund cleanup.  Accordingly, the Sponsor 
Ports and the Corps will not move forward on deepening in the Willamette River channel until 
plans are fully in place for any necessary remediation.  See Final SEIS, Section 1 (explaining 
deferral of Willamette River plans).  Further, once remediation plans are in place, the Corps 
plans on re-evaluating the costs and benefits of the Willamette River reach to ensure that 
deepening it is still justified.  Finally, at such time as the Sponsor Ports and the Corps may 
proceed with channel improvement activities for the Willamette River, the Corps will conduct 
appropriate additional NEPA review.  For these reasons, as previously mentioned, the Final 
SEIS economic analysis does not include any benefits based on Willamette River deepening.  A 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable actions on the Willamette River 
is included in the Final SEIS.  Final SEIS Section 6.12. 
 
 
 
SS-233.  The Corps disagrees with the comment that the Draft SEIS fails to consider the 
cumulative impacts of the FCRPS.  The potential cumulative impacts of the FCRPS are fully 
evaluated in the Draft SEIS, and the expanded cumulative impacts section in the Final SEIS.  
Furthermore, the effects have been evaluated in more detail in the December 2000 NOAA 
Fisheries and USFWS Biological Opinions for the FCRPS. 
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which have been shown in recent studies done by NMFS following the Exxon Valdez spill, to far 
exceed present-day notions of safe levels for salmon and to have rendered current water quality 
criteria entirely irrelevant. 
 

b.        Willamette River Toxic Contamination is a Part of the 
   Required Baseline Conditions 

 
NEPA requires that the Corps take past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities into 
account in its analysis.  To segregate the evaluation of the Columbia and Willamette channel 
deepening projects is to seriously jeopardize the integrity of the analysis. The effect of activities 
and pollution within the Willamette flow directly into the Lower Columbia River and indirectly to 
the Columbia through the Multnomah Channel.  The Willamette is a substantial source of Lower 
Columbia River pollution, even in the absence of the proposed project.  See e.g., Lower Colombia 
River Bi-State Program, Reconnaissance Survey of the Lower Columbia River, Task 2 Data 
Analysis Report, March 4, 1992, at 119.  There is no doubt that the Willamette River is a 
substantial source of the toxic contaminants that are causing violations of Oregon water quality 
standards in the Lower Columbia, discussed below.  This is true regardless of whether the toxins 
pass into the Columbia in the water column or bound to sediments.  The unacceptably high levels 
of toxic contamination in the estuary are largely the result of upstream pollution, including from 
the Willamette.  Information now exists that the Lower Willamette River is more contaminated 
than previously believed and, in fact, is contaminated sufficiently to have been designated a 
federal Superfund site.  Regardless of the clean-up approach chosen, substantial pollution loads 
are likely to enter the Columbia River in the near future, during the life of the proposed channel 
deepening project.  Therefore, the proposed project must be evaluated in conjunction with these 
imminent new loadings of toxic pollutants, rather than in feigned ignorance of them.  Instead, the 
DSEIS takes the position that they are irrelevant. 

SS-234 
The Corps does not yet have sufficient information about the nature and extent of this Willamette 
River contamination upon which to evaluate the risk posed to Columbia River beneficial uses.  
See e.g., National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Preliminary Natural 
Resource Survey for the Lower Willamette River, September 8, 1999 at 18.  NOAA found that it 
could only make preliminary findings about the risks posed to natural resources in the Willamette 
River because it lacks three areas of information necessary to make a complete evaluation.  Those 
are as follows: 1) “there is little comprehensive information regarding the areal and temporal 
distribution of contaminants,” 2) “there is little information about the toxicity of site-related 
substances to the aquatic species of interest to NOAA,” and 3) “little is known about the effects  
of exposure to the combination of substance that may be in the study area.” Id. at 18-19.  The  
same analysis of risks to beneficial uses, including but not limited to the threatened and 
endangered species that are the topic of NOAA’s primary concern, is necessary for the Corps to 
determine the costs associated with the proposed project.  
 
There are at least three ways in which the Corps’ failure to evaluate the effect of the Willamette 
undermines its analysis of the Columbia.  First, there are bird and mammal species that use both 
rivers as food sources,.  Second, species that transit both rivers are subject to contamination from 
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SS-234.  The Willamette River is listed as a Superfund site under CERCLA.  The remedial 
investigation and feasibility study necessary to develop a cleanup plan for the Willamette River 
have not been completed.  Accordingly, the Final SEIS properly acknowledges that remediation 
of the Willamette River is reasonably foreseeable and notes that at this time, it is not known 
what actions will be taken to remediate the Willamette River or what the effects of any 
remediation may be.  See Final SEIS §6.12.  Given the uncertainty that arose from the 
Superfund listing over the precise nature and duration of any future actions necessary to 
remediate the Willamette River, the Final SEIS also properly acknowledges that determining the 
nature and magnitude of any potential impacts stemming from any future deepening of the 
Willamette River channel are largely speculative at this time.  However, those effects that are 
reasonably foreseeable are discussed in the cumulative effects analysis in the Final SEIS.  See 
Final SEIS §6.12.  Given the uncertainty associated with the cleanup, deepening of the 
Willamette has been deferred at this time.  Accordingly, the Final SEIS economic analysis does 
not include any benefits based on deepening of the Willamette River navigation channel or 
construction of port facilities.  See response SS-4 and SS-232. 
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both. Third, there are additional loadings to species that use the depositional areas of the estuary  
or are dependent upon biota that are contaminated by depositional areas.  For example, analyses  
of the effect of toxic contaminants on out-migrating salmonid must evaluate the duration of the 
exposure.  Salmonids using both rivers will receive different exposures than those that do not.  
Studies on Puget Sound salmonid have demonstrated that use by juveniles of contaminated habitat 
for just three weeks causes a range of disorders including immune deficiency problems.  The 
duration of exposure to toxic contaminants of salmonid stocks rearing in the Willamette River 
could be longer depending upon the status of the dredging project.  The amount of biologically-
available toxins in the Lower Columbia River will be increased if the Willamette River shipping 
channel is also deepened.  On the basis of existing information about contamination of the 
Willamette, including but not limited to shipping berths and turning basins, this increase would 
likely be significant.  The additional toxic loading to the Columbia must be evaluated.  Finally, 
species, such as birds, that use both rivers as a source of food will be affected by the two projects 
being done in tandem as well as if only the Columbia portion moves forward.  The DSEIS simply 
cannot pretend these issues away. 

SS-234 
Even if the Willamette portion of channel deepening does not go forward, some form of 
remediation, whether removal or capping will have to be done.  Any decision to remove sediments 
from specific sites and/or the river will result in contributions of toxic contamination to the Lower 
Columbia River.  Any decision not to remediate will result in storm-driven contributions 
downstream.  Any decision to cap sediments will also have an impact on beneficial uses.  To 
proceed with channel deepening in complete ignorance of the likely toxic burdens on species, 
including threatened and endangered species whose status has already been made more precarious 
by this particular form of environmental pressure, is contrary to the requirements of federal law.  
Even without complete knowledge about the Portland Harbor, its contaminants, the levels of  
those contaminants, and the clean-up options that will be chosen, the Corps is fully capable of 
obtaining sufficiently improved data upon which some analysis could inform the DSEIS process. 
 

c.   Columbia, MCR, Willamette, and Snake River Operation and 
Maintenance Dredging, Berth & Turning Basin Dredging, and 
Dredge Spoil Disposal Must be Evaluated Together for Their 
Cumulative Impact on the Ecosystem and Speices 

 
The Columbia, MCR, Willamette, and Snake River operation and maintenance dredging, berth  

SS-235  and turning basin dredging, and dredge spoil disposal must be evaluated together for their 
cumulative impact on the affected ecosystem and the affected species  
 

3. The EIS for the Mouth of the Columbia River is Grossly Outdated  
and a Supplemental EIS is Required 

 
In response to public comments on the Environmental Assessment for Maintenance Dredging at 
the Mouth of the Columbia River New Disposal Site, Oregon-Washington, May 2002, the Corps 

SS-236  states that its 1983 MCR EIS “adequately addresses the requirements under the National 
Environmental Policy Act for maintenance of the MCR entrance channel to its currently 
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SS-235.  The cumulative effects analysis in the Final SEIS has been revised in response to 
comments.  The revised analysis addresses the effects of maintenance dredging at the MCR and 
the Willamette and Snake Rivers.  See Final SEIS §6.12.  For purposes of evaluating the effects 
of the channel improvement project, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS 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 
include construction and maintenance quantities, as well as incremental changes in future 
maintenance quantities associated with deepening.  Similarly, the evaluation of potential effects 
of the channel improvement 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 and Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DMMP). 
 
SS-236.  The action the Corps is reviewing is the channel improvement project, not the MCR.  
The Corps has responded to comments regarding cumulative impacts in SS-231 through SS-234.  
This comment, however, simply restates objections to the MCR Environmental Assessment.  
This is not the appropriate forum to discuss the MCR EA or the need for an SEIS for the MCR 
project. Similarly, the NEPA process is not the proper place to discuss NWEA’s complaints 
about the Corps’ response to a FOIA request where the Corps indicated it had no documents. 
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authorized depth.”  As discussed at length below, the 1983 document is grossly outdated and no 
longer – if it could even be argued that it was ever sufficient – remains a sufficient basis upon 
which to continue MCR projects.  NEPA case law requires that the Corps update this document 
with a supplemental EIS. 

SS-236 
In addition to the issues discussed elsewhere in these comments, the shipping channel at about 
river mile 4-5 is experiencing a severe migration to the north.  The Corps has remained silent 
about this change in the channel and whether it intends to alter the location of the existing channel 
on paper or in the river.  In response to a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request sent by 
NWEA on August 12, 2002 the Corps responded to a request for documents question regarding 
this change in channel alignment by stating it had no documents.  That answer, however, defies 
belief.  If lay people and commercial users of the channel are discussing the problem, how could 
the Corps not have any documents whatsoever regarding it?  The Corps has an outstanding 
requirement pursuant to NEPA to prepare an EIS discussing the environmental and economic 
ramifications of either realigning the channel or redredged where it was designed to be, both in 
terms of dredging and spoil disposal. 
 

4. The Corps has not Complied with NEPA Regarding Ocean Disposal 
Sites 

 
Public comment in response to the Environmental Assessment for Maintenance Dredging at the 
Mouth of the Columbia River New Disposal Site, Oregon-Washington, May 2002, requested that 
the Corps prepare and EIS for the MCR including ocean disposal sites.  In response, the Corps 
stated that the combination of its extremely outdated 1983 MCR EIS, Environmental Assessments 
in 1993 and 1997 for expansion of ocean dumping sites, and the 1999 EIS for the channel 
deepening project were sufficient to address the requirements of NEPA with regard to ocean 
disposal sites.  A determination of significance of the impact of an action is the basis for 
determining whether an EIS is required to designate ocean disposal sites.  The Corps has 

SS-237  determined that there will be no significant impact on the environment by designating an ocean  
disposal site.  It has done this in the absence of any baseline data on the populations of crab that 
depend on the 14-15 square miles the Corps and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are 
proposing to designate.  Yet, ocean disposal in essence sterilizes the an active dump site (and 
beyond) for commercial crab production.  For example, at Site B, the loss of production has been 
over 90 percent.  We understand the Corps is conducting an inventory of crab in the ocean at two 
sites (deepwater and site E), yet site E has now been used for 5-6 years so it is now impossible to 
obtain a pre-dump abundance level at and beyond the site.  These, and many other issues  
regarding ocean dumping, have been set out by numerous commenters in the last few years. 
However, the Corps has failed to address significant issues related to the environmental and 
economic impacts of the ocean dumping sites in the combination of these documents.  Therefore, 
the Corps is required to prepare a Supplemental EIS for ocean disposal. 
 

B. The Past: Establishing Baseline Conditions is Essential to Comply with 
NEPA’s Requirements to Evaluate the Cumulative Impacts of Past, Present, 
and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
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SS-236 (con’t).  Recently, there has been unusually heavy shoaling of the existing 40-foot 
navigation channel in the vicinity of CRM 5.  Maintenance dredging has increased accordingly 
at this location.  This recent shoaling increase has not been investigated to determine the cause 
or predict future shoaling rates.  Due to the high, steep side-slope of this cutline shoal, future 
shoaling should not be significantly different with the existing 40-foot channel or the proposed 
43-foot channel.  There currently are no plans to realign this reach of the channel. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-237.  The channel improvements project and the MCR project are separately authorized 
projects.  The need for an MCR EIS is beyond the scope of this Final SEIS. 
 
With regard to comments regarding the Deep Water Site for ocean disposal, the USEPA and 
Corps disagrees with the comments.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix H, addressed the need 
and impact of ocean disposal of dredged material from the MCR and proposed channel 
improvement project.  Biological baseline information was identified as required necessary for 
monitoring and management and revision of the SMMP for the proposed sites but not for 
designation (see response to S-18 and S-57).  Since 1999, the USEPA and Corps have collected 
additional baseline information, which has been presented to interested agencies, stakeholders, 
and disclosed through this Final SEIS, Exhibit N. 
 
The USEPA and Corps disagrees with the commenter that disposal at the Deep Water Site, not 
proposed for this project under the preferred option, will “sterilize” the site (see response to S-
19, SS-33, and SS-67).  With regard to your comment on “sterilization” please refer to response 
SS-67. 
 
Portions of the proposed Shallow Water Site (also known as “Expanded Site E”) have been used 
heavily since interim designation in 1977 and predisposal baseline information is not attainable; 
however, biological information also has been collected at this site (Exhibit N).  The biological 
baseline information for the Deep Water Site includes benthic infauna, as well as crab and fish 
inventories. 
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The Corps is required to "describe the environment of the areas to be affected or created by the 
alternatives under consideration."  40 CFR § 1502.15. The establishment of the baseline 
conditions of the affected environment is a practical requirement of the NEPA process. In Half 
Moon Bay Fisherman's Marketing Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir.1988), the Ninth 
Circuit stated that "without establishing . . . baseline conditions . . . there is simply no way to 
determine what effect [an action] will have on the environment, and consequently, no way to 
comply with NEPA."  The Council of Environmental Quality has agreed: "The concept of a 
baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed action and reasonable 
alternatives is critical to the NEPA process." Council of Environmental Quality, Considering 
Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act (May 11, 1999).  The CEQ also 
stated: 

SS-238 
Characterizing the affected environment in NEPA analysis that addresses 
cumulative effects requires special attention to defining baseline conditions. These 
baseline conditions provide the context for evaluating environmental 
consequences....The description of the affected environment…should include all 
potentially affected resources, ecosystems, and human communities. 

 
http://ceq/eh/doe/gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm.  Without any discussion of the baseline 
conditions, the foreseeable environmental consequences of a Corps decision pursuant to this SEIS 
will have failed to use the adequate information to make a reasoned decision or take a “hard look” 
as required by NEPA. 
 

1. Baseline Conditions Include Changes in Sediment Transport, Erosion, 
and Accretion 

 
The DSEIS does not discuss the significant and controversial issues regarding the total amount of 
sediment removed from the estuarine/near shore system.  Therefore, it omits discussion of  
possible erosion of ecosystem features in the estuary as well as the economic and environmental  
ramifications of erosion of Longbeach.  The DSEIS does not, nor does any other project 

SS-239  document, address the cumulative effect of past and present dredging and other projects that have 
affected sedimentation processes within the estuary and near/shore area, including the creation of 
the MCR channel and the installation of the jetties.  The Corps has not even obtained a complete 
and up-to-date bathymetric survey of the estuary.  Despite the brevity of this paragraph, we  
cannot emphasize enough the importance of this issue and the serious deficiency of the DSEIS in 
not addressing the issues of sedimentation processes. 
 

2. The Evaluation of Increased Salinity Intrusion Caused by the  
Proposed Project Must be Based on Sound Science and Done in 
Conjunction with the Appropriate Baseline Conditions Caused by 
Past Actions 

 
Salinity intrusion is a key issue with regard to the overall ecosystem functioning of the Columbia 
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SS-238.  The description of the baseline condition, or “Affected Environment” section of the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS, and the Final SEIS describe currently existing conditions with associated 
physical, biological and human alteration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-239.  The 1999 IFR/EIS, the 2001 BA and the Final SEIS, Exhibit J, all have addressed the 
potential sedimentation impacts on the river, estuary, and coast from the proposed 43-foot 
channel.  Past sediment responses to navigation channel development, MCR jetties, and flow 
regulation are described in Exhibit J to provide the technical foundation for predicting potential 
impacts from the proposed 43-foot channel. 
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River Estuary as well as its effect on individual species, including threatened and endangered 
species and the food chain upon which they depend.  The Corps has never evaluated the effects of 
baseline conditions of salinity intrusion on the action area and has not remedied this failure in the 
DSEIS.  Salinity intrusion associated with deepening the MCR to 55 feet was evaluated in the 

SS-240  1983 MCR EIS but only as an incremental change to the then-existing conditions. The Corps 
failed in that analysis to evaluate the baseline conditions of salinity intrusion but restricted its 
analysis to the incremental effect of additional salinity intrusion caused by that particular proposed 
project.  Likewise, because the effects of other actions, such as construction of the jetties, has not 
been evaluated at all or fully in previous environmental impact statements, the Corps must  
conduct that evaluation in order to construct the baseline conditions upon which the proposed 
channel deepening will be added.  To the extent that the current DSEIS relies upon any previous 
flawed analyses, it too then constitutes a flawed basis upon which to conduct a cumulative  
impacts analysis.   
 

3.   Baseline Conditions Include Loss of Estuary, Riverine, and Ocean 
Habitat 

 
The Corps, and NMFS, have given lip service to the issue of habitat losses in the Lower Columbia 
River, including from Corps projects.  However, neither agency, including in the DSEIS, has 
drawn any conclusions about what this exceedingly degraded baseline means for the ecosystem, 
the species that depend upon it, or the impacts of further degradation caused by the proposed 
channel deepening project.  Deep shipping channels carved into the river bed have diverted the 
nutrient-rich clouds of biota upon which salmon and other species rely.  Nine years of data on the 
Lower Columbia River on the Estuarine Turbidity Maxima (ETM) show that this cloud of organic 
material has been displaced; it is now trapped within the 40 foot-deep shipping channels instead of 
spread out across the river bottom.  Under normal circumstances, the ocean would keep the 
material suspended and churning in the turbidity maxima where organisms have an opportunity to 
feed on it and pass it up the food web before it gets washed out to sea.. The organic detritus is fed 

SS-241  on by bacteria, which are in turn fed on by copepods, an important food source for salmon, 
sturgeon and other aquatic species. Simenstad, et al, 1990, Consumption processes and food web 
structure in the Columbia River estuary. Prog. Oceanogr. 25:271-298; Wissmar and Simenstad 
1998, Variability of estuarine and riverine ecosystem productivity for supporting Pacific salmon;  
G.R. McMurray and R.J. Bailey (eds.) Change in Pacific Northwest Coastal Ecosystems; NOAA 
Coastal Ocean Program. Decision Analysis Series No. 11. Pp. 253-301.  As the Science Center 
states, “[p]rey availability and habitat suitability within the estuary are strongly influenced by 
factors such as food web structure, including detrital food chains that support salmon production, 
the supply of nutrients and organic matter, and salinity and turbidity distributions.”  Science 
Center memo, Appendix 1 at 4.  The Center concludes: “Channel deepening may also have critical 
effects on the estuarine turbidity maximum (ETM) and the detrital food chains that support  
salmon production.  Fish and invertebrate community surveys in the Columbia River estuary 
provide strong evidence that the feeding environment for estuarine fishes is controlled by physical 
processes that promotes concentration of organic matter and the maintenance of zooplankton 
populations within the estuary (Bottom and Jones 1990).  By altering salinity conditions and 
locations of the ETM, where organic matter is concentrated, channel construction may alter a key 
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SS-240.  The baseline conditions for salinity have been established in the salinity intrusion 
analysis for this action and are well documented in the CREST studies referenced in this 
analysis.  The Corps disagrees that NEPA requires the Corps to review the specific impacts of 
its historic actions.  The description of existing conditions includes the cumulative impacts of 
historic actions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-241.  The potential changes to the ETM and related salmonid habitat raised in the referenced 
NOAA Fisheries Science Center memo were addressed during the SEI expert panel review that 
was conducted as part of the ESA consultation in 2001.  In the south channel, the ETM has been 
found to range between CRM 5-20 under existing conditions.  To the extent that the ETM is 
related to salinity intrusion, the proposed 43-foot channel may result in an upstream shift of up 
to one mile in the upstream and downstream limits of the ETM in the south channel.  The effect 
of the potential shift in ETM location on distribution of nutrients in the estuary is expected to be 
so small that it cannot be measured.  These potential effects to the ETM are not anticipated to 
measurably affect salmonids.  The ETM processes and these results are presented in the 2001 
BA and confirmed in the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS’s 2002 Biological Opinions. 
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process that supports estuarine food chains.”  Id. at 5. 
SS-241 

This combination of changes in the river flow combined with the deep shipping channels have 
displaced this vital food source of the estuary both horizontally and vertically.  This change affects 
the support of beneficial uses and will be exacerbated by the proposed project.  The DSEIS is 
required to evaluate the likely detrimental effect of the project on resident biological communities 
through alteration of the ETM because the proposed activities will cause, in combination with 
other human activities, further impairment of ETM.  This is particularly true given that threatened 
and endangered species depend upon this food web for their existence.  See e.g., Science Center 
memo, Appendix 1 at 4-5.  To fail to address the cumulative impacts of habitat impairment in the 
DSEIS is a violation of NEPA requirements. 
 

4. The Corps Must Address Lack of Compliance with Existing State and  
Local Laws 

 
The Corps is out of compliance with the Clatsop County Comprehensive Plan and the Oregon 
Coastal Program because it is using Welch Island for dredge spoil disposal, although it does not 
carry such designation in the CREST 1986 Columbia River Estuary Dredged Material 
Management Plan.  It is presently zoned as Aquatic-2 for Aquatic Conservation. The Corps' 
history of dumping here has caused the area to become an upland site.  The Corps plans to  

SS-242  continue dumping on Welch Island with no mitigation, despite knowing that "Columbian white- 
tailed deer use occurs on the site," as well as "some nesting by passerine birds. * * * Placement of 
dredged material would destroy the limited wildlife habitat present and reduce wildlife use to 
minor levels."  FEIS at  6-32.  The Corps’ disregard for local law and ignoring of conditions in 
previous §401 certifications for dredging of the Lower Columbia River, e.g. the Mouth of the 
Columbia River for 1997, must be factored into its analysis of reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
impacts. 
 

5. MCR Operation and Maintenance Dredging 
 
The only study and technical analysis upon which the discussion in the project FEIS refers is the 
Tetra Tech “Columbia River Entrance Channel Deep-Draft Vessel Motion Study” (VMS) 
prepared in 1980 and included in the 1983 EIS for the MCR deepening.  The VMS is now 
outdated for two reasons.  First, it was based on an older technology for determining the behavior 
of ships under conditions present in the MCR.  The method was highly variable depending on the 

SS-243  location of measuring instruments on the ships.  This method of analysis has been superceded by 
methods using Global Positioning Systems (GPS).  For example, in January 1998 a team of 
waterway design engineers, led by a 29-year Corps veteran, conducted an in-depth study of the 
physics of water displacement for the Panama Canal using GPS technology.  
http://www.orbi.net/pancanal/press/study.html.  While, at that time, it was reported that the 
technology for collecting such extremely accurate information had only just been developed, that 
was over four years ago.  Yet, according to the Corps’ response to NWEA’s FOIA request of 
August 12, 2002, the agency has given no consideration whatsoever to improving the data upon 
which the MCR depth was originally chosen, ensuring its continuing validity, and establishing the 
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SS-242.  The CREST Columbia River Estuary Dredged Material Management Plan has stated 
that the identification of disposal sites in the DMMP, “is not intended to be an exhaustive list of 
all possible disposal sites and it in no way restricts disposal to designated sites only” (Columbia 
River Estuary Dredged Material Management Plan, September 1986).  In addition, CREST is 
revising the plan to include Welch Island.  The CZMA consistency analysis notes this proposed 
change to the CREST plan.  Columbian white-tailed deer and passerine bird use of the Welch 
Island disposal sits were addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 6.6.2.3, page 6-32.  The USFWS 
has fully reviewed all potential effects to Columbia white-tailed deer, 1999 Biological Opinion.  
No terms and conditions were set forth for disposal site impacts at Welch Island by the Service.  
See response SS-231 regarding cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-243.  The Corps concurs that the technology and fleet used in the 1980 “Columbia River 
Entrance Channel Deep-Draft Vessel Motion Study” (VMS) are now outdated.  The VMS was a 
groundbreaking study when it was conducted.  However, the study’s inconsistencies with actual 
MCR operations are described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix A.  The design parameters 
developed during the VMS appear to over-predict ship responses to waves and the amount of 
time the MCR would be closed to navigation.  The Corps has recognized a general need for 
better guidance on entrance channel design and the Corps’ Engineering Research and 
Development Center has begun a study of vessel motion in entrance channels utilizing GPS and 
physical modeling.  The initial results of this study are described in the Corps’ Coastal and 
Hydraulic Engineering Technical Note IX-7, December 2001. 
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compatibility of the MCR 55 foot channel with the proposed 43 foot river channel.  Over 20 years 
have passed since the VMS was developed, necessitating a revision of the analysis.  Chapter 2 of 
Appendix A to the FEIS is not based on new data or new studies but merely on conjecture and  
the DSEIS adds nothing on the subject. 
 
The GPS technology is needed for, among other reasons, to determine vessel squat.  Squat is 
affected by ship’s shape, speed, and movement, by the depth of water under its keel, and by the 
movement and squat of other ships’ vessels in the same vicinity.  Squat is greatly influenced by a 
vessel’s design and by the way it is loaded.  Current understanding of squat now includes among 
the major factors that affect it as ship form and initial trim.  It is very sensitive to the former, 
which alters where the maximum squat for a particular vessel is likely to occur.  The original  
study did not use technology that was sensitive to the varying locations of data collection devices. 
Squat is also influenced by the speed of the vessel through the water with increased speed creating 
greater squat.  The depth/draft ratio affects squat in that as water depth under the keel decreases, 
squat increases.  Sudden changes in depth, such as sills and banks, increase squat, as does passing 
and overtaking, situations in which speed increases squat.  Fluid density also affects squat with 
muddy bottoms decreasing squat and rock bottoms increasing it. 

SS-243 
GPS also accurately measures a vessel’s settlement, trim, roll, pitch, and heading and can provide 
the position of a vessel’s keel to within 10 centimeters relative to the bottom of a shipping 
channel.  In contrast, the VMS study by Tetra Tech sought to measure 53 vessel crossings of the 
bar.  Two failed, leaving 51 data sets.  Of these 51, only 23 included wave data due to equipment 
damage.  MCR EIS at a-5.  In addition, the vessel types used in that document’s Table a-2 are  
now completely outdated.   
 
Second, the discussion in FEIS Chapter 2 itself points to the need to reanalyze this crucial issue 
for safety and environmental reasons and to ensure that the 43-foot channel will be used as 
claimed in the DSEIS.  As the Corps concludes in this document: “Given the conflict in 
information on excursions and bar closures, there is much uncertainty in future MCR 
operations with a 43-ft river channel.”  Appendix A at17 (emphasis added).  This issue was not 
even placed before the Technical Review Panel analyzing costs and benefits of the proposed 
channel.  Like the proposed river channel deepening, the deepening of the MCR to 55 feet was 
based, not on increased shipping but accommodating larger vessels and by decreasing the costs of 
shipping by alleviating delays.  See, e.g., Appendix B at 5, 20, 21.  Therefore, if the current 55 
foot MCR inhibits in any way obtaining either or both the use of the river channel by larger 
vessels or decreased delays, the DSEIS analysis is inherently flawed.  Further discussion regarding 
this issue is presented below. 
 

6. Existing Water Quality Conditions are a Part of Baseline Conditions 
that Must be Considered in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

 
The proposed project will cause alterations to the chemical, physical, and biological properties of 

SS-244  the Lower Columbia River that can be predicted,  in combination with other forms of pollution, to 
continue to render the waters unsafe for native species of fish and wildlife, and the food chains 
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SS-243 (con’t).  As stated in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the safety of MCR transits will be 
evaluated on a ship-by-ship basis, with the Bar Pilots making their decision based on the 
entrance conditions and the characteristics of the individual ship.  The Bar Pilots expect the 
with-project operating practices to be very similar to the current practices.  Since the underkeel 
clearance in the channel is normally the limiting factor, the 43-foot channel should allow 43-
foot draft ships to transit the Astoria reach during higher tide stages.  The Bar Pilots are 
confident that MCR can handle 43-foot draft ships without significant delays.  There is a 
likelihood that the Pilots will initially be cautious with the deeper drafts, resulting in some small 
increase in delays over those currently experienced by 40-foot draft ships, but this is not 
expected to last long or to be significant. 
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upon which they rely.  The Corps has failed to consider the baseline condition of Columbia River 
water quality in its analysis of the cumulative effects of the action.  Segments of the Lower 
Columbia River have been determined to be water quality limited -- i.e., violating water quality 
standards -- for the following parameters: temperature, bacteria, dissolved oxygen, pH, and  
toxics.  1998 Oregon §303(d)(1) List.  In addition, Oregon and Washington have failed to list the 
Lower Columbia River for violations of water quality standards based on lack of beneficial use 
support and violation of narrative criteria.  These violations include, but are not limited to, 
reproductive failure of bald eagles, probable reproductive failure of mink, toxic-induced 
deformities of river otter, tissue residue levels found in a variety of animals, and the threatened 
and endangered status of a large number of salmonids that is linked to anthropogenic changes in 
the Lower Columbia River. Therefore, not only is the Corps required to evaluate the effect of this 
baseline condition of numerous violations of numerous water quality standards upon the species 
and ecosystem, but it must then factor in the increased pollution from the proposed project in 
order to evaluate the cumulative impacts.  The DSEIS does not discuss the baseline conditions  
but merely mentions that the effects of the proposed dredging will be temporary and insignificant. 

SS-244 
The DSEIS ignores water quality issues but is the document upon which the Corps expects the 
states’ water quality agencies to rely when they issue their 401 certifications for the project.  In 
addition, the DSEIS does not recognize the shortcomings of the 401 process itself.  The current 
numeric criteria Oregon and Washington apply to determine whether water quality standards have 
been violated, have been developed, with extremely few exceptions, to assess the “safe” level of 
pollutants to certain beneficial uses on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. Nonetheless, as discussed 
elsewhere in these comments, these pollutants have additive and possibly synergistic effects on 
those uses.  In addition, the “safe” level has been determined on the basis of what an ordinary 
population of a target species can tolerate.  However, the populations of threatened and 
endangered, as well as candidate, species are not ordinary; they are severely depressed.  As such 
they cannot be exposed to the same level of risk from pollutants, individually or collectively, as 
ordinary non-depressed populations.  Even individually, not one numeric criterion for toxic 
chemicals in Oregon or Washington has been the subject of a consultation with the Services 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act.  In addition, Oregon has not updated its numeric criteria 
for toxics since their initial adoption, now the subject of litigation by NWEA against the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and NMFS.  The Corps is on notice, just as the states, EPA,  
and the Services, that the state numeric criteria are not protective of uses under even ordinary 
circumstances as discussed elsewhere.  Publically identified as defective by the State of Oregon 
itself are the criteria for such parameters as temperature, DDT, DDE, bromoform, 
cholorodibromomethane, endosulfan sulfate, endrin aldehyde, methyl bromide, pyrene, ammonia, 
aluminum, tributyltin, among others.  See Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 1999-
2002 Water Quality Standards Review, Draft Workplan, December 13, 1999, at 4-5. 
 
The DSEIS fails to include discussion of the effects on salmon by the project, such as 
temperature’s effects on timing of migration and reproductive effects, that will reduce genetic 
diversity of the species.  Removing life history types reduces the ability of the species to cope with 
environmental changes and fluctuations.  Therefore, any incremental addition of adverse effects to 
salmon that will affect life history types must be identified in the DSEIS.  The DSEIS also fails to  
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SS-244.  The 401 Certifications will be obtained from Washington and Oregon as part of the 
permitting process.  The 401 Certification is an independent certification, separate and apart 
from the Final SEIS.  The 401 Certifications will provide reasonable assurance that water 
quality standards will be met.  The process for setting water quality standards is undertaken 
through rulemaking and is subject to public notice, comment, and challenge.  The existing water 
quality standards are the appropriate standards to apply in an EIS.  As the commenter 
acknowledges, determining whether water quality standards are violated is undertaken on a 
parameter-by-parameter basis.  Analyzing additive or synergistic effects is speculative given the 
absence of resuspended contaminants and, therefore, not necessary or appropriate for an EIS.  
The criterion for toxics in Washington and Oregon are established by rulemaking, after public 
notice and comment.  The toxics criterion contained in the promulgated state regulations are the 
appropriate criterion for purposes of an EIS analysis.  Comment noted regarding NWEA’s 
litigation against the USEPA and NOAA Fisheries. 
 
Potential effects on salmon, bald eagles and other listed species were addressed through the 
1999 and 2002 consultations under ESA. 
 
 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-148

evaluate the existing low productivity of Lower Columbia River bald eagles, the identification that 
high fish and mammal levels exist despite relatively low sediment contamination levels, the 
existence of toxic effects as a baseline condition that is required to be included in the NEPA 
analysis, new data from the Exxon Valdez spill on the significant effects on salmon at extremely 
low levels of PAHs, toxic contamination of the berths that are an integral part of the project, the 
prospect that side slope erosion will make bioavailable buried toxic contaminants, the belief that 
clay layers underlie areas that will be subject to dredging and/or adjustment. 
 

a. The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of Temperature on  
the Project Area 

 
The Columbia and Willamette Rivers violate state water quality standards for temperature.  The 
river is significantly warmer than it once was.  In fact, the Columbia used to freeze over in winter.  
Increased temperatures are the result of anthropogenic activities through the Columbia River  
Basin as well as the hydroelectric dams which are believed to have caused increase in the 
temperature of the river two to four degrees.  Preferred salmonid spawning temperatures range 
from 10º C to 14º C, well below state criteria of 17.8º C.   Sub-lethal effects such as reproductive 
failure, prespawning mortality, residualization and delay of smolts, decreased competitive success, 
disease resistance will occur even where waters meet state criteria. U.S. EPA. Biological 
Assessment of the Revised Oregon Water Quality Standards For Dissolved Oxygen, Temperature, 
and pH, September 15, 1998 at 83, 85, 87, 90, 92, 93. More recent evidence indicates that 64º F 
(17.8º C) is at the upper range at what is protective for all salmonid life stages and may cause 

SS-245  sublethal effects.  Letter from Randall F. Smith, EPA to Michael T. Llewellyn, Oregon DEQ, July 
22, 1999.  For this reason, EPA has determined that Oregon’s rearing criterion of 64º F (17.8º C) 
is “likely to adversely affect” all species of listed threatened salmonid in Oregon, including the 
following stocks that use the Lower Columbia River and, in some cases, the Lower Willamette 
River: Snake River Spring/ Summer Chinook Salmon, Lower Columbia River Spring Chinook 
Salmon, Upper Willamette River Spring Chinook Salmon, Upper Columbia River Spring 
Chinook, Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon, Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon, Snake 
River Basin Steelhead, Middle Columbia River Steelhead, Lower Columbia River Steelhead, 
Upper Willamette River Steelhead, Upper Columbia River Steelhead, Snake River Sockeye, and 
Columbia River Chum Salmon.  Biological Assessment, supra.  In addition, there is a candidate 
species, the Lower Columbia River/Southwest Washington Coho, and a proposed listing, 
Southwestern Washington/Lower Columbia River Coastal Cutthroat Trout.  Endangered Species 
Act Status of West Coast Salmonids, September 9, 1999, http://www.nwr.noaa.gov.  NMFS  
agrees that waters meeting the 64º degree criterion are likely to cause adverse effects to salmonid 
populations such as increased mortality of adults, pre-hatch mortalities and developmental 
abnormalities, reduced disease resistance, and increased incidence of disease. Further, NMFS 
recognizes that the environmental baseline shows that Oregon’s waters do not meet this 64º  
degree criterion, but instead pose temperatures that create a much higher risk to salmonid 
populations, particularly during the warmest days of summer.  Biological and Conference 
Opinion: Approval of Oregon Water Quality Standards for Dissolved Oxygen, Temperature, and 
pH, July 7, 1999 at 15.   
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SS-245.  The fact that the Columbia River froze in the past is most likely related to natural 
climatic cycles.  The current temperature regime in the river is captured in the evaluation of 
existing conditions.  Temperature changes could occur within the river and estuary for a number 
of reasons, including salinity changes, depth changes, and velocity changes.  Modeling results 
reviewed by NOAA Fisheries and USFWS indicate that these potential factors for changing 
temperature conditions are not significantly altered by the proposed project activities.  
Therefore, no impact to salmonids is anticipated due to temperature change. 
 
Hydraulic analyses have predicted no change in water surface elevations downstream of CRM 
80 and only very slight (0.0-0.2 feet) upstream of CRM 80.  The impact on summer water 
temperatures, if any, for such a small change in elevation of the river is not expected to be 
measurable.  The potential for temperature change, if any, was considered during the SEI expert 
panel ESA review and is included in the BA. 
 
There is no evidence the proposed action will increase river stratification.  There is very little 
stratification in the river now.  Thermistor strings deployed in the forebays of the three lower 
Columbia River dams show that stratification is a temporary event that occurs during extended 
runs of hot weather, and then the stratification only extends a few feet below the surface and 
lasts for only a few days.  These are deep sites so we can expect even less stratification to occur 
in the shallower water between Bonneville and the estuary.  In the estuary, the salinity intrusion 
modeling results did not indicate any alteration of existing stratification patterns. 
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The proposed project will increase temperatures in the Lower Columbia River by increasing the 
flow predominance in the channel and decrease flushing and overall water volume in the 
peripheral areas of the river.  FEIS Ex. E at 4.  These are the very areas where beneficial uses  
most affected by temperature use the river.  It is also the area where increases in temperature will 
increase the degree of violations of bacteria and dissolved oxygen.  In addition, the proposed 
action will increase stratification resulting in a greater persistence of warm waters even further 
down the river than they do now.  This will be caused by decreased mixing of warm freshwater 
and cold saltwater.  The DSEIS is inadequate because it does not address any issues related to the 
baseline conditions of temperature and/or the likely project effects. 
 

b.   The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of  
Temperature on Other Water Quality Parameters 

 
The Lower Columbia River is water quality limited for temperature and dissolved oxygen. Oregon 
1998 303(d)(1) List.  Increased temperatures in the Lower Columbia River also affect other water 
quality parameters – conventional and toxic – and enhance the adverse effects of other parameters 
on the beneficial uses, particularly salmonids.  Increased water temperature increases bacteria 
levels, a pollutant for which the Columbia is water quality limited.  Concurrent violations of 
temperature and dissolved oxygen (DO) standards also cause increased risk to beneficial uses.  
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Final Issue Paper on Dissolved Oxygen, Appendix 
A-6, June 1995.  Temperature also affects the uptake of toxic contaminants by uses because 
elevated temperatures decrease available DO in the water column.  In addition, the biological 
demands on aquatic species increase with increasing temperatures.  At lower DO levels, the 
amount of oxygen delivered to fish tissue decreases, restricting the ability of fish to maximize 
metabolic performance.  Id.  Low DO levels increase the acute toxicity of various toxicants such 
as metals and ammonia.  Id.  Low DO levels may compound the adverse effects of some  
toxicants.  Alternatively, toxicants may increase sensitivity to low levels of DO.  For example, 
Oregon has provided an example of where a toxicant that damages the gill epithelium can  
decrease the efficiency of oxygen uptake.  Also, several toxic contaminants increase oxygen 
consumption due to interferences with oxidative phosphorylation of pentachlorophenol and have 
the potential to increase sensitivity to low DO.  Id.   

SS-246 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency concurs that adverse impacts of toxicants may be 
compounded by low DO levels or may increase sensitivity to low DO levels.  U.S. EPA, 
Biological Assessment of the Revised Oregon Water Quality Standards for Dissolved Oxygen, 
Temperature, and pH, September, 1998, at 63.  EPA identified three mechanisms by which low 
DO and a toxicant in combination cause effects: 1) Increase gill ventilation associated with low 
DO can increase uptake of waterborne toxics, 2) Any toxic contaminant that damages the gill 
epithelium and decreases efficiency of oxygen uptake will increase sensitivity to low DO, and 3) a 
number of toxics, such as pentachlorophenol, increase oxygen consumption due to interference 
with oxidative phosphorylation.  Id.  Therefore, when elevated temperatures – which in the 
Columbia are elevated above an admittedly unprotective criterion – cause depleted oxygen levels, 
there are additive impacts with toxic contaminants.  The combination of these three pollutants, 
already present in the Lower Columbia, will increase from the proposed activity.  Increased 
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SS-246.  Temperature is adequately considered in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, BA, and the Final 
SEIS.  Temperature changes could occur within the river and estuary for a number of reasons, 
including salinity changes, depth changes, and velocity changes.  Modeling results, reviewed by 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS indicate that these potential factors for changing temperature 
conditions are not significantly altered by the proposed project activities.  Therefore, no impact 
to salmonids is anticipated due to temperature change.  Further, the process for setting water 
quality standards is undertaken through rulemaking and is subject to public notice, comment, 
and challenge.  The existing water quality standards for temperature are the appropriate 
standards to apply in an EIS.  Washington and Oregon are responsible for identifying water 
bodies that are impaired for temperature.  That analysis is undertaken after public notice and 
comment and the agencies’ determination may be challenged.  As the commenter 
acknowledges, determining whether water quality standards are violated or whether a water 
body is impaired is undertaken on a parameter-by-parameter basis.  Therefore, comments that 
discuss temperature’s theoretical effect on other water quality parameters are speculative and 
are not consistent with water quality analysis.  Comment noted regarding OAR 340-041-
0205(2)(p)(A); however, that regulation pertains only to toxic substances and applicable water 
quality regulations do not list temperature as a toxic. 
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sediment from the proposed project will increase temperature, decrease dissolved oxygen, and 
increase available toxics.  Increased temperatures, caused by decreased water volumes in areas 
peripheral to the channel, decreased flushing, and increased stratification, will increase existing 
violations of bacteria and dissolved oxygen.  These violations of DO and bacteria take place in the 
peripheral areas.  The temperature increases will also increase the adverse effect of the violations 
of these parameters and toxic levels that exceed safe levels on the beneficial uses.  Because 
Oregon  water quality rules specifically contemplate the effect of multiple pollutants and the 
impact of complex stressors that combined are termed “pollution,” the DSEIS must provide 
sufficient information to the state and to the public upon which findings can be made.  OAR 340-
041-0205(2)(p)(A).   
 

c.   The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of Toxic 
Contaminants 

 
The Lower Columbia River also violates Oregon’s water quality standards for the toxic 
contaminants PCBs, dioxins, DDE, and DDT.  1998 Oregon 303(d)(1) List Decision Matrix.  In 
addition, the Department has identified elevated levels of toxic contaminants that it has  
determined do not violate state standards.  Id.  However, in making these determinations the 
Department has failed to properly apply its narrative criteria and beneficial use support 
requirements and has not complied with the Clean Water Act.  Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA to 
Carol Browner, U.S. EPA, December 13, 1996.  In addition, Oregon has failed to apply its 
narrative criteria in evaluating the effect of toxic contaminants individually on sensitive fish and 
wildlife in the estuary.  For example, reproductive failure in bald eagles and likely reproductive 
failure in mink violate the narrative criterion that “[w]aters of the state shall be of sufficient 

SS-247  quality to support aquatic species without detrimental changes in the resident biological  
communities.”  OAR 340-041-0027.  Oregon has failed also to apply its narrative criterion to 
address the additive and/or synergistic effects of multiple toxic pollutants.  This criterion requires 
that“[t]oxic substances shall not be introduced above natural background levels in the waters of 
the state in amounts, concentrations, or combinations which may be harmful, may chemically 
change to harmful forms in the environment, or may accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in 
aquatic life or wildlife to levels that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare; aquatic life; 
wildlife; or other designated beneficial uses.”  OAR 340-041-0205(2)(p)(A).  Oregon has not 
applied current scientific understanding of the effects of toxic exposure to salmonid in order to 
interpret its narrative criteria or beneficial use support requirements, as required by state law. 
 
Against this backdrop, the Corps proposes to conduct dredging and dredge spoil disposal that will 
increase the bioavailability of toxic contaminants in the Lower Columbia River.  Sediments are a 
major source of hydrophobic contaminants for biota.  Department of Interior letter, supra, at 2.  
The Science Center concludes: “Redistribution of contaminants from upriver contaminated dredge 
sites to shallow water, low flow sites represents a potential for bioaccumulation of toxics by 
outmigrating juvenile salmon that utilize these habitats.  Dredging operations in the Columbia and 
Willamette rivers will likely result in the resuspension and redistribution of bottom sediments in 
the dredge area, as demonstrated in many dredge operations (Morton 1977; Hershman 1999).”  
Science Center memo at 7. 
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SS-247.  Washington and Oregon are responsible for identifying water bodies that are impaired 
and placed on the 303(d) list.  The listing process is undertaken on a parameter-by parameter-
basis and subject to notice, comment, and appeal.  The Final SEIS adequately considers 
parameters identified on the 303(d) list for Washington and Oregon.  Comment noted regarding 
NWEA’s letter to USEPA dated December 13, 1996 and comments expressing dissatisfaction 
with Oregon’s 303(d) list. 
 
The Federal Government disagrees.  Based upon known data there will be no “increase in bio-
availability of toxic contaminants” from the proposed dredging activities.  Further, the material 
to be dredged is not a “major source of hydrophobic contaminants” (see 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
Appendix B).  The Science Center conclusion regarding contaminants was made before the 
consultation process.  The SEI panel, the Corps, NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS thoroughly 
reviewed the contaminant issue as part of consultation and addressed those concerns.  With 
regard to the Department of Interior letter, the next sentence continues, “Although sediment 
analyses conducted as part of the CRCD sediment evaluation indicates that contaminant 
concentrations in most areas proposed for dredging are relatively low…”  Indeed, they are 
below method detection limits.  The concern expressed in the letter is primarily focused upon 
dredging in the Willamette River where it is acknowledged that sediment contamination is a 
concern.  The Willamette River construction has been deferred until the completion of the 
remediation investigation and remediation decisions related to contaminated sediments in 
Portland Harbor.  Analyzing additive or synergistic effects is speculative given the absence of 
resuspended contaminants and, therefore, not necessary or appropriate for an EIS. 
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The DSEIS must provide data and analysis on use impairment related to levels of toxic 
contaminants, i.e. for pollutants that are at levels posing a risk to piscivorus wildlife such as 
eagles, mink and otter.  Some of the information available is from tissue and wildlife health 
studies. For example, information that "river otter in the vicinity of RM 119.5 are in a critical or 
almost critical category based on reference level comparisons, abnormalities noted during 
necropsy, and histopathological observations of individuals," must be evaluated for compliance 

SS-247  with water quality standards and to assess the impacts of the proposed project.  The Health of the 
River 1990-1996, Integrated Technical Report, Tetra Tech, May 20, 1996, Figure 14, at 53 
[hereinafter "Health of the River"].  This information is tied to toxic contaminants: 
"Concentrations of organochlorine insecticides, PCBs, and to a lesser extent PCDDs and PCDFs  
in the liver of river otters were highly correlated with each other and many were significantly 
related to baculum [penis bone] and testes size or weight."  Id. at 52.  Likewise, the Department is 
required to use the extensive information on reproductive failures of the Bald eagle in the Lower 
Columbia River.  The Bi-State study noted that "Historically, some individual mink contained 
PCB concentrations known to make adult female mink in laboratory studies incapable of 
producing young."  Health of the River at 52.   Washington's 1996 303(d) list includes both  
entries and listings for PCB-1254, arsenic, 4,4'-DDE, Dieldrin, and Bis-2-(ethylhexyl)phthalate 
based on the edible portions of white sturgeon tissue found in the Lower Columbia River.  Both 
states shared the data from the Bi-State study upon which Washington's listings are based.   
 
Other information available on toxic contamination of the Lower Columbia River is on sediment 
contamination levels.  As the Bi-State study demonstrated, toxic contaminants are present at 
sufficiently unsafe levels in deposition areas of the Columbia.  These constitute violations of water 
quality standards even if the distribution of contaminants is “patchy.”  Science Center memo at 8.  
The Department must evaluate the potential for the proposed project to increase levels of toxic 
chemicals at those depositional locations as well as to enter the food chain of the estuary.  It must 
also evaluate the potential for disturbance of these depositional areas due to direct project 
activities and/or changed circulation patterns in the estuary created by the project. For example, 
there are numerous locations where sediment contamination exceeds values believed to be 
protective of benthic organisms and wildlife.  Health of the River, Figure 14, at 37.  Listed are 
nine metals and one organic compound, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.  The document notes other 
contaminants of concern found in sediments as well, such as polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAH).  Health of the River at 36.   

SS-248 
The DSEIS must also include the baseline analysis all of the information from existing studies.  
For example the Bi-State study found that "[r]eference levels were exceeded for aluminum, iron, 
cadmium, copper, lead, selenium, zinc, and silver.  Copper and lead exceeded reference levels 
comparatively frequently, and deserve further evaluation.  Additional testing is also recommended 
for silver and mercury. . ."  Health of the River at 35.  Moreover, despite findings that dissolved 
arsenic concentrations that "exceeded water quality criteria for the protection of human health in 
15 of 16 samples collected from four sites in the Columbia River" arsenic has not been placed on 
the 303(d) list.  The study also found that "chemicals were found in excess of reference levels, or 
were frequently detected in the river [include] barium, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, 
mercury, and zinc."  Health of the River at 38.   
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SS-248.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, provides data on sediment quality.  Additional 
information is available from numerous studies including the Bi-State study.  Based upon 
existing information and extensive review of the data by an independent expert panel, SEI, it has 
been determined that Columbia River material proposed to be dredged does not contain levels of 
contaminates that would pose a risk to wildlife that feed on fish. 
 
The Final SEIS evaluates “the potential for the proposed project to increase the levels of toxic 
chemicals.” 
 
The Federal Government disagrees because the Final SEIS contains sufficient baseline analysis.  
Comments noted regarding the State of Oregon.  Metals were analyzed in accordance with the 
DMEF, which evaluates eight metals; chromium, arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, zinc 
and silver.  No established level of concern was exceeded for metals in any of the 23 samples 
tested. 
 
The Federal Government disagrees because sediments to be dredged for the channel 
improvement project do not pose a threat to human or wildlife health due to “toxic 
contaminants.”  Sufficient discussion and documentation is presented.  See response SS-230. 
 
The Science Center’s comment presented in this paragraph refers to both the Columbia and 
Willamette Rivers.  While the concern expressed in the comment may apply to the Willamette 
River it does not apply to the material to be dredged from the Columbia River.  Columbia River 
sediment quality was a subject thoroughly discussed during the fourth SEI (Sustainable 
Ecosystem Institute) panel meeting.  Dr. Steven Courtney’s concluding remark in the meeting 
notes were, “We’re not hearing substantive levels of concern at this point about re-distribution 
of toxins from the channel.”  Monitoring action (MA-5) in both the BA and Biological Opinion 
includes an annual review of any new sediment chemistry from the lower Columbia River and 
estuary. 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-152

The Corps’ DSEIS must use current information on sub-lethal effects of toxic contaminants on 
human and wildlife health.  These effect include but are not limited to: reduced immunity from 
disease; permanent brain damage including decreased intelligence, motor skills, memory, eye-
hand coordination and increased aggressive behavior; reduced male fertility; reduced penis size, a 
result found in Columbia River river otter; and abnormal sexual development (e.g., missing testis) 
and abnormal sexual behavior, among other effects.  There are numerous studies on the effects of 
toxic contaminants that the Corps must include in its discussion of baseline conditions of the 
project area.  

SS-248 
Studies done in Puget Sound on the impacts of contaminated sediments on juvenile salmon 
demonstrate they are at risk from even a short 3-week stay in a contaminated area.  Fish studied 
suffered from impaired migration and swimming behavior and impaired immunity from disease.  
The Science Center concludes there is a risk to salmon from toxic contaminants: “Exposure to 
contaminants found in Columbia and Willamette River sediments, particularly to PAHs and PCBs, 
can affect the health of threatened or endangered salmon that utilize the LCR.  Short-term 
exposure to PAHs and PCBs in contaminated estuaries, both through diet and through the water 
column, reduces disease resistence and growth rates of outmigrant juvenile chinook salmon in 
Puget Sound (Arkoosh et al. 1998; Casillas et al. 1995).  Resuspension of these contaminants as a 
result of dredging would increase the risk of exposure through the water column or through 
contaminated prey.  Reduced growth and increased disease residence reduce survival potential.”  
Science Center memo at 8.  Male trout with feminine traits have been found in British Columbia 
and a recent study has found that a pesticide appears to prevent Atlantic salmon from making the 
transition from freshwater to saltwater fish. Even low levels of pesticides can alter swimming and 
migration behaviors in ways that prevent fish from reaching the ocean or returning to their 
spawning beds. Additionally, certain pesticides can cause abnormal sexual development, 
preventing fish from reproducing and pesticides can alter the aquatic environment, for example by 
reducing the food supply available to salmon. 
 
The Science Center also raises concerns that the Department must resolve concerning the 
screening levels to assess the potential hazards of dredged sediments to salmon: 
 

The LCRMA screening levels used to assess potential hazards of dredged sediments 
may not be adequate to protect salmon.  Recent studies of resident marine fish 
(Horness et al. 1998) and juvenile chinook salmon (Arkoosh et al. 1998) show that 
thresholds for contaminant effects in these species are lower than predicted from  
the aquatic bioassays which form the basis for many sediment quality criteria.  For 
example the current LCRMA screening level criteria for LPAHs and HPAHs are  
5,200 and 12,000 ng/g, respectively, resulting in an acceptable total PAH concentration 
for dredged sediments of 17,000 ppb.  For PCBs, according to LCRMA standards, 
sediments are considered acceptable for open water disposal if concentrations are 
between 130 and 3100 ng/g.  However, alterations in growth and immune function 
have been reported in chinook salmon from estuarine sites with average total PAH 
concentrations in sediment below 17,000 ppb, and total PCB concentrations between 
130 and 3100 ppb (Arkoosh et al. 1998).  Recent studies by the NMFS (Horness et 
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SS-248 (con’t).  The NOAA Fisheries Science Center conclusion regarding contaminants was 
made before the consultation process.  The SEI panel, the Corps, NOAA Fisheries and the 
USFWS thoroughly reviewed the contaminant issue as part of consultation and addressed those 
concerns.  The levels of contamination in the sediments proposed to be dredged in the Columbia 
River are generally below detection limits and orders of magnitude below “LCRMA” screening 
levels.  Indeed, they are orders of magnitude below even the Science Center’s sediment effects 
thresholds.  Therefore, the material proposed for dredging as part of the channel improvement 
project will not have any unacceptable adverse impacts to the environment due to contaminates.  
The Corps along with EPA, Region 10, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS (including the NOAA 
Fisheries Science Center), and the states are actively engaged in reviewing and if needed, 
updating the screening levels as determined necessary. 
 
The Federal Government disagrees.  The sampling on the Columbia River was adequate to 
characterize the material proposed to be dredged for the channel improvement project.  The 
material in the Columbia River is composed of sandy material, which moves through the main 
navigation channel in a series of sand waves.  The sandy material, less than 1% fines, in the 
sand waves constantly turns over as the wave moves downstream.  Therefore, any sample 
obtained in any portion of the sand wave is representative of the material within the sand wave.  
This information was presented to the SEI panel, which concluded the information represented 
best available science.  This conclusion was further supported in the Biological Opinions. 
 
The remainder of this paragraph pertains to the Willamette River, which action has been 
deferred at this time until the completion of the remediation investigation and remediation 
decisions related to contaminated sediments in Portland Harbor.  See response SS-4. The length 
of the delay will depend on the progress and eventual outcome of the USEPA Willamette River 
Superfund listing and subsequent actions.  As mentioned several times in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, Appendix B, further evaluation and testing will be required for the Willamette River 
prior to any channel improvement.  As with all dredging, the dredging of the Willamette River 
will require full compliance with not only the CWA but also NEPA and ESA. 
 
The DMEF requires material to be evaluated if there are more than 20% fines (material passing 
a 230 sieve) in the material.  The material from the channel improvement project chemically 
tested 23 samples irrespective of the percent fines present in the sample.  Three samples had 
greater than 20% fine (two were outside of the navigation channel, one sample was within the 
channel, subsequently resampled and no fine grain material was detected); 20 had less then 20% 
fines; of those 20, nineteen had less than 1% fines (Sample 5 had 5.6% fines and was outside the 
channel).  No established level of concern was exceeded in any of the 23 samples tested.  The 
analysis included metals, PAHs, and pesticide/PCBs.  Based upon the data collected in 1997, 
previous studies like the Bi-State, and other navigation projects, materials proposed for dredging 
in the Columbia River have been adequately characterized.  The sediments to be dredged are not 
a reservoir for toxins that will be flushed down the river due to dredging and dredged material 
placement operations.  See response SS-230. 
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al. 1998) show that threshold total PAH sediment concentrations associated with  
biological injury in marine fish are between 1000 - 5,000 ppb range.  The sensitivity  
of Pacific salmon to contaminant effects is similar or greater than marine fish analyzed 
by Horness et al. (1998), based on studies cited above. 

 
Science Center memo at 8-9.  During the SEI process, the Services again noted that these issues 
are not resolved.  Yet the DSEIS still does not provide a complete evaluation of the issues for the 
public to review. 

SS-248 
The Corps is incorrect in its belief that it need not obtain the information required to assess 
compliance of the project with the Clean Water Act.  In response to Department of the Interior 
comments urging an ecological risk assessment of dredging in the Willamette River, the Corps 
stated: “the preliminary ecological risk assessment suggested would be beyond the scope of the 
proposed project.”  Corps of Engineers Response to Department of Interior letter, supra at 3, 
FEIS.  Sampling of sediments has been inadequate to determine actual amounts of hazardous 
materials in the areas to be dredged.  The Corps only sampled sediments down to 10 inches, while 
the preferred alternative would excavate down 3 feet.  EIS, Appendix B, at 5.  The Corps justifies 
this method of sampling because the materials beneath had larger grain size.  Id. at 6.  However, 
larger grain size does not automatically preclude the existence of hazardous materials nor does 
sampling the top 10 inches prove that the remainder of the sediment is not contaminated.  
Sampling the top layer does not factor in the previous effects of dredging on the composition of 
the channel bottom when finer grained material may have been redistributed to lower levels.  
 
Failure to chemically test samples with less than 20 % fine grain materials also prevents the Corps 
from adequately addressing future impacts, because the Corps does not have a clear idea of  
present conditions.  Even though finer-grained material chemically binds better than the larger-
grained material, larger-grained material may nonetheless have chemical contamination.  In 
addition, material up to .50 mm may become suspended in the river from dredging operations.  
Failure to test these materials prevents the Corps from adequately assessing the possible impacts 
of resuspending hazardous materials into the waters.  We commented on the DEIS that the Corps 
has not adequately addressed the issue of resuspension. While the DEIS acknowledged that 
turbidity in the water would increase, it made no indication that turbidity may indicate the 
resuspension of toxins.  Nor has the Corps assessed any potential effects of this resuspension on 
water quality, aquatic species, or wetland and other aquatic habitat from the flushing of these 
toxins down the rivers.  The Science Center has made these same observations.  Science Center 
memo at 9.  The DSEIS suffers from the same flaws. 
 

d.   The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of Suspended  
Sediments and Turbidity 

 
The Corps has not provided the states with sufficient information upon which to make a 

SS-249  determination that the dredging operations and the disposal of dredged spoils of the proposed 
project will not cause a violation of water quality standards that protect beneficial uses from  
excess turbidity and sedimentation.  First, the DSEIS does not include baseline information nor 
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SS-249.  The potential effects of increased suspended sediment and turbidity on salmonids and 
their habitats are thoroughly addressed in the 2001 BA and have been affirmed by the 2002 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS Biological Opinions.  The exact location for flow lane disposal 
changes as the river bottom moves.  Although it is not possible to know where precisely flow 
land will occur, the Corps knows that it will always take place in deeper waters in close 
proximity to the channel.  This understanding is sufficient for the Final SEIS and for the state 
agencies to determine compliance with water quality standards for turbidity.  Additional 
information regarding suspended sediment and turbidity is provided in the revised 404(b)(1) 
Evaluation.  See Final SEIS, Exhibit E. 
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information on the timing of the proposed operations, so it cannot make a determination of 
compliance with standards that protect sensitive beneficial uses.  Second, if salmonid populations 
were high, rather than threatened or endangered, the states could evaluate the effect according to 
its existing numeric criteria.  However, they are not; instead the populations are at significant risk 
and less able to withstand any incremental adverse impacts from predation, growth, health, etc.. 
This means that the states must interpret and apply their narrative and beneficial use support 
requirements in order to apply them to threatened and endangered species.  To do so requires 
substantial additional information, which the DSEIS does not include.  Third, as discussed above, 
the Corps has not provided the states  with information on the likely turbidity from the activities  
or the actual locations of flow-lane disposal.  In the absence of information, the states cannot 
conclude that the proposed project will comply with state water quality standards.  Therefore, the 
DSEIS is inadequate on its face. 
 
The effects of sedimentation on salmonids are well documented and include: clogging and 
abrasion of gills and other respiratory surfaces, providing conditions conducive to entry and 
persistence of disease-related organisms, inducing behavioral modifications, and altering water 
chemistry by the absorption of chemicals.  Factors for Decline at 18.  Suspended sediment and 
turbidity can “increase the straying rate of adult salmon, * * * force juvenile salmon from 
preferred habitats, and impair feeding by juvenile salmon, thereby reducing growth.”  Science 
Center memo at 6.  The Lower Columbia River estuary plays an important role in the life cycle of 
salmonids and the important factors that affect that role are “flow rates, timing of flow, and 

SS-250  turbidity.”  Science Center memo at 3, citing Dawley et al. 1986.  Prey availability and habitat 
suitability are also strongly affected by turbidity.  Id. at 4.  Turbidity can have non-lethal effects at 
“relatively low levels” that “reduce fish fitness and contribute to elevated mortality later in the life 
of the fish.”  Id. at 6.  In addition, the effects of increased suspended sediment loads on spawning 
is well documented.  See e.g., Science Center memo at 6-7.  The Science Center has concluded 
that while the “extent of spawning by salmon in the lower Columbia River is not well known,” 
chum salmon do spawn at the confluence of the Grays River and “likely utilize gravel deposits at 
the mouths of other tributaries to the lower river.” and “Lower Columbia River fall chinook 
salmon also may spawn in areas that will be affected by sediment generated by the dredging.”  Id. 
at 6.   
 
In addition to the direct effects of turbidity on salmon, the Department must evaluate the indirect 
effects.  Sedimentation affects bottom-dwelling organisms that make up the food chain for salmon 
and other estuary species.  “Elevated turbidity and TSS may reduce the amount of light available 

SS-251  for photosynthetic organisms, reducing primary production which may in turn affect biota higher 
up on the food chain.”  Bi-State Report, Task 6 at 2-33.  Increased wake in shallow areas caused 
by changes in shipping lane use will increase turbidity. The DSEIS must also evaluate the additive 
effects of turbidity, excess temperature, low DO, and exposure to toxic chemicals and other  
unsafe levels of pollution in these shallow waters.  As discussed elsewhere, salmon rely upon 
shallow water habitats. 
 
NMFS has concluded that “[q]uantitatively, sediment has been identified as the greatest single 

SS-252  pollutant in the nation’s waters (Barhart 1986, Poon and Garcia 1982, Ritchie 1972, U.S. 
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SS-250.  The SEI panel, the USEPA, Corps, NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS thoroughly 
reviewed the suspended sediments and turbidity issues as part of reconsultation and considered 
input from the NOAA Fisheries Science Center including the concerns expressed in the 
memorandum.  See response SS-249. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-251.  The BA and Biological Opinions did examine indirect effects on bottom-dwelling 
organisms. See response SS-249.  The potential for increased turbidity caused by ship wakes 
was addressed in the 2001 BA.  The BA explains that while a 43-foot draft vessel may generate 
slightly larger wakes than occur now in the 40-foot channel, the much more numerous smaller 
vessels that use the channel could generate slightly smaller wakes in a 43-foot channel.  Thus 
the turbidity effects from slightly larger wakes from a small number of 43-foot draft ships could 
be offset by slightly small wakes from the many smaller vessels that transit the channel.  The 
overall effects on turbidity from ship wakes in the deeper channel would thus be small and 
could be either positive or negative. 
 
As stated in the Biological Opinions, effects from future berth deepening activities will be 
minimized through application of dredging and disposal BMPs and other compliance measures.  
Sediment testing, based on DMEF protocols, will insure dredged materials from berths are 
disposed of using a method to minimize impacts.  Additional sediment testing may be required 
during future consultations.  Of the turning basins proposed for deepening, the Astoria Turning 
Basin would require sediment evaluation due to the fine grain sediments present at the location. 
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Environmental Protection Agency 1988).”  Factors for Decline at 17.  Despite this well-known 
information, the states’ lists of waters violating sedimentation and turbidity is extremely short.  
This represents the states’ inability to apply their own sedimentation and turbidity standards, and 
their lack of monitoring, rather than that there are safe levels of these pollutants in state waters.  
As the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality explains: “temperature is the most 
commonly measured parameter which causes water quality impairment, however, other 
parameters such as sedimentation, habitat modification, flow modification, low dissolved oxygen, 

SS-252  abnormal pH and toxics have an impact on aquatic life.”  Oregon Department of Environmental  
Quality, 1998 Water Quality Status Assessment Report 305(b) Report, note to Table 4-4A.  As a 
consequence, Oregon’s list of water quality violations includes over 12,000 river miles of 
temperature violations but only 1,354 miles of “siltation” violations and a paltry 66 miles of 
turbidity violations.  Id.  Not surprisingly, as time goes on, Oregon only adds, but does not 
subtract, to the list of waters that violate standards for turbidity and sedimentation.  Oregon DEQ, 
Stream Miles Added and Removed between Oregon’s 1998 and 1994/96 303(d) Lists, Summary 
Report, www.deq.state.or.us.   Does Oregon stand alone in the nation as not having an ubiquitous 
turbidity and sedimentation problem?  No, Oregon has failed to apply its standards to assess the 
degree of the problem.  Regardless of the states’ failures to adequately assess the current baseline 
of turbidity and sedimentation problems, the Corps is required to remedy the data inadequacy in 
its DSEIS.  It does not.  As a consequence, the public and the public agencies cannot evaluate and 
make findings on the effect of the proposed project with regard to sedimentation and turbidity.  
 

e.   The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of pH  
Violations into Its Analysis.  

 
The Lower Columbia River is designated water quality limited for pH.  Oregon 1998 303(d)(1) 
List.  These violations have a direct effect on the health of aquatic species: “Parameters such as 
pH, turbidity, TSS, temperature, and DO have a significant effect on biota in the river, especially 
coldwater anadromous fish.”  Lower Columbia River Bi-State Program, Reconnaissance Survey  
of the Lower Columbia River, Task 6, May 1992 at 2-32.   pH also exacerbates the effects of  
other pollutants such as the “toxicity of dissolved substances in the water.”  Id. at 2-33.  This was 
recognized in the 1992-94 Oregon Triennial Review: "Values of pH outside the range in which  

SS-253  the species evolved may result in both direct and indirect toxic effects. Direct effects result from 
interactions with the mechanism that moves ions across cell membranes.  Indirect effects occur 
when pH influences the availability and toxicity of metals, ammonia, and other potentially toxic 
ions in the water column."  1992-1994 Water Quality Standards Review, Department of 
Environmental Quality, June 1995 at ii.  For example, un-ionized ammonia (NH3), as opposed to 
ammonium (NH4+), is toxic to aquatic organisms, especially salmonids. As pH increases, so does 
the amount of un-ionized ammonia for a given amount of total ammonia in the water. Id., First 
Issue Paper: pH, at 2-14.  Because Oregon’s water quality standards require an evaluation of the 
combination of multiple pollutants on the beneficial uses, and the Lower Columba River is already 
violating standards for pH, temperature, DO, and toxics, the Corps must provide sufficient data 
and analysis for the state to make findings that the proposed activity  will not increase any of these 
or other indirectly related parameters.  
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SS-252.  Washington and Oregon are responsible for identifying water bodies that are impaired 
and placed on the 303(d) list.  The listing process is undertaken on a parameter-by-parameter 
basis and subject to notice, comment, and appeal.  The Final SEIS adequately considers 
sedimentation and turbidity.  Comment noted regarding NWEA’s dissatisfaction with Oregon’s 
303(d) listing process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-253.  pH is not listed as a toxic in applicable water quality regulations.  As the commenter 
acknowledges, determining whether water quality standards are violated or whether a water 
body is impaired is undertaken on a parameter-by-parameter basis.  Therefore, comments that 
discuss the theoretical effect of pH on other water quality parameters are speculative and are not 
consistent with water quality analysis.  Analyzing theoretical impacts of multiple parameters is 
speculative and not appropriate for a Final SEIS.  As explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and 
the 2001 BA, the proposed project will have little impact on the chemical, physical and 
biological properties of the LCR because the proposed action involves dredging primarily clean 
sand from the navigation channel.  There have been numerous physical and chemical tests of the 
riverbed material that indicate it is clean sand (see sediment quality comments).  The project 
will neither add to nor decrease the contribution of pH to the river.  Therefore, there should be 
no reasonable potential to violate the pH water quality standard. 
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f.   The DSEIS Fails to Consider the Baseline Effect of Multiple 
Pollutants on the Beneficial Uses.   

 
As discussed above, the states are required to evaluate the effect of multiple pollutants on the 
beneficial uses.  The Columbia River is already violating numerous standards.  Even Oregon  has 
recognized that multiple stressors present a greater problem to sensitive uses than individual 
violations: “A combination of water quality concerns is stressing aquatic life throughout Oregon 
and is of significant concern because of the widespread listings of salmonid species as threatened 
or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.”  Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality, 1998 Water Quality Status Assessment Report 305(b) Report, note to Table 4-4A.  The 

SS-254  Department also recognized this in its Triennial Review process: “Though temperature and pH are 
independent stressors, they covary on a seasonal and diurnal basis, and tend to provide maximal 
stress to an individual or population at the same time. * * * While any single parameter may not 
prove critical, the nature of stress is generally thought to be additive.” 1992-1994 Water Quality 
Standards Review, Department of Environmental Quality, June 1995, First Issue Paper: pH, at 2-
17.  Because state water quality standards require an evaluation of the combination of multiple 
pollutants on the beneficial uses, and the Lower Columbia River is already violating standards for 
pH, temperature, DO, and toxics, the states must find that the proposed discharge will not  
increase any of these or other related parameters in order to issue a §401 certification. The DSEIS 
does not provide sufficient data and information for the states to evaluate whether their water 
quality rules are met.  
 

8. The DEIS Fails to Consider Baseline Conditions of Circulation 
 
The MCR FEIS acknowledges that changes in circulation will occur from deepening the MCR: 
“Slightly larger introduction of ocean water during flood tides can be expected.”  MCR EIS at 27.  
It also expects that these changes will have different effects in different areas of the estuary: “The 

SS-255  most significant change in circulation patterns would involve the introduction of a slightly larger 
volume of ocean water during flood tides.  Flood current is stronger to the northeast toward  
Baker Bay so this larger volume of ocean water is likely to be more pronounced in Baker Bay.”  
Id. at 26.  Nonetheless, the DSEIS does not discuss the baseline conditions related to circulation. 
 

C.  The Future: The DSEIS Must Include the Effects of Those Reasonably 
Foreseeable Actions that Are Expected to have Impacts in the Same Area or  
Will Have Similar Impacts 

 
1.  Deepening the MCR is a Connected Action That Must be Evaluated 

with the Proposed Channel Deepening and the MCR Operation and  
Maintenance Project Requires a Supplemental EIS 

 
In order for the region to realize the purported benefits associated with the proposed deepening of 

SS-256  the Columbia River channel, the MCR will similarly require deepening from its current depth of 
55 feet.  Nowhere in the FEIS or SEIS is this issue discussed, nor was it raised in the context of 
the so-called independent review conducted in the first week of August 2002, except for Chapter 
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SS-254.  The Final SEIS adequately analyzes the water quality impacts associated with the 
project for purposes of NEPA and SEPA.  The 401 Certifications will be obtained from 
Washington and Oregon as part of the permitting process.  The 401 Certification is an 
independent certification, separate and apart from the Final SEIS.  The 401 Certifications will 
provide reasonable assurance that water quality standards will be met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-255.  The Final SEIS, Exhibit J, analyzes sedimentation and related hydrologic processes 
and summarizes known information regarding circulation patterns.  The Final SEIS has 
considered all known information regarding circulation patterns in addressing impacts.  This 
information indicates that the project should not affect circulation patterns in a manner that will 
have significant adverse impacts. 
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2 of Appendix A to the FEIS.  See the discussion above, related to the baseline conditions on the 
MCR, as support for this section. 
 
The MCR EIS, based on the VMS, evaluated the appropriate depth of the MCR to correspond to  
a river channel of 40 feet based on a 95 percent rate of safe passage, defined by the document as 
meeting Engineering Regulation 1110-2-1404 to provide safe navigation conditions under most 
weather conditions.  The project FEIS concludes that vessels be able to enter the MCR 95 percent 
of the time that conditions are safe, defined “as those times when wave heights are 10 feet or  
less.”  MCR FEIS at a-1.   

SS-256 
In that document the Corps concluded that both the MCR EIS and the VMS upon which it was 
based are in serious need of revision:  
 

“Since the MCR is expected to continue to be closed on a ship by ship basis, there 
is a need to refine the wave height, expected excursion and the level of risk of 
hitting bottom for wave conditions just below the breaking wave level.  Given the 
potential consequences of hitting bottom, it seems like the design should be based 
on E95 or higher, of the extreme excursion values.  The 1983 design failure rate of 
5% leaves the potential for some ships to hit bottom up to 10 times during a single 
transit.  The expected and actual excursions both need to be reviewed before the 
channel design is finalized.” 

 
Appendix A at 17.  The revision of this analysis is now needed in the context of channel 
deepening for the Columbia River because the two locations are inextricably linked.  Whether the 
previous MCR analysis was incorrect or correct, it requires revision because: 1) the DSEIS needs 
to address the risk of grounding because it may be increased by new analysis of the risk of the 
current depth MCR given that the Corps has now cast serious doubt on the validity of the studies 
and analysis in the 1983 MCR EIS; 2) the risk of grounding is likely to be increased by the growth 
of vessels due to the increased depth of the river channel but has not been reevaluated by any 
technical means; 3) previous dredging and spoil disposal have altered the MCR hydraulics; and/or 
4) the environmental effects of the 5 percent risk of grounding were not included in the 1983  
MCR EIS.  The current status is that the Corps concludes that its conclusions regarding  
downward excursions – as applied to both 34-ft and 40-ft drafts –  “is a critical safety issue that 
needs to be more clearly defined.”  Appendix A at 16.  Even so, the DSEIS is silent. 

SS-257 
The Columbia River Bar Channel is the most dangerous and important segment of the river 
navigation system because it must be transited and it is the only location where a vessel in the 
Columbia/Willamette/Snake system where a vessel catastrophe could be such an environmental 
disaster.  The 1983 MCR EIS focuses on the issue of delay, and groundings that prove the 
potential for delay (under the then existing MCR depth) but never once addresses the issue of risk 
and effects of an accident.  Moreover, the reliance placed on evaluating averages – such as wave 
height – results in a failure by the Corps to evaluate the true risk of shipping in that channel which 
has nothing to do with averages but rather with the state of the river at the time a vessel is in 
transit. 
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SS-256.  The Corps disagrees that deepening MCR is a connected action with this project.  The 
1983 MCR design was based on the best available information and the Corps guidance in effect 
at that time.  As explained in Appendix A of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the actual performance of 
the MCR has exceeded the 1983 expectations and that therefore, deepening the Channel would 
not require a deepening of MCR.  The quote in this comment regarding the need to more clearly 
define the expected excursion was made in the context of improving the 1983 analysis that 
appears to be conservative when compared to actual performance.  This situation is not unique 
to the MCR and the Corps’ Engineering Research and Development Center is conducting a 
study to revaluate the Corps’ entrance channel design guidance.  See response SS-243. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-257.  The Corps is unaware of any available methodologies that could be used to reliably 
define the navigation risks at the MCR.  As noted in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the safety record 
for the entire Columbia River deep-draft navigation channel (entrance and river) compares 
favorably to other United States ports, even though the Columbia has a longer channel than 
most ports.  A review of the Oregon Board of Maritime Pilots deep-draft incident reports 
confirmed the comments in reference to three groundings in the MCR channel since 1984 
(Susan Johnson, December, 2002, personal communication).  A “possible” (uncertain about 
actually touching bottom) grounding occurred in May 1984, and grounding occurred in 
November 1986 and February 1994.  Waves contributed to the 1984 and 1994 grounding, and 
the 1986 grounding was the result of mechanical failure on the ship.  None of these grounding 
resulted in any environmental damages and there was only slight damage to any of the ships.  
These three minor groundings occurred over a period of 18 years that included over 70,000 
deep-draft transits of the MCR. 
 
Dredging improves navigation conditions by maintaining shallowest reaches of the MCR 
channel to -55-ft MLLW.  Disposal sites have caused localized hydraulic changes, but those 
sites are located outside of the deep-draft navigation channel. 
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The DSEIS contains no additional material to the seven pages presented in Chapter 2 of Appendix 
A of the FEIS.  Yet, the conclusions concerning the MCR channel in the 1983 EIS themselves 
were undercut by the Corps statements, as quoted above, that the analysis was inadequate.  The 
seven pages that allegedly make up the updated analysis on this subject are significantly flawed.  
First, the use of the phrase “safe wave conditions” in the supplement is misleading.  It suggests 
that this is the maximum wave height in which ships transit the bar without a problem.  In fact, 
even the supplement acknowledges that ships do transit in conditions exceeding 10 feet but the 
way in which the document is written is intended to create an opposite impression.  In contrast,  
the 1983 MCR EIS defines a “safe wave” more precisely: 
 

When wave heights were less than 10 feet, the other environmental factors such as 
visibility and currents appeared not to pose a major obstacle to vessel use of the 
entrance channel.  When wave conditions were present, however, the other facts 
assumed an increased importance in rendering safe navigation difficult or, in some 
cases impossible. 

 
MCR EIS at a-1.  The document goes on to say that “safe waves” means a condition in which no 
bar closures are expected to occur.   

SS-257 
Section 2.3 of Chapter 2 of Appendix A of the project FEIS further distorts the concept of a 
“safe” wave height by stating that the MCR design was for a 36 foot vessel being able to transit 
the Mouth of the Columbia River  95 percent of the time.  In contrast, the 1983 MCR EIS states  
it is “recommended that vessels be able to transit the entrance 95% of the time when conditions 
are safe.”  MCR EIS at a-1.  However, that study contemplated a “primary design vessel” that 
could transit the river to upstream ports 95 percent of the time.  See, e.g., MCR EIS at a-3, A-22.  
The document specifically states that it is the “Skamokawa Bar, at about river mile (RM) 34,  
[that] historically has been the controlling part of the river for ship movement.”  MCR EIS at a-3. 
There is a significant difference between the MCR and the upriver area, a distinction the FEIS 
fails to accurately capture.   
 
Compounding the definitional problem, the FEIS concludes that this so-called safe wave height of 
10 feet will not be exceeded more than 440 hours per year. Page 15.  This is equivalent to 18 days 
each year, an obvious fallacy.  Section 2.7.1 in the FEIS states that two years were selected in 
which to compare wave heights and closure times: 1984 and 1992.  It is unclear what the Corps 
uses as its source of wave data for these two years.  The National Data Buoy Center shows that 
Buoy No. 46029, located seaward of the Columbia River, was not operational in two months of 
1984 and four months of 1992, all of which were fall and winter months when wave heights  
would be expected to be greater.  http://www.nodc.noaa.gov/BUOY/46029.html.  A nine year  
summary of average wave heights, from March 1984 to December 1993, at this same buoy 
showed that the months of November, December, and January had average waves of greater than 
10 feet.  http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/images/climplot/46029_wh.gif.  This appears to be contrary  
to the National Marine Consultants wave study showing that wave heights are less than 10 feet 95 
percent of the time.  In addition, the use of wave height means can be very deceiving when 
attempting to determine closure hours as the mean does not inform an analyst of data at the 
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SS-257 (con’t).  The use of “safe wave height” in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix A, is in 
reference to the 1983 MCR design and VMS studies.  As explained in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 
the definition and use of the term has been superseded by actual practices.  A “safe wave 
height” was not used in defining existing or expected future practices at the MCR.  Rather the 
Corps recognized that the decision to transit the MCR would be made by the Bar Pilots based on 
the wave conditions at the time of transit and the characteristics of the individual ship. 
 
 
The Corps agrees that wave heights in excess of 10-foot should be expected to occur more than 
18 days per year.  As the comment notes, the 18 days per year statistic was taken from the VMS.  
In the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Corps used the wave statistics from the Long Beach, WA, 
Coastal Data Information Program buoy for 1984 and 1992 to demonstrate that the 10-foot wave 
height was exceeded in those years the equivalent of 70 and 35 days, respectively.  Any use of 
means or averages in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS were only to provide comparisons between 
different time periods and were not used to define future transit conditions. 
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appropriate level; a more sophisticated analysis is required.   Likewise, water levels can be 
affected by meteorological changes in wind speed and direction and in barometric pressure.   
These influences explain differences between measured and predicted water levels.  Water levels 
also vary depending upon their location.  Changes in dredged spoil disposal alter waves.  
Currently bigger swell heights are being noted between buoys 4 and 6 than previously.  Moreover, 
the wave heights measured at the buoy are not measurements of the wave heights experienced at 

SS-257  the bar.  Those are at least 10 percent greater than measured data and sometimes as great as twice 
as much.  It is obvious the author of the supplement does not appreciate the dynamics of the  
MCR thereby minimizing their importance.  This might account for the fact that the Corps does 
not acknowledge there have been groundings since the deepening of the MCR; in fact, there have 
been at least three. 
 
The lack of references in this document is puzzling.  In addition to those already mentioned, there 
is no reference to support the statement: “Of the 300 deepest draft ships that transited the 
Columbia River during 1991 through 1993, only about 10% did not meet the bar pilots’ under  
keel clearance.”  FEIS, Appendix A, Chapter 2 at 14. 
 
In addition, the old analysis upon which the Corps still relies does not distinguish between 
seasonal changes in allowable drafts for vessels seeking to transit the MCR.  In severe conditions  
a bar pilot may likely require vessels to wait until the flood stage, as he seeks to have the ship 
arrive at Astoria two hours before high water.  In order to provide the maximum under keel  
water, delays are likely to occur.  Regardless of these seasonal differences, in sections 2.6 and 2.8 
of the FEIS, the Corps simply presents averages for each year.  Seasonal differences may also play 
a role in better understanding the use of the channel.  In Section 2.6, for example, the Corps notes 
the deepest draft vessel that transited the channel.  It does not, however, state either the frequency 
of use by that deepest draft nor the season of use. 

SS-258 
The 1983 EIS for the Mouth of the Columbia River (MCR) is a document that analyzed the need 
for deepening the MCR to 55 feet.  This FEIS discussed the fact that the 55 feet depth was 
necessary to correspond to the existing 40 foot channel.  It states that: “All data developed in the 
study are based on this assumption [“that the upriver channel will not be changed, but will remain 
at its present authorized dimensions”].”  Interim Feasibility Report Page 1.  Therefore, the data 
presented in the EIS concerning the sufficiency of the MCR channel are not valid if the river 
channel were to be deepened to 43 feet.  Nonetheless, the DSEIS does not address the need to 
develop new data, but merely relies upon the inadequate evaluation – based on no data – that is 
contained in the FEIS.  Specifically, the new data would include both environmental effects as 
well as economic ones as the MCR EIS sought to meet four objectives, one of which was that the 
40 foot channel could be “fully utilized” and another to “decrease tide-caused delays for 
commercial ships crossing the bar.”  MCR Interim Feasibility Report at 2.  The MCR was 
deepened to address these two issues:  
 

“The incompatibility of the two channels has been recognized for many years.  In  
his October 1961 report to Congress ( House Document 452, 87th Congress, 2nd 
session), the Portland District Engineer indicated that certain deep-draft vessels 
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SS-258.  Seasonal variations in navigation practices were not mentioned in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS because they were found to be insignificant.  The 1991-93 transit data showed that 
there were 40-foot draft transits in the existing channel throughout the year.  There has not been 
any serious attempt to take advantage of the high river stages of the spring freshet to transit the 
channel with drafts over 40-foot.  The tide stage requirements of the Bar Pilots that are 
described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS are not seasonal, but apply year round.  The delays that 
those requirements cause were defined in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and are accounted for in the 
projects’ economic analysis. 
 
The 1961 report to Congress and the1983 MCR design, referenced in the comment, were based 
on the best available information and the Corps guidance in effect at those times.  As explained 
in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the actual performance of the MCR has exceeded the 1983 
expectations.  This situation is not unique to the MCR and the Corps’ Engineering Research and 
Development Center is conducting a study to revaluate the Corps’ entrance channel design 
guidance. 
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using the then-proposed 40-foot-deep river channel would ‘...incur delays to avoid 
transiting the entrance during low water.’  He further stated that there was no  
definite knowledge at that time regarding the exact amount of clearance between 
keel and channel bottom required for safe navigation over the entrance.  Now that  
the 40-foot-deep river channel has become a reality, the prediction of that District 
Engineer has been substantiated by experience gained from vessel operation and 
scientific studies.”   

SS-258 
MCR Interim Feasibility Report at 14-15.   A document intended to ensure compatibility and 
efficiency associated with a 40 foot channel is no longer a valid basis upon which to evaluate the 
relationship of a 55 foot MCR channel with a 43 foot river channel.  This is particularly true when 
the document itself states the 55 feet is “the minimum depth necessary to make the entrance 
channel fully compatible with the upriver channel.”  MCR EIS at A-25 (emphasis added). 
 
Additionally, there are questions regarding whether the Corps has been able to maintain the 
current MCR depth and location as authorized, as discussed above.  
 

2. The Evaluation of Increased Salinity Intrusion Caused by the  
Proposed Project Must be Based on Sound Science and Done in 
Conjunction with the Appropriate Baseline Conditions 

 
Further deepening the Columbia River navigation channel is predicted to alter salinity intrusion, 
thereby altering the ETM and the availability of food sources for juvenile salmonids, as well as 
shifting the entire freshwater-based ecosystem upstream.  According to the DSEIS, the channel 
dredging will have “little or no impact on salinity intrusion.”  However, the DSEIS relies on a 
model that had not been peer reviewed or systematically tested, according to statements regarding 
its own limitations.  There was no demonstration that the model could effectively model  
bathymetry, a critical component of channel deepening.  In fact, the researcher who created the  

SS-259  model explicitly warns that his results  “may be used to guide management decisions…but only if  
model uncertainty is further reduced.” Oregon Health and Science University Modeling Results, 
Appendix F,  Biological Assessment, Columbia River Channel Improvements Project, U.S Army 
Corps of Engineers, December 2001 (emphasis in original).  Because of the close linkage between 
salinity intrusion, the ETM and juvenile salmonid food resources, the Corps needs to revise the 
DSEIS after the salinity model is refined, subjected to peer review, and properly calibrated. 
 
Nowhere in this study, or any other discussion in the DSEIS or previous related documents, has 
the Corps presented an analysis of the effects of channel deepening including the cumulative 
effects on salinity intrusion from previous deepening projects of the river and the incremental 
deepening of the MCR, the placement of jetties, and of other actions that have been taken to alter 
the natural salinity patterns of the Columbia River Estuary. 
 

3. The Corps Fails to Include Data and Analysis for Reasonably 
Foreseeable Interrelated and Interdependent Projects 
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SS-259.  The assessment that the proposed 43-foot channel will have little or no impact on 
salinity intrusion is based on the results of two independent, state-of-the-art three-dimensional 
hydrodynamic models.  The OHSU/OGI model is a model being developed specifically on the 
Columbia River.  The Waterways Experiment Station (WES) model has been applied to a 
variety of salinity problems around the United States.  Both models predicted very small 
changes in salinity intrusion, as described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the 2001 BA.  
Cumulative effects from prior activities are reflected in the baseline condition used for the two 
models.  The referenced quote from Appendix F of the BA omits an important part of the 
sentence that indicates the management decisions being cited are mitigation and restoration 
actions, not channel deepening.  This is to be expected since the model study was specifically 
addressing deepening the navigation channel and not mitigation or restoration actions in the 
shallow water areas of the estuary. 
 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-161

a. Berths and Basins are Reasonably Foreseeable Interrelated  
and Interdependent Projects 

 
The DSEIS notes that the project will require increased dredging of berths and basins.  However, 
nowhere in the document is there a discussion of the contamination present in those areas.  Berths 
are frequently the site of significant toxic contamination due to intentional waste disposal 
practices, and accidental spills.  For example, the Port of Portland’s Terminal 4 on the Willamette 
River is the site of coal tar pitch historically “spilled” at the rate of 20 tons per year.  In addition, 
very high levels of lead, zinc, and elevated levels of mercury, chromium, cadmium, and 
DDT/DDE have been found in sediments adjacent to the terminal.  Likewise, in 1987 the 

SS-260  Washington Department of Ecology found that the Port of Vancouver had been “spilling”  
unknown quantities of copper ore at its Ore Transfer Facility (Columbia rivermile 103), 
contaminating over 5,000 cubic yards of river sediment.  The DSEIS cannot evaluate the full 
effects on the ecosystem and individual species of the chennel deepenign project withoug the 
required data on sediment contamination and reasonably foreseeable increases in sediment 
contamination from Port facilities along both the Columbia and Willamette Rivers.  Very little 
information has been gathered and that data has been measured against a measuring stick – 
sediment guidelines – that the Services warn probably do not reflect what it actually happening in 
the estuary area with regard to toxic effects on fish, birds, mammals, and their respective prey. 
 

b. Development Projects are Reasonably Foreseeable Interrelated 
and Interdependent Projects 

 
The DSEIS does not include a discusion and analysis of the cumulative impacts of future 

SS-261  interrelated projects including, but not limited to, the development of: Hayden Island and the 
Vancouver Lowlands. 
 

c. Dredging, Deepening, and Continued Use of Berths and Basins  
in the Willamette River Are Reasonably Foreseeable.  

 
The vast majority of berths in the Columbia/Willamette shipping system are located in the 
Willamette River.  In addition, it is extremely unlikely that the Corps will not seek to deepen the 
Willamette shipping channel to allow use of these berths, following decisions on the clean-up of 

SS-262  the Portland Harbor Superfund site.  Therefore, is impermissible for the Corps to segregate and 
postpone analysis of these integral parts of the proposed project – operation and maintenance 
dredging of berths and basins as well as deepenign them – in order to eliminate from consideration 
their contribution to the cumulative effects analysis presented in the DSEIS.  
 
III.  A Reasonable Alternatives Analysis Must Include a No Action Alternative and Each 

Alternative Deserves Substantially Similar Analysis. 
 

A. Restoration Actions Require a Reasonable Alternatives Analysis 
 
The DSEIS includes restoration actions proposed for the Columbia River Estuary.  These are not 
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SS-260.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, Exhibit B titled “Sediment Characterization 
Study of Local Sponsors’ Berths; Columbia and Willamette River Navigation Channel 
Deepening; Longview and Kalama, Washington and Portland, Oregon,” presents sediment 
quality data from the Columbia River berths that require dredging.  These include at Kalama the 
Harvest States Grain Terminal and the Peavy Grain Terminal; and at Portland, Terminal 6 on 
the Oregon Slough.  Deepening is also required at the United Harvest berth in Vancouver based 
upon the hydrographic surveys at the time of sampling.  The material to be dredged from these 
berths is very similar if not indistinguishable from the sediments in the adjacent navigation 
channel.  Contaminates are undetected at method reporting levels and well below screening 
levels, including those produced by the Services.  The one exception is Terminal 6, which is 
fine-grained (>20% fines) and which has had a history of TBT contamination. 
 
As stated in the Biological Opinions, effects from future berth deepening activities will be 
minimized through application of dredging and disposal BMPs and other compliance measures.  
Sediment testing, based on DMEF protocols, will insure dredged materials from berths are 
disposed of using a method to minimize impacts.  Additional sediment testing may be required 
during future consultations.  Of the turning basins proposed for deepening, the Astoria Turning 
Basin would require sediment evaluation due to the fine grain sediments present at the location. 
 
 
 
SS-261.  The Corps disagrees.  The Draft SEIS notes that the Port of Portland has withdrawn 
development plans and permit applications for its previously proposed West Hayden Island 
development.  Future development of West Hayden Island is therefore not reasonably 
foreseeable.  In contrast, the Port of Vancouver’s proposed Columbia Gateway development is 
reasonably foreseeable.  Therefore, it is analyzed in the revised cumulative effects analysis in 
the Final SEIS, Section 6.12. 
 
SS-262.  Please see responses SS-232 and SS-234. 
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mitigation projects for the proposed channel deepening.  Therefore these proposed restoration 
projects are subject to the same NEPA requirements as any other proposed action, regardless of  
whether it they are expected to be perceived by the public, or are labeled by the Corps, as being  

SS-263  “beneficial.”  Nowhere in the SEIS does the Corps discuss the reasonable alternatives to these  
proposed restoration actions, including other locations for similar activities or other types of 
restoration activities.  By not including any other reasonable alternatives, the Corps eliminates the 
possibility that each alternative has been given substantially similar analysis. 
 

B. A No Action Alternative Requires a Multi-Port Analysis 
 
Without a multi-port analysis, which the Corps now says would have been desirable, the DSEIS 

SS-264  cannot and does not give a serious and substantially similar analysis for the no action alternative. 
 
IV. An EIS Cannot Ignore Pertinent Data 
 

A. The Corps Uses Averaging as a Way to Ignore Pertinent Data 
 
The Corps’ DSEIS ignores some pertinent data outright and, in other circumstances, it averages 
data in order to “prove” that it is able to obtain the results it needs to justify its economic and/or 
environmental conclusions.  This averaging is inappropriately used with regard to wave height 

SS-265  analysis, such as it is, at the MCR and with regard to climate-driven sediment transport issues. 
Likewise, in the FEIS supplement addressing MCR issues, the Corps refers to the deepest draft  
vessels without any discussion of the frequency of transit by those vessels.  FEIS, Appendix A, 
Chapter 2 at 13.  There may be other areas of the analysis relied upon by the Corps in the DSEIS 
and the FEIS that similarly mask reality, thereby violating the requirements of NEPA. 
 

B. The DSEIS Improperly Ignores Data on Sediment Transport 
 
The Corps’ DSEIS ignores pertinent data by simply explaining it away, rather than presenting a 
reasoned analysis of the data or conclusions regarding the data derived by others.  An example of 
this is the conclusion by Dr. David Jay that the Corps has grossly underestimated the volume of 
the proposed discharge.  The Science Center has concluded that “the dredged material estimates 
for the proposed channel deepening are unrealistically low.”  Science Center memo at 18.  The 

SS-266  Corps based its dredging estimates on the time period 1980-95, a period with atypically low  
flows, the second driest period in the last 121 years.  Id.  Therefore, DSEIS estimates are  
unreliable.  Id. at 20.  The Corps also failed to properly analyze data on sediment transport in the 
Lower Columbia River.  Id.  The Science Center has concluded that on this basis “dredged 
material production estimates for the 1980-95 period are low by a factor of ~1.8 to 3.6; i.e., that 
the actual sand production of a 30-50 year period similar to the last 30-50 years would be 80-
260% higher than predicted by the EIS.  Id. at 20-21.  It also notes that the 1996 large dredged 
material volume demonstrates that a hypothesized post-1977 trend toward lower sediment supply 
is not supported.  Id.  These broad estimates of the Corps’ inadequate analysis were further  
refined during the SEIS process to indicate a volume approximately 60 percent higher than that of 
the Corps.   Dr. Jay’s conclusions rely upon a more sophisticated analysis of existing data than the 
 
 

Page 31 of  46 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-263.  The Corps disagrees that its consideration of alternatives was insufficient.  See 
response SS-194. 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-264.  While a multi-port analysis would likely increase the benefits of the project, the 
existing analysis represents an equally valid method of analysis.  A technical review of the costs 
and the benefits was conducted with a panel of seven experts in August 2002.  This point was 
also raised by that panel and fully addressed in the Corps’ responses.  The Corps has considered 
the technical review and revised the Final SEIS accordingly.  The panel’s work is available on 
the Corps website at https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/issues/crcip/review.htm. 
 
SS-265.  The Corps has not ignored or misused pertinent data.  See responses SS-257 and SS-
258 for responses to the wave height and deepest draft questions raised by this comment.  The 
issue of climate-driven sediment transport is addressed in response SS-266. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-266.  The Corps has not ignored Dr. Jay’s analysis, but we do disagree with his conclusion.  
Dr. Jay has based his conclusions on a statistical analysis of historical Columbia River 
discharges and the relationship of discharge to sediment transport.  The Corps believes Dr. Jay’s 
analysis falls short on two issues: 1) it has not established a definite correlation between annual 
discharge or annual sediment transport, and annual maintenance dredging, and 2) it does not 
account for the effects of upstream flow regulation on sediment transport.  The Corps has used a 
fluvial processes-based method to assess the causes of navigation channel shoaling and the 
river’s response to past dredging and disposal actions.  The results of those analyses were then 
applied to the site-specific conditions on each navigation bar (approximately 3 mile reaches of 
the navigation channel) to forecast future maintenance requirements bar-by-bar.  As with any 
forecast, the actual year-to-year volumes can be expected to vary around the projections, but the 
Corps expects the averages to follow the forecast.  The referenced science center memo was 
written prior to the ESA consultation process.  Dr. Jay’s comments and the dredging forecast 
were addressed during the June 2001 SEI Sedimentation workshop.  The SEI expert panel 
concluded that the Corps adequately understood the physical processes of the river and estuary, 
including flow alterations, dredging volumes, suspended sediment and bathymetry changes. 
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Corps’ analysis, which simply averages the existing data.  Despite the issue having been raised in 
numerous forums, including the SEI forums and by the State of Washington, including in its 
analysis of the effects of operation and maintenance dredging of the MCR, the Corps has yet to 
address the inconsistency in its analysis.  
 

C.  The DSEIS Ignores Pertinent Data on Declining Populations of Many Species  
in the Columbia River Estuary 

 
As discussed elsewhere, the DSEIS ignores pertinent data on declining populations of white 
sturgeon, green sturgeon, and smelt.  It also ignores the Lower Columbia River coho which is 

SS-267  listed by Oregon state law as an endangered species.   Likewise, the Corps fails to consider the 
continuing reproductive failure of the Lower Columbia River bald eagle populations, or to even 
mention the declining status of mink and  river otter, which are believed to have suffered 
reproductive deformities and precipitous population declines in the Lower Columbia River.   
 

D.  The DSEIS Ignores the Importance of the Columbia River Plume and the  
Cumulative Effects on it 

 
The DSEIS fails to evaluate the appropriate action area for the project in that it does not 
incorporate new scientific information demonstrating the importance of the Columbia River’s 
discharge plume to West coast salmon populations.  This plume affects both the nutrient  

SS-268  productivity of coastal estuaries and upwelling ocean currents and involves the near ocean  
environment that has been identified as one geographic area important to salmon survival.   The 
Corps’ failure to incorporate this scientific information in both the baseline analysis and the 
evaluation of the impacts of the proposed channel deepening project in the DSEIS renders the 
document inadequate to meet the requirements of NEPA. 
 
V. The Intensity of Review Requires Attention to the Fact that Effects are Uncertain  

and Controversial. 
 
In its DSEIS, the Corps has ignored the importance, controversy, and uncertain effects of its 
action, by itself and in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, in lieu 
of establishing a more intensive review.  The only concession to any of these three aspects of the 

SS-269  proposed project has been its last minute economic review panel, the results of which it has not  
even incorporated into the DSEIS in its haste to rush the project through regulatory hoops.  The 
Corps keeps talking about how it has spent more than 10 years on this project.  It is not the fault  
of the public, the regulatory agencies, or the environment that during that substantial period of 
time the Corps has simply failed to obtain necessary data and conduct analysis as required by 
federal law. 
 
VI. Compliance with Clean Water Act 404(b)(1)(c) Guidelines 
 
The discussion of the how the proposed deepenign project meets the Clean Water Act 

SS-270  404(b)(1)(c) Guidelines in the DSEIS is seriously inadequate.  The purpose of the §404(b)(1) 
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SS-267.  Information on the status and impacts to white sturgeon and smelt were provided in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS.  Contrary to your statement, white sturgeon populations in 
the lower Columbia River have not recently been declining.  Since the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the 
Corps has funded additional work by WDFW and ODFW to assess smelt and sturgeon impacts.  
The Final SEIS includes this information.  Smelt runs have recently rebounded to record levels 
in the last few years possibly as a result of improved ocean conditions.  Little information is 
available on green sturgeon populations, though they are believed to be small.  The Final SEIS 
has been revised to include available information on green sturgeon.  Impacts to green sturgeon 
populations are similar to that described for white sturgeon since they utilize similar habitats.  
At the request of the State of Oregon, the Corps has reviewed and evaluated lower river coho.  
They will be discussed specifically as an Oregon State species of concern in the Final SEIS. 
 
The Corps will implement four terms and conditions outlined in the USFWS’s Biological 
Opinion to monitor contaminants and bald eagle productivity.  These terms and conditions 
represent an extremely conservative approach to assess the situation.  Isaacs and Anthony 
(2002) provide detailed information on the breeding bald eagle population and their 
reproductive success for Recovery Zone 10, the lower Columbia River, from 1973 to present.  
Total breeding territories surveyed in 1973 was one; for 2002 that number was 95 of which 89 
(94%) were occupied.  Young/occupied territory in 2002 was 1.02.  The five-year average for 
young/occupied territory in Recovery Zone 10 has increased from 0.77 in 1998 to 0.92 in 2002.  
The Habitat Management Goal for Recovery Zone 10 is 47 bald eagle territories; the Recovery 
Population Goal is 31 territories (USFWS, 1986, Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan).  As 
discussed elsewhere in Final SEIS, the channel improvement project will not increase 
contaminant loading in the lower Columbia River; therefore, no impact to these species would 
be expected. 
 
Henny et al. (1996) evaluated mink and river otter populations on the lower Columbia River 
(CRM 11-119.5) and the influence of environmental contaminants.  They conducted a 
population estimate for river otter and estimated 286 individuals comprised the population along 
the lower Columbia River.  No population estimates were derived for mink, although Henny et 
al. (1996) states that the population is extremely low.  Conversely, a habitat suitability 
evaluation they conducted for the lower Columbia River indicated that habitat was excellent in 
many segments.  They determined that a number of organochlorine and polychlorinated 
biphenyls were significantly higher in river otter from the lower Columbia River than a Coast 
Range reference population.  Henny et al. (1996) noted that these contaminants were rarely 
correlated with CRM for age class 0 otters, never correlated for age class 1 otters, and almost 
always correlated with age 2+ otters.  Low residue concentrations may explain the result for age 
0 otters.  Age 1 otters are dispersing from their natal areas and thus may confuse the issue.  
Adults (age 2+) are relatively sedentary in their home range.  Their spatial information showed 
that river otter collected at CRM 119.5 typically contained the highest concentration of 
contaminants.  The author’s considered this to be the Portland-Vancouver area when in actuality 
it corresponds to Camas-Washougal, Washington.  As discussed elsewhere in Final SEIS, the 
channel improvement project will not increase contaminant loading in the lower Columbia 
River; therefore, no impact to these species would be expected. 
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Guidelines is to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of waters of 
the United States through the control of discharges of dredged or fill material.”  40 C.F.R. §230 
[hereinafter “Guidelines”], 40 C.F.R. §230.1(a).  Moreover, the Guidelines are intended to be 
consistent with policies of the Clean Water Act.  40 C.F.R. §230.1(b). The Corps’ proposed 
project does not comply with the Guidelines.  

SS-270 
Federal law requires a presumption against the discharge, placing the burden of proof on the 
project proponent to demonstrate compliance with the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.1(c).  The 
Corps cannot demonstrate basic compliance with §404(b)(1) Guidelines because, as discussed 
below, it has not made affirmative demonstrations on the following issues, among others: blasting 
techniques and timing, effects on salinity of the estuary and its effect on fish, the habitat value of 
the proposed disposal areas, information on the Deep Water site, smothering impacts to white 
sturgeon, crab, and smelts, and the effects on all beneficial uses from redistribution of toxic 
materials and the effect on water quality and beneficial uses.  Without this information, the Corps 
cannot demonstrate that the discharges “will not have an unacceptable adverse impact.”  Id.   
Instructively, the Northwest Fisheries Center addressed the issue of burden of proof in its recent 
transmittal to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): “[T]he Regional Office’s decision 
on the proposed channel deepening will probably turn on the issue of burden of proof.  While 
science cannot predict with certainty the extent to which salmonid will be adversely impacted by 
this action, neither can science conclude with certainty that the action will not adversely impact 
salmon, but it can say that this is an incremental insult to a degraded system that is important in 
the salmonid life cycle.”  Memorandum for Rick Applegate, NMFS, from John E. Stein, 
Northwest Fisheries Science Center, Re: Lower Columbia River Channel Deepening Project, 
December 2, 1999 at 1 [hereinafter “Science Center memo].  Of course, the Regional Office’s 
decisions to issue non-jeopardy biological opinions have turned on politics but that does not alter 
the findings of the Science Center. 
 
Compliance with the Guidelines requires an affirmative demonstration that the proposed project 
will not have an unacceptable adverse impact individually or in combination with known and/or 
probable impacts of other activities affecting the ecosystem of concern.  40 C.F.R. §230.1(c).  
The Corps simply has not addressed the issue of the proposed project’s effects on the Lower 
Columbia River ecosystem in conjunction with any other known or probable activities.   See e.g., 
FEIS Ex. E, §IV g at 6.  As the Science Center points out, “[c]urrently, continued incremental  
loss of habitat and increasing ecological risks are built into the environmental assessment process.  
Each new channel deepening proposal, as an example, involves a new assessment that uses  
current conditions as the sole baseline for evaluation.”  Science Center memo, Appendix 1 at 3.  
Neither the Corps in its DSEIS nor NMFS in its most recent Biological Opinion, have, in fact, 
remedied this “grandfathering” approach to establishing the baseline conditions for the project. 
 
Nowhere does the Corps address the cumulative impact of this project on the Lower Columbia  
and the species it supports and operation of the hydroelectric dams on the Columbia and Snake 

SS-271  Rivers.  As is discussed below, the impact of the hydro system on the estuary is a known impact 
and therefore meets the “activities” criterion of 40 C.F.R. §230.1(c).  Likewise, the Corps does  
not address the cumulative impact of the proposed project on species in the estuary in 
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SS-267 (con’t).  The issue raised with concern to these species is contaminants, specifically 
DDT and derivatives and PCBs, which affect reproductive performance of these species (Garrett 
et al. 1988, USFWS 1995, Henny et al. 1996) and therefore, population levels.  The Corps has 
determined that contaminants are not associated with navigation channel dredged material, 
which is comprised of medium to coarse-grained sands with less than 1% fines (organic 
materials, silts, clays) to which contaminants are typically associated with in the sediments.  
Fine-grained materials are typically associated with side channels and backwaters, which are not 
included in the dredging action associated with the project, except dredging at the Astoria 
Turning Basin, CRM 13.  Bachelor Slough is another exception but dredging of that side 
channel is predicated upon sediment testing results.  If the materials exceed established levels of 
concern for dredging and disposal, this ecosystem restoration feature would not be 
implemented.  Based upon our determination that contaminants in the channel materials to be 
dredged are not detectable, and therefore considered negligible, we do not anticipate any impact 
to these species of concern. 
 
SS-268.  Potential effects on the plume were considered during the ESA consultation with 
NOAA Fisheries on endangered salmonids.  In the 2001 BA, the discussions about impacts at 
the ‘river mouth’ would apply to the plume at MCR and a short distance offshore.  A detailed 
study of the plume dynamics was not conducted because of the limited available data and 
because the hydraulic changes predicted for the MCR are so small they were not expected to 
have a significant impact on the plume’s behavior. 
 
SS-269.  The Corps disagrees.  As a result of controversy and uncertainty, the Corps convened 
an independent science review panel to confirm the best available science for reviewing effects 
to listed species.  This effort reduced uncertainties in some areas, as well as developed an 
approach for uncertainties.  This effort focused on salmonids, but developed an ecosystem 
approach that provides an understanding that applies to basic physical parameters, habitat, and 
non-salmonid species. Also, the Corps, together with state resource agencies, undertook 
additional research on sturgeon, smelt and salmonid stranding.  The Corps funded additional 
research regarding dredging impacts to crab.  The Corps addressed controversy regarding the 
Deep Water Site by developing an option that eliminates the use of the site for this project. 
 
SS-270.  The original 404(b)(1) analysis has been revised in response to comments.  The 
Biological Opinion issued by the NOAA Fisheries on December 16, 1999 was withdrawn, 
additional study and analysis was conducted, and a new Biological Assessment and a new 
Biological Opinion were prepared subsequent to the preparation of the “NOAA Fisheries 
Science Center Memo.”  Ocean disposal sites (e.g., the Deep Water Site) are not subject to 
analysis under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, but rather to Section 102 of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act.  That evaluation is contained in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, Appendix H. 
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combination with extensive filling and diking of nearly 80 percent of the estuary’s wetlands, 
pollution inputs from anthropogenic activities throughout the Columbia River Basin that have 
affected spawning, rearing, and migration of anadromous species and contributed levels of toxic 
contaminants in toxic amounts to the estuary, previous channel deepening projects, and 

SS-271  maintenance dredging.   Finally, the Corps cannot make this demonstration without full  
knowledge of the nature and extent of toxic contamination in the Lower Willamette River and 
proposed remediation approaches.  Despite the Corps’ arrogant finding in its Guidelines analysis 
that deepening the Willamette will not cause or contribute to the violations of water quality 
standards, it obviously does not have any more information or insight than any other agency, into 
what is now, by definition, the unknowable nature, extent, and impact of the contamination in that 
river.  
 
Subpart B of the Guidelines establishes four conditions that must be satisfied in order to 
demonstrate compliance with the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.4.  The first condition is that there 
be no practicable alternative that would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem.  40 
C.F.R. §230.10(a).   The Corps discusses the use of a non-structural alternative consisting of river 
stage forecasting that would enable ships to determine navigable channel depths based on real-
time tide and river stage information.  FEIS at 4-4.  The Corps admits that “there have been 
limitations with the existing river stage forecasting system that have prevented shippers from 
making maximum use of the available water depths in the Columbia River.”  Id.  The Final EIS 
discusses the information gaps that have prevented full use of this system as well as full evaluation 
of the system’s benefits by the Corps.  Id. at 4-4 - 4-6.  The use of this LoadMax system is an 
activity not involving discharge of dredged material that qualifies as a practicable alternative.  40 
C.F.R. §230.10(a)(1)(i).  The Corps is not the only source of information on the potential benefits 
of significantly improving the LoadMax system.  Dr. David Jay, of the Center for Coastal and 
Land-Margin Research at the Oregon Graduate Institute, states:    

SS-272 
“* * * existing forecasts are provided for a limited number of locations by a  
model that is not “state-of-the-art” in the area of barotropic tidal-fluvial modeling,  
leading to uncertainties that are likely larger than necessary.  The lack of a vessel  
traffic system on the river may also contribute to conservative loading practices in  
a manner that is difficult to assess from outside of the industry. * * * Once again,  
there is a large data base that has not been exploited.  The existing surface  
elevation data (many years of data at numerous stations) have only analyzed  
in a preliminary way to understand the details of the tide-river-flow interaction  
(Jay and Flinchem, 1997).  The existing data and the available conceptual  
understanding of the system should be used in developing better river stage  
predictions.  Better forecasts should be provided and evaluated and a traffic  
control system should be considered seriously, before much more extensive  
structural alternatives are considered, particularly in light of the very large  
uncertainty in dredged material disposal needs associated with the project.”   

 
Science Center memo, Appendix 2, at 22.  This position is shared by the Office of the Secretary, 
of the U.S. Department of the Interior.  See Letter from Preston Sleeger, Regional Environmental 
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SS-271.  Additional discussion of cumulative impacts has been added to the revised 404(b)(1) 
analysis.  The Final SEIS, Section 6.12 has been revised to include additional discussion on 
cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-272.  The comment refers only to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  LoadMax is addressed again in 
the Final SEIS Section 4.3.  There are no benefits that remain to be achieved with LoadMax; 
this conclusion was affirmed by the expert Benefits and Costs Technical Panel, August 2002. 
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Officer, Office Of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Dept. of the Interior to Col.  
Robert Slusar, Corps, February 8, 1999 at 1-2. 
 
The Corps’ analysis of LoadMax does not resolve the practicable alternatives analysis required by 
the Guidelines which explicitly state that alternatives analysis conducted to meet the requirements 
of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) may not be sufficient to meet the 
Guidelines and therefore the Clean Water Act.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(a)(4).  There is no evidence in 
the record that suggests this alternative is infeasible due to lack of technology and/or costs.  
Therefore the Corps has failed to meet the requirements of the Guidelines to demonstrate that 
there is no practicable alternative that will have a less adverse impact on the ecosystem -- in this 
case an adverse impact on an already extremely damaged ecosystem.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(a)(2).   
 
The second condition of the Guidelines is that no discharge of dredged material can be allowed if 
it causes or contributes to violations of water quality standards, jeopardizes the continued 
existence of species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act, or 
“results in likelihood of the destruction of adverse modification of a habitat” that is a critical 
habitat.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(b).  As discussed below, the proposed project will contribute to 
existing violations of water quality standards and will cause violations of others and therefore  
does not comply with this condition of the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(b)(1).  Moreover, the 
effects on the estuary will result in adverse modification of critical habitat designated pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act for many threatened and endangered salmonid species, as well as the 
Bald eagle, as discussed below, contrary to the express requirements of the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. 
§230.10(b)(3).  Therefore the proposed project fails to meet the second mandatory condition that 
would allow legal disposal of dredged spoils in the Lower Columbia River. 

SS-273 
The Guidelines’ third condition is that no discharge of dredged material can be permitted which 
will “cause or contribute to significant degradation” of waters of the United States.  40 C.F.R. 
§230.10(c).  Neither the Corps, nor the states’ water quality agencies, knows the degree to which 
the proposed project will contribute to significant degradation because the Corps has failed to  
meet the information, documentation, and analysis requirements of the Guidelines in Subparts B-
G, as discussed below.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(c).  The Corps’ failure to analyze the baseline of 
degradation prevents the Department from being able to establish the incremental degradation 
created by the proposed project.  As the Science Center has observed: “Using a historical baseline 
for comparison could substantially alter interpretation of the probable impacts of the deepening 
project on the estuary and its subsequent use by salmon.”  Science Center memo, Appendix 1 at  
3.  However, what the Department can know with certainty is that the Columbia River Estuary is 
already seriously degraded.  See e.g., Science Center memo at 1.  Therefore, as even the Corps 
admits that the proposed project will contribute some additional short- and long-term  
degradation, it cannot comply with the Guidelines’ requirement that the discharge not contribute  
to significant degradation.  e.g., FEIS, Ex. E.   
 
The fourth condition of the Guidelines is that no discharge shall be permitted unless potential 
adverse effects are minimized.  40 C.F.R. §230.10(d).  The Guidelines set out possible methods to 
minimize these effects in Subpart H.  The Corps does not provide information to assess whether it 
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SS-273.  This comment addresses three of the four conditions that must be met in accordance 
with Subpart B of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines before a discharge of dredged or fill material shall 
be permitted.  The revised 404(b)(1) analysis concludes that the proposed project will not 
violate state water quality standards (second condition) and will not cause or contribute to 
significant degradation of waters of the U.S. (third condition). 
 
The revised analysis also addresses impacts to endangered species and their habitat, noting that 
both the NOAA Fisheries (Biological Opinion) and the USFWS (Conference Report) have 
concluded that the proposed project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species under their respective jurisdictions.  The revised analysis also notes that the NOAA 
Fisheries concluded that the proposed project would not result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of then-designated critical habitat for salmonids (NOAA Fisheries has since 
withdrawn the designation of such habitat).  Critical habitat has not been designated for bald 
eagles by the USFWS; thus, there is no adverse modification to critical habitat for this species.  
More specific responses pertaining to these two conditions are addressed below. 
 
The fourth condition pertains to minimization of adverse effects of the discharges.  The revised 
404(b)(1) Evaluation addresses minimization of adverse effects throughout the document.  The 
revised 404(b)(1) analysis addresses changes in the water current and circulation patterns. 
 
Rice Island (1962), Miller Sands Spit (1976-77) and Pillar Rock Island (pre-dates Miller Sands 
Spit) were initially created well prior to ESA listing of salmonids.  The sandy, barren habitat 
conditions attractive to Caspian terns, the species believed referenced, thus preceded the ESA 
listing of salmonids.  The downstream end of Rice Island, where Caspian tern nesting occurred 
from 1986-2000, has not received dredged material since prior to the ESA listing of salmonids 
or their critical habitat for the Columbia River. 
 
The Corps will continue to implement management actions comparable to those required by 
Term and Condition 1a of the Biological Opinion signed September 15, 1999 regarding the 
Columbia River Channel Operation and Maintenance Program that addressed both Caspian tern 
and cormorant concerns: 
 

1a.  The COE shall modify the habitat on Rice Island by April 1, 2000, so that it is no 
longer suitable as a nesting site for Caspian terns or provide for the hazing of terns off 
the island in a manner that will preclude their nesting.  The COE shall ensure that any 
terns hazed off the island do not nest on any dredge spoil islands in the action area 
(other than East Sand Island).  The COE shall continue to prevent nesting of Caspian 
terns on disposal islands within the action area for the life of the project. 

 
To accomplish this Term and Condition, the Corps has annually maintained nesting habitat at 
East Sand Island.  To assist in attracting Caspian terns to East Sand Island, researchers from 
Oregon State University have placed tern decoys and implemented a sound system to play 
recorded tern colony sounds.  If Oregon State University does not implement the decoy-sound 
system approach in the future, then the Corps will be required to do so.  Caspian tern presence, 
defined as aggregations of terns on upland portions of upriver dredged material islands (Rice 
Island, Miller Sands Spit, and Pillar Rock Island) between April 1 and June 10, will trigger 
hazing operations to disturb the birds from the location and preclude nesting activities. 
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has minimized the potential adverse impacts as set out in this subpart.  For example, in its plan to 
continue using Rice Island as a disposal site, the Corps has not addressed the issue of avoiding the 
“creat[ion] of habitat conducive to the development of undesirable predators.” 40 C.F.R. 
§230.75(b).  In failing to address the issue of ETM, the Corps has not avoided “changes in water 
current and circulation patterns which would interfere with the movement of animals,” in this case 

SS-273  the copepods upon which salmonid rely.  40 C.F.R. §230.75(a).  It has not timed the discharge to 
“avoid spawning or migration season and other biologically critical time periods.”  40 C.F.R. 
§230.75(e).  It has not used habitat development and restoration to “minimize adverse impacts  
and to compensate for destroyed habitat.”  40 C.F.R. §230.75(d).  While we do not in general 
advocate for mitigation of increased habitat destruction through constructed habitat, because it is 
so rarely effective in replacing natural habitat, there is no evidence that the Corps has proposed 
mitigation sufficient to address the habitat it proposes to continue to destroy for fish, birds, 
mammals, and other wildlife.   
 
While the Corps has amended its Biological Assessment to include alleged restoration actions in 
the estuary, it has provided no basis upon which the public could analyze this proposal because 
there are insufficient details about the restoration projects, including baseline conditions of the 

SS-274  sites, that would allow for concluding the proposed activities would create the habitat values.  
Ownership of potential habitat and even significant expenditures of resources into restoration do 
not guarantee the restoration of habitat values, as studies done on the Salmon River Estuary have 
demonstrated.  Restoration of needed habitat values may not be able to be realized without other 
actions such as removal of dikes, cessation of dredging, etc. 
 
The Corps’ project does not meet the Guidelines, as demonstrated by the exceedingly superficial 
analysis presented in its few pages.  FEIS, Ex. E, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation.  As a result, basic 
procedures of the Guidelines have not been met.  See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. §230.5(h), (i), (j), (k), (l).  
It is evident that, as new information has become available, the Corps has not followed the 
Guidelines’ caution that the process of addressing them may be “iterative, with the results of one 

SS-275  step leading to a reexamination of previous steps.”  40 C.F.R. §230.5(l).  New information has 
become available to the Corps on issues of salmon recovery, Willamette River sediment 
contamination, use of a Deep Water disposal site, the effect of salinity changes on the food web of 
the estuary, all of which are discussed in our comments.  Yet the DSEIS does not address these 
issues.  This is contrary to the Guidelines’ emphasis on the “essential” nature of information and 
documentation.  40 C.F.R. §230.6(a).  It is worth noting that it is in this context that the  
Guidelines reiterate its “presumption against the discharge.”  40 C.F.R. §230.6(c).  
 
The Corps uses these few pages to present unsubstantiated conclusions, omitting relevant 
information that is available to the agency (e.g., exclusion of all information on the estuarine 
turbidity maxima (ETM), effectiveness of tern predation mitigation, effect of toxic contamination  

SS-276  on animal life of the estuary), while drawing conclusions based on little or no analysis.  The  
Guidelines specifically require determination in writing of the potential short- and long-term 
effects of the proposed discharge of dredged material on the physical, chemical, and biological 
aspects of the aquatic environment.  40 C.F.R. §230.11. 
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SS-273 (con’t).  The existing disposal site on Rice Island is proposed for use for channel 
maintenance; however, it is not proposed for dredged material disposal during construction of 
the 43-foot project.  Caspian tern management in the western U.S. is the subject of an 
interagency effort (Caspian Tern Working Group).  The intent is to disperse the tern population 
amongst a number of nesting locations.  This would reduce predation on juvenile salmonids.  
Dispersal of the Caspian terns would also lessen the risk of catastrophic loss through disease, 
pollution or other factors, to the bulk of the U.S. population. 
 
The Corps has agreed to voluntarily implement, under Section 7(a)(1) of ESA and utilizing our 
existing authorities, ecosystem restoration features to improve habitat for listed species.  These 
ecosystem restoration features are intended to aid in the recovery of the listed species and are 
not being implemented to offset (compensate) project impacts.  Under Section 7(a)(2) of the 
ESA the Corps will implement best management practices, (minimization) as well as the Terms 
and Conditions in the 2002 Biological Opinion issued by NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS to 
further minimize project related impacts. 
 
The Corps disagrees; the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G details the wildlife mitigation plan 
for impacts associated with the channel improvement project.  The Corps will use spatial and 
temporal factors to minimize impacts to fisheries resources. 
 
SS-274.  The Corps disagrees.  The proposed ecosystem restoration features were developed in 
concert with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS and also reflect their resource knowledge.  For 
Miller-Pillar, the Corps funded baseline research of the area in the mid-1990s by researchers 
from NOAA Fisheries who have extensive experience in evaluating estuarine resources.  For 
Lois Island embayment, the Corps relied upon existing information.  Based upon comments 
from ODFW, ODEQ, ODLCD, and CREST, the Corps has modified both the Miller-Pillar and 
Lois Island embayment ecosystem restoration features to produce tidal marsh habitat.  There are 
excellent examples of tidal marsh development on dredged material at Lois Island, Mott Island 
and South Tongue Point which fringe Lois Island embayment.  Similar tidal marsh development 
on dredged material surrounds Miller Sands Island and abuts Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock 
Island that are adjacent to Miller-Pillar.  The interim measure at Tenasillahe Island is 
comparable to that proposed by local citizens at nearby Brownsmead.  The Corps would 
implement hydrology and hydraulic studies prior to implementation of the interim measure to 
assure Columbian white-tailed deer are protected and that water flow and circulation 
improvements plus fisheries access and egress can be improved to the extent practicable.  The 
long-term measure at Tenasillahe Island simply entails constructing physical breaches in the 
flood control levee and allowing for tidal connection to be restored.  The representatives from 
multiple agencies comprising LCREP have embraced breaching of flood control levees and 
allowing for passive restoration of formerly enclosed habitats via tidal reconnection. 
 
All ecosystem restoration features will be subject to monitoring efforts, submitted prior to 
implementation for review and approval to NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS, to track results of 
each feature.  Annual reports to the interagency Adaptive Management Team will be provided 
in order that modifications to the ecosystem restoration features can be adopted, if necessary, to 
ensure restoration actions are as proficient as practicable. 
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The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project on physical substrate does not meet the 
requirements of the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.11(a).  The Guidelines specifically require an 
analysis of “the nature and degree of effect” of the discharge “individually and cumulatively,” 
with consideration to “any potential changes in substrate elevation and bottom contours, including  
changes outside the disposal site,” the “duration and physical extent of substrate changes,” and  

SS-277  the “possible loss of environmental values,” among many other considerations.  Id.  Contained in  
two sentences, the Corps’ Findings state that the depth of sites may be raised as much as 20 feet 
and that there will be no significant change in physical characteristics.  FEIS Ex. E at 3.  This 
obviously does not discuss the loss of environmental values, such as the potential effect on 
declining populations of sturgeon, or other considerations that are required in this analysis.  It  
does not address recently collected information that certain salmonid populations “may be shifting 
their vertical distribution to deeper water at night.”  Science Center memo, Appendix 1 §4 at 7.  It 
simply states an unsubstantiated conclusion. 
 
The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project, individually and cumulatively, on water 
circulation and salinity does not meet the requirements of the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.11(b).  
The Guidelines require consideration to all water quality considerations, the “potential diversion 
or obstruction of flow, alterations of bottom contours, or other significant changes in the 
hydrologic regime.”  Id.  The Corps’ Findings merely conclude that the disposal will “affect minor 
changes in hydrologic features such as circulation patterns, downstream flows, or normal water 
level fluctuations” and that “channel deepening and related disposal could cause a minor 
concentration of flow in the main channel.”  EIS Ex. E at 4.  These statements do not constitute  

SS-278  an analysis of the effects the Corps identifies nor an evaluation of the cumulative impact of the 
project, particularly on the ETM, discussed below.  The Department must evaluate any increase in 
flow concentration in the main channel, no matter how minor according to the Corps, in light of 
the disturbing outcome of on-going research on the ETM in the Columbia and the effect it will 
have on temperature and other parameters.  However, the Corps has not provided sufficient 
information in the FEIS or the §404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation upon which to rely.  In addition, 
the Corps, having not identified clearly the areas that it proposes to use for flow-lane and deep 
water disposal, cannot evaluate the effect of the discharge on the river, and therefore cannot meet 
the requirements of the Guidelines. 
 
The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project on suspended particulate/turbidity does not 
meet the requirements of the Guidelines.  40 C.F.R. §230.11(c).  The Guidelines require that the 
discharge be evaluated individually and cumulatively, to determine the “shape and size of the 
plume,” “duration of the discharge,” and the “potential for water quality standards violations,” 
with consideration required for “methods, volumes, location, and rate of discharge, as well as the 

SS-279  individual and combined effects of current patters, water circulation and fluctuations, wind and  
wave action, and other physical factors.”  Id.  The Corps’ Findings are cursory and consist of the 
statement that there will be a “[s]hort term minor increase in turbidity” that “temporarily inhibit[s] 
light penetration” that nonetheless will “not violate state water quality standards.”  Id. at 4.  As  
the Corps has not identified the locations of the discharge, it cannot have included in its analysis 
the mandatory considerations quoted above. The DSEIS section on the Guidelines is nothing  
more than the self-serving conclusions of the Corps that the discharge will not have a significant 
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SS-275.  The Corps disagrees with the comment.  The Corps has considered all relevant 
information of significance. 
 
SS-276.  The Corps disagrees that it has omitted relevant information and reached 
unsubstantiated conclusions.  The Corps used available information for ETM, sediment quality, 
and animal life in the estuary among others, to conduct the 404(b)(1) analysis.  The revised 
404(b)(1) analysis addresses the potential short- and long-term effects of proposed discharges. 
 
Text has been added to the Final SEIS to address effectiveness of mitigation efforts to reduce 
Caspian tern predation on juvenile salmonids.  The Corps, in concert with other agencies, has 
implemented measures to mitigate Caspian tern predation in the lower Columbia River since 
1999.  The nesting population has been successfully diverted to East Sand Island from Rice 
Island.  Juvenile salmonids comprise a substantially smaller portion of the terns diet when the 
nesting colony is located at East Sand Island.  The Corps will continue to meet the requirements 
in the 1999 NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion for Columbia River channel maintenance and 
disallow Caspian tern nesting at Rice Island, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock Island. 
 
SS-277.  The 404(b)(1) analysis has been revised in response to comments.  Since the 
publishing of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, the Corps has conducted three years of sturgeon data 
collection with an additional year planned.  All information from these studies to date has been 
included in the Final SEIS, Exhibit K-2.  With regard to salmon occurring deeper in the water 
column, NOAA Fisheries researchers believed that the fish could be moving to the bottom at 
night because they disappeared from the purse seine catch at night.  NOAA Fisheries, however, 
did not have any direct information on where the fish went.  Studies conducted by the Corps 
using hydro-acoustics show that fish migrate in the channel margins, not in the deeper channel 
areas.  Also, studies done around pile dikes show that the juveniles move in-shore at night. 
 
SS-278.  The hydraulic analyses of the proposed 43-foot channel have tended to treat all 
dredged material as being removed from the river.  This conservative approach produces the 
largest increases in the channel’s cross-sectional area and results in the maximum potential 
increased flow concentration and reductions in water surface profiles.  Adding in-water disposal 
into the model’s geometry would reduce the channel’s cross-sectional area and thus further 
reduce the very small changes in flow concentration and water surface profiles predicted for the 
proposed project.  Those effects are addressed in the 2001 BA and have been affirmed by the 
2002 NOAA Fisheries and USFWS Biological Opinions. 
 
The revised 404(b)(1) analysis explains that the specific locations of flowlane disposal cannot 
be determined until the time of disposal due to the dynamic nature of the river bottom composed 
of sand waves.  However, the analysis also shows that all the general areas proposed for 
flowlane disposal possess a similarity of characteristics (substrate, etc.) that allows analysis 
without specific site designation at this time. 
 
SS-279.  The discussion of suspended particulates/turbidity has been expanded in the revised 
404(b)(1) analysis to more fully address the factors contained in 40 CFR 230.11(c).  The Corps 
will continue to evaluate all sediment data collected and determine whether new testing is 
necessary in the navigation channel. 
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effect on the physical, chemical, and biological water quality characteristics and therefore on the 
beneficial uses.  For example, the Corps’ analysis does not include the time of year of the 
discharge.  The time of year relates both to the cumulative effect of many different considerations 
set out in the Guidelines as well as what it means to be in compliance with water quality  
standards.  The latter includes both the quality of the river that varies by season, e.g., the river is 

SS-279  anthropogenically and naturally more turbid in seasons of run-off and use of the river by sensitive  
beneficial uses that also varies by season.  In the absence of this information about when and 
where the discharge will take place, the Corps cannot correctly conclude that water quality 
standards will not be violated.  In addition, the Corps has not tested all of the material that will be 
dredged, as discussed below.  In making its Findings, the Corps is assuming that all of the dredged 
material will be sand.  It has not made an affirmative finding that all of the material will be sand, 
in order to rely upon this analysis by the Corps, a finding it cannot make in light of the possibility 
that some of the untested deep sediments are fine clays. 
 
The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project on introducing, relocating, or increasing 
contaminants does not meet the requirements of the Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. §230.11(d).  The EIS 
notes that reproductive success for bald eagles nesting along the Oregon shore of the lower 
Columbia River is low.  EIS at 6-41.  Studies by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS) and 
others have demonstrated that this reproductive failure is attributable to toxic contaminants, such 
as DDE, PCB=s, and dioxins, the main conduit of which has been dredging.  Id.  Rather than 
acknowledge that deepening and disposal of more dredged material may increase the eagles’ 
exposure to contaminants, the EIS concludes that contaminant loading is not an issue for the  

SS-280  sandy sediments.  Id.  However, the Corps ignores its own statement that dredging may resuspend 
the contaminants, which then become available for uptake by bald eagles.  Id.  Since PCBs, DDE, 
and DDT have repeatedly been found in tissue samples of lower Columbia River fish, these 
contaminants exist in the sediment and will be resuspended by the proposed activity.  The Corps’ 
decision to only sample sediments to 10 inches beneath the surface, when dredging will resuspend 
contaminants as deep as 3 feet beneath the surface, provides little data for the Department to 
analyze.  Regardless, significant levels of dioxins were detected throughout the lower Columbia 
River.  EIS Appendix B at 24. To adequately show that contaminant resuspension is not a risk,  
the Corps must analyze larger-grained sediment and analyze to the proposed deepening depth.  
Simply dismissing the potential for contaminant loading on the basis of the sediment being fine to 
medium-grained sand does not suffice as serious consideration of the potential harm to eagles or 
any other affected species. 
 
In the Columbia and Willamette River Sediment Quality Evaluation of the EIS, the Corps 
identifies contaminates in the sediment that will be dredged, moved, and stored during the project.  
EIS, Appendix B.  Eighty-nine samples of sediments were taken along the proposed dredging  

SS-281  sites along the Columbia and the Willamette.  The Columbia River Data showed the existence of  
metals, pesticides, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. The Willamette River sediment 
contains highly toxic compounds at high levels.  Sample 42 exceeded the screening levels for 
mercury at .87 parts per million, and sample 42D at 489 ppm of lead.  Samples 23 and 24 both 
exceeded screening levels of tributyltin.   Furthermore, known carcinogens and endocrine 
disrupters were found in the sediment: 9 samples exceeded screening levels for DDT, PCPs 
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SS-280.  See responses SS-248 and SS-267.  The Federal Government disagrees with the 
commenter’s characterization of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, which concluded that contaminant 
loading is not an issue for the sandy sediments being dredged as part of this project.  Further as 
noted in response SS-267, reproductive success for bald eagles in the lower Columbia River has 
improved since 1999.  As noted in response SS-284 (below), the sampling protocol is 
appropriate for characterizing all the materials to be dredged as part of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-281.  The Federal Government disagrees with the comment.  See response SS-248. 
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exceeded screening levels in 42C, and Dieldrin exceeded screening levels at 40A.  In one sample, 
24A, pesticides are exceedingly high (DDD exists at 100 ppm and DDT exists in 198 ppm.).  The 
Corps’ data demonstrates that there is reason to believe that Columbia River sediments are not 
benign but it has not obtained sufficient information upon which to demonstrate that it has met the 
Guidelines. 
 
The Corps has chosen to not conduct Tier II chemical testing of dredged material which contains 
less than 20% sand and finer grained material.  Although the finer grained material chemically 
bonds better than the larger grained material, the larger grained material may still have chemical 
contamination.  Because of this and the possibility of larger-grained material (up to .50 mm) 
becoming suspended in the river with impacts similar to larger-grained materials, the Corps should 
chemically test all of the samples.  The Corps should also test for radiation.  The Hanford Nuclear 
Reactor site lies on the Columbia River upstream of the navigation channel.  For many years, nine 
reactors operated at Hanford with once-through cooling; the cooling water was discharged into  

SS-282  the river.  Radioactive materials traveled down the Columbia and up as far north as Puget Sound 
and as far south as San Francisco Bay.  There is no reason to believe that years of reactor 
operations did not deposit radioactive materials in the as yet undisturbed sediments of the Lower 
River. Any omission of testing these materials for possible radioactivity is patently irresponsible 
and dangerous.  The Corps dismisses the need to test for radioactivity based on half-lives of 
radioactive material and the date Hanford ceased production.  However, materials remain stored 
on the Hanford site and in the river.  For example, cesium-137, a radioactive substance, was 
present in all tested samples in 1993.  Lower Columbia Bi-State Water Quality Program, 
Reconnaissance Survey of the Lower Columbia River, v. 1, May 1993 at 3-29.   To avoid 
resuspension of radioactive materials, the Department should require the Corps to test for  
radiation prior to issuing a certification.  
 
The Corps should also perform biological testing.  The EIS states the only physical and chemical 
analyses – but not biological – were conducted on sediment samples.  EIS at 2-15.  It concludes 
that sediment within the Columbia River navigation channel is not contaminated.  Id.  It also 
acknowledges that four sites outside of the navigation channel had excessive levels of DDT.  Id.  

SS-283  However, it does not provide the reader with a clear idea of where, specifically, the testing took  
place, nor how close the testing site is to the navigation channel, the likelihood of this DDT 
sloughing into the navigation channel or becoming resuspended from the process of dredging, or 
other consequential effects from dredging near a contaminated site.  It does not explain how such 
contamination might be affected by the advance maintenance dredging 100 feet outside the 
navigation channel. 
 
Compliance with the Guidelines cannot be evaluated because the Corps only tested at a 10 inch 
depth. The Corps concluded that material beneath this level would not bind as well chemically as 
the upper material.  EIS, Appendix B at 5.  However, without testing to deeper levels, over two- 

SS-284  thirds of the material to be dredged and resuspended will have gone untested.  The flow of the  
Columbia River is large enough to suspend and transport particles as large as .10 mm, and as  
large as .50 mm during high flows.  Reconnaissance Survey, supra, at 3-19.  Thus, most of the 
material to be dredged could become suspended particles in the river and be dispersed throughout 
 
 

Page 39 of  46 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-282.  The Federal Government disagrees; see the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, and 
response to SS-248 regarding chemical testing of Columbia River sands.  Further, because of 
the process of sand waves turning over in the main stem Columbia, the commenter’s assertion 
that contaminants are buried is incorrect. 
 
Regarding radionuclides, the 1993 Bi-State Reconnaissance Survey reports that radionuclides 
have been the most extensively studied contaminant in the Columbia River.  The maximum 
concentrations measured in the reconnaissance survey were similar, or less than, the reported 
maximum concentrations in the sediment above Hanford.  This subject is discussed at length in 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B.  Although traces of radioactive materials remain in the 
river, monitoring by the states of Oregon and Washington and others indicate that radionuclides 
do not currently pose a health hazard.  The Corps and USEPA have reviewed this and numerous 
other studies regarding the potential presence of radionuclides in the project area and has 
concluded that no further testing is necessary.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, Section 
7.5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-283.  The Federal Government disagrees.  Biological testing is not necessary based upon 
current information and guidelines.  The 1997 testing found DDT and its derivatives above 
detectable levels at three (not four) locations; however, none were above established screening 
levels.  None of these are areas affected by advance maintenance dredging.  Sample locations 
(river mile, bar name, latitude and longitude) are provided in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Table 2 of 
Appendix B.  In addition 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, Plates 6 through 34, are provided 
showing each Columbia River sample location in relation to the channel and local geography. 
 
 
 
SS-284.  The sampling and analysis plan for the Columbia River sediment collection and 
analyses conducted in 1997 was designed to provide representative material that would be 
dredged during the channel improvement.  Representative samples were collected.  The data 
presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix B, is representative of the character of the 
material at all depths.  The material in the navigation channel is homogeneous due to the 
mechanisms forming the shoals in the river, therefore a surface sample is as representative of 
the material to be dredged as a sample three feet deep or deeper.  Because of the nature of the 
Columbia River and its shoals, most of the shoal material is annually resuspended through 
natural processes regardless of any dredging efforts.  During the high flows of the spring 
freshets when shoals can rapidly move, resuspension is likely to occur daily, if not hourly. 
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the river, including along the river’s sloughs and wetlands.  Resident and endangered species, 
including salmonids, depend on these areas for sustenance and cover, and could be impacted by 
chemicals bonded to the larger, untested materials.   
 
The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project, individually or cumulatively, on the 
structure and function of the aquatic ecosystem and organisms does not meet the requirements of 
the Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. §230.11(e).  The Guidelines require evaluation of the “nature and  
degree of effect that the proposed discharge will have, both individually and cumulatively, on the 
structure and function of the aquatic ecosystem” including “effects at the proposed disposal site of 
potential changes in substrate characteristics and elevation, water or substrate chemistry,  
nutrients, currents, circulation, fluctuation, and salinity, on the recolonization and existence of 
indigenous aquatic organisms or communities” and “possible loss of environmental values.”  Id.  
The Corps’ Findings merely state that flowlane disposal will continue to have the same impacts as 
they have had in previous years, without noting what those effects are.  The analysis, such as it is,  
does not address what contribution the flowlane disposal has had on the biotic communities of the  

SS-285  river and therefore upon higher level food chain fish, birds, and mammals that depend upon it.   
The Corps is relying on the unsubstantiated conclusion that “[d]redging and disposal actions 
would be scheduled so that salmon migrations would not be disrupted.”  FEIS, Ex. E at 6.  That 
statement, although it addresses the issue of salmon, does not establish what the Corps means by 
“would not be disrupted.”  Without more information, it cannot be determiend that the project  
will not affect the aquatic ecosystem.  The fact that the proposed project might be an  
improvement in the volume of flow lane disposal over previous years is irrelevant because the on-
going maintenance dredging is already causing unacceptable effects on sensitive beneficial uses, 
effects such as Rice Island and the change in the ETM.  In contrast to the requirements of the 
Guidelines, the Science Center has concluded that the Corps improperly evaluates [e]ach new 
channel deepening proposal [with] a new assessment that uses current conditions as the sole 
baseline for evaluation * * * [which] could substantially alter interpretation of the probable 
impacts.”  Science Center memo, Appendix 1, at 3.  Therefore, the Corps does not met the 
requirements of the Guidelines. 
 
The Corps’ determination of the disposal sites and their proposed mixing zones does not meet the 
requirements of the Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. §230.11(f).  The Guidelines require that “[e]ach 
disposal site shall be specified.”  Id.  Contrary to this requirement, the Corps has identified 
disposal sites in a vague one paragraph explanation.  FEIS at 4-36.  Moreover, the EIS is not 
consistent in the number of sites identified, naming five sites in one place and six in another.  Id. 
at 4-36, 6-22.  These sites would be used for 50 years; the Corps does not establish if its proposed  

SS-286  findings address the entirety of that half century. In addition, the Corps states that it will use sites  
that are an exception to its general flowlane criteria of 50 to 65 feet, but it does not discuss the  
effects of those exceptions.  Id.  Without presenting any information on the sites, or when, where 
and how they will be used, the Corps concludes that “[t]he mixing zone would be limited to the 
smallest practicable area,” “the extent and duration of mixing would be minor,” and that it will be 
in compliance with water quality standards.  FEIS, Ex. E at 6.  There is no discussion of the ten 
mandatory factors to be addressed by the Corps and EPA with regard to determining the 
acceptability of the mixing zone.  40 C.F.R. §230.11(f)(2)(i)-(x).  
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SS-285.  The 404(b)(1) analysis has been revised in response to comments.  Analysis of the 
effects of the proposed disposal on features noted in the comment is contained throughout the 
revised analysis under “Factual Determinations.”  Effects of disposal on biotic communities are 
addressed in the revised analysis under “Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations.”  
The Corps disagrees with the allegation that maintenance dredging is causing “unacceptable 
effects on sensitive beneficial uses.”  The effects of flowlane disposal associated with 
maintenance dredging have been reviewed by and are subject to Section 401 regulatory 
authority under the states of Oregon and Washington.  As noted earlier, a new Biological 
Assessment and a new Biological Opinion have been issued since preparation of the referenced 
NOAA Fisheries Science Center memo.  No detrimental impacts to the ETM have been 
identified from maintenance dredging and as explained in the BA, none is expected to occur 
with the deeper channel. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-286.  The revised 404(b)(1) analysis explains that the specific locations of flowlane disposal 
cannot be determined until the time of disposal due to the dynamic nature of the river bottom 
which is composed of sand waves.  However, the analysis also shows that all the general areas 
proposed for flowlane disposal possess a similarity of characteristics (substrate, etc.) that allows 
analysis without specific site designation at this time.  The factors specified under 40 CFR 
230.11(f)(2) have been addressed in the revised 404(b)(1) analysis.  The factual determinations 
in the revised analysis are for the life of the project.  The analysis will be reviewed and revised 
as necessary if warranted by a future change in circumstances.  The only concern that the Corps 
is aware of with respect to disposal below 65 feet (as compared to disposal between 50 and 65 
feet) is the potential impact to sturgeon.  As discussed in the revised analysis, if there is an 
impact, then behavioral research by the USGS will be used to manage the dredging and disposal 
operations to minimize impacts to sturgeon populations.  The revised 404(b)(1) analysis 
includes additional discussion of cumulative impacts. 
 



 Stakeholders/Special Interests-172

The Corps’ determination of the effects of the project on the cumulative impacts of dredged 
materials does not meet the requirements of the Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. §230.11(g).  Although the 

SS-286  Corps states that “[i]impacts to recreational and commercial fisheries will occur,” it also  
concludes that the project is “not expected to have any significant adverse cumulative impacts on 
the aquatic ecosystem.”  Ex. E at 6.  This is patently insufficient, as demonstrated by the 
remainder of our comments, above and below.  
 
The Corps’ determination of the secondary effects of the project on the aquatic ecosystem does  
not meet the requirements of the Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. §230.11(h).  The Corps addresses this 
requirement with one sentence: “The proposed action would maintain commercial navigation on  

SS-287  the Columbia River resulting in continuing impacts to the aquatic ecosystem.”  Ex. E at 6.  The  
Corps, however, by-passes any disclosure of what those continuing impacts are.  There are  
several that come to mind: contaminated sediments, effects of temperature increases in peripheral 
areas, operation of dams for transportation on the Columbia and its tributaries, the change in the 
ETM of the Columbia, and the use by Caspian terns of the Rice Island disposal site.  
 
VII.  The DSEIS Fails to Take a “Hard Look” at Environmental Impacts 
 

A. The Corps Fails to Consider the Project’s Adverse Effects on the Status of  
White Sturgeon 

 
The Lower Columbia River population of white sturgeon is considered to be the most productive 
in its limited range and a source of populations in other estuaries along the Pacific coast.  The 
DEIS does not protect white sturgeon from direct and indirect impacts of the project because it 
does not adequately assess the ecological importance of the Lower Columbia River white 
sturgeon.  Flowlane disposal as proposed for the project will fill deepwater habitat critical to 
sturgeon.  The DSEIS does not evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed or foreseeably  

SS-288  likely level of disposal.  In addition, the DSEIS does not address potential impacts to all habitats 
used by white sturgeon in the project area. Sturgeon larvae are dependent upon river currents to  
carry them from incubation areas to rearing areas; it is believed that the wide dispersal of larvae 
and juvenile white sturgeon is probably an important factor in maintaining a stable population in 
the lower Columbia River.  Moreover, sturgeon abundance and movement in the estuary has been 
associated with the annual run of smelt, an important food item in late winter and early spring. A 
continued decline in smelt returns is likely to lead to a reciprocal decline in the abundance, 
condition, and growth of white sturgeon. Notwithstanding the scientific basis for concern about 
both the white sturgeon and the impacts of falling smelt populations on white sturgeon, the  
DSEIS does not provide a sufficient analysis of the environmental or economic effects of the 
proposed project.  
 

B. The Corps Fails to Consider the Project’s Adverse Effects on the Status of  
Smelt 

 
Columbia River smelt has experienced a precipitous decline over the past seven years.  Recent  

SS-289  levels of adult returns are a cause of extreme concern. In July 1999 a petition to list smelt under 
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SS-287.  The regulation cited in the comment requires that secondary effects on aquatic 
ecosystems be considered.  The discussion of secondary effects has been expanded in the 
revised 404(b)(1) analysis to address fluctuating river levels, surface runoff from disposal sites, 
and the rehandling/resale of sand.  Contaminated sediments, effects of temperature increases 
and changes in the ETM have been addressed in the Final SEIS and the Biological Opinions.  
The operation of the dams is addressed in the Final SEIS.  See response SS-273. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-288.  The Corps disagrees.  Impacts to white sturgeon populations are thoroughly discussed 
in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and Final SEIS using all available information.  In addition, Corps-
funded research has been done on feeding habits and food supply in the deepwater areas as well 
as tagging studies currently underway to determine how sturgeon use the deep water areas.  
Juvenile and adult sturgeons have been radio tagged and their behavior in deep water areas 
monitored.  In addition, behavior around a dredging and disposal operation was also monitored.  
The information is presented in the Final SEIS and will be used to manage the disposal 
operations to minimize impacts to sturgeon populations.  Based on the available information, the 
project will not result in reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects to sturgeon 
populations.  As noted above, the Corps is continuing to evaluate potential effects to sturgeon 
and will, as appropriate, use the new information to manage future disposal activities.  Contrary 
to your statement, smelt populations have rebounded in the last few years and runs have been at 
record numbers.  Although the reason for this is unknown, it seems likely that it is the result of 
improved ocean conditions.  Additional research regarding smelt and their spawning habitat was 
conducted since 1999 by ODFW and WDFW with funds provided by the Corps.  This research 
concluded that the project was not likely to significantly impact smelt and their spawning 
habitat. 
 
 
 
SS-289.  The Corps disagrees; smelt populations and the effect of the channel improvement 
project have been thoroughly evaluated.  The smelt evaluation report provided in the Final 
SEIS, Exhibit K-2, provides a detailed description of the studies and evaluations done.  The 
conclusions and recommendations of the researchers are that due to the wide distribution of 
smelt and the unstable bottom in the navigation channel that there will be no impact to smelt 
populations.  The Corps has agreed to schedule construction dredging and disposal to avoid the 
peak outmigration for smelt typically between the 2nd and 18th of April.  The recommendations 
are provided in the Final SEIS (See Exhibit K-2). 
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the Endangered Species Act was submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service.  Any further 
activities, such as construction of the 43-feet navigation channel, that could further threaten the 
Columbia River smelt must be avoided until there is a substantial rebound in smelt returns and the 
causes of recent declines are more clearly understood.  The DSEIS does not evaluate the baseline 
conditions or cumulative effect of channel deepening on smelt populations. 
 

C.  The Corps Fails to Consider the Project’s Adverse Effects on the Status of  
Green Sturgeon 

 
Although the Corps has recognized that Green sturgeon are present in the Lower Columbia River 
estuary, the DSEIS does not evaluate the effects of the proposed project on this species.  As with 
White sturgeon, the Corps has not recognized that the project is likely to have an effect because 
sturgeon are bottom feeders that are most likely to be present in the area of dredging operations 
and adversely affected by being buried in sediment disposal or entrained in dredging equipment.  
Given the status of Green sturgeon, which have been petitioned for listing under the Endangered  

SS-290  Species Act and for which NMFS has stated the listing “may be warranted,” the unresolved issues  
discussed elsewhere may be even  more critical than for White sturgeon.  66 Fed. Reg. 64793 
(Dec. 14, 2001).  In its notice, NMFS observed that Green sturgeon are present in the Columbia 
estuary and are particularly vulnerable to habitat degradation and species decline because they are 
a long-lived species with low fecundity.  Id.  In light of the precarious position of Green Sturgeon 
as a species and the strong likelihood that individuals of the species will be directly and adversely 
impacted by dredging operations, the Corps' failure to consider effects on this species is a failure 
to take a hard look at environmental impacts.   
 

D.  The DSEIS Fails to Evaluate the Adverse Effects of the Proposed Restoration 
Actions 

 
Two significant so-called restoration projects have been added through the DSEIS, the Lois-Mott 
Island project and the Miller-Pillar Rock pile dike project.  It is our belief that neither of these is a 
restoration project, but merely dredged spoil disposal by another name.  The Corps has not 
explained in the DSEIS why creation of shallow water habitat – one habitat type that has  
increased from historic levels – provides a benefit to salmon.  It does not, because it is wholly 
lacking in a required alternatives analysis for all alleged restoration projects, evaluate alternatives 
to either of these projects or the rationale behind creation of this particular type of habitat.  It  

SS-291  does not evaluate the projects in light of the habitat types that have shown serious decline, namely  
tidal marshes and spruce swamps, which have declined by at least 43 and 77 percent respectively 
over the last 100 years.  Changes in Columbia River Estuary Habitat Types Over the Past  
Century, Duncan Thomas, CRDDP, 1983.  Neither of the two islands involved in the Lois-Mott 
project are actually historic islands but rather were created wholly from dredged spoils.  The 
DSEIS does not evaluate the effect of the project on use of the area to be filled by sturgeon, 
although it is a known rearing area for the species.  The DSEIS does not evaluate the effect from 
tern predation from increasing and maintaining any dredged spoil islands or the effect on 
bathymetry, flows, and sediment transport from the huge Miller-Pillar project.  Finally, it does not 
consider the implications for plunging forward with a huge so-called restoration project when the 
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SS-290.  See response SS-168. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-291.  See responses S-9, S-11 and SS-194.  NOAA Fisheries has documented that dredged 
material disposal sites can be productive habitat for benthic invertebrates and juvenile 
salmonids. 
 
The Corps, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS vetted these restoration features during development 
of the consultation BA and Biological Opinion.  The Corps, through participation in the June 
2001 workshop for restoration of Columbia River estuarine habitats, participation in LCREP, 
and through coordination with local entities regarding other Corps authorities (e.g., Sections 
1135, 206 and 536) for restoration purposes, is well aware of the nature and scope of potential 
restoration projects in the Columbia River estuary.  We are also aware of limitations, yet to be 
overcome, on land availability, easements, monies, sponsors and other physical and/or 
social/political constraints that make implementation of these restoration alternatives impractical 
at this time.  The restoration features presented in the Draft SEIS were targeted for federal 
and/or state refuges and management areas or other lands which were considered readily 
available in the timeframe of the channel improvement project and that provided benefits to the 
ecosystem. 
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scientists most knowledgeable about the Lower Columbia River and estuarine habitat restoration 
have agreed that only small pilot projects are scientifically defensible at this point, in light of the 
experimental nature of such restoration. 
 

E.  The DSEIS Does Not Consider Information on the Location of Migrating 
Salmon 

 
The analysis the Corps relies on to make the determination that dredging and disposal will not 
harm migrating salmonids is inadequate and does not account for scientific evidence that shows 
most yearling chinook migrate in deep channel sites rather than near tidal shore areas. Bottom,  

SS-292  D.L. and M.C. Healey. 1984.  Fishes of the Columbia River estuary, CRDDP. The Corps  
continues to lack sufficient information on the use of the estuary by wild juvenile salmon, instead 
relying on data concerning hatchery salmon.  The DSEIS also does not include an analysis of the 
barriers to returning salmon presented by poor estuary conditions, such as high temperatures, that 
result in reduced genetic diversity of the species. 
 

F.  The DSEIS Does not Evaluate the Risks and Effects of Navigational  
Accidents 

 
The DSEIS does not include any discussion or evaluation of the possibility or effects of a 
navigational accident.  The MCR is the most likely place for such an accident, given the serious 
safety issues and the greater likelihood that a shipping accident in that area would be catastrophic 
as opposed to a more simple grounding.  The DSEIS has neither recognized nor evaluated  
existing problems with transit safety that have been caused by the Corps alteration of the MCR 
through spoil mounding and changing the MCR bathymetry  which, in turn, alters wave action.   
The entire document is simply silent with regard to this entire issue.  Groundings have and  

SS-293  continue to occur, accidents happen – witness the New Carissa and the Exxon Valdez, and as ever   
larger vessels are constructed by shippers without concurrent and necessary power to control  
these ships, accidents are even more likely to occur than they are at present.  The DSEIS makes  
no reference to the decreased maneuverability of today’s and tomorrow’s fleets nor to the 
environmental and economic ramifications of ships that bar and river pilots may be helpless to 
fully control.  As competent as they are, pilots, particularly bar pilots, rely heavily on their 
professional and personal intuition.  Intuition, no matter how powerful, is human and humans are 
subject to making mistakes.  The risk of an accident is never zero. 
 
VIII.  The Corps is Required to Develop New Environmental Impact Statements to 

Address Long Term Disposal of Dredged Spoils 
 
The DSEIS does not adequately evaluate where the Corps will place 50 years worth of dredged 
spoils from the river channel and MCR.  The failure must be looked at in light of the Corps’  

SS-294  previous attempt and concurrent failure to create a Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for  
the disposal of 50 years of operation and maintenance spoils and its complete failure, 
characterized by other commenters and incorporated by reference below, to resolve issues related 
to ocean dumping.  Instead, the DSEIS shunts aside the issues raised by dredged spoil disposal 
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SS-292.  The Federal Government disagrees; see response SS-116. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-293.  See response to comments SS-117, SS-257 and SS-258. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-294.  The Federal Government disagrees.  The Corps and USEPA have continually worked 
to address issues of long-term dredge material management.  For example, the Corps 
successfully implemented the Long Term Management Strategy for dredged material disposal in 
the estuary in 1992 and completed the DMMP in 1998.  Further, the Corps and USEPA 
addressed long-term disposal of dredged materials in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Final 
SEIS.  The Corps and EPA considered the volumes that may need to be dredged over 50 years 
as well as the potential types of disposal.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, page 4-38.  The Corps and 
USEPA did not specifically identify which sites would receive specific quantities of dredged 
material in years 20 to 50 due to the uncertainty of volumes.  The Corps and USEPA have only 
provided detailed analysis of the first 20 years because it becomes speculative to estimate 
volumes and locations requiring dredging for a longer time horizon.  Finally, as noted in 
response to other comments, the Corps’ preferred alternative as described in the Final SEIS 
anticipates beneficial use of the river dredged material for the ecosystem restoration element 
rather than ocean disposal during those first 20 years. 
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and concerning serious issues related to erosion of near shore, beach, and shallow water habitat 
areas by stating that it intends to postpone use of the deepwater site for 10 years.  Even if this  
were to work, it does not address the other 40 years of disposal and removal of sediments from  
the estuarine/offshore system. 
 
IX.  Mitigation is Required and Must be Tied to Project Impacts 
 
The DSEIS does not contain any discussion of mitigation related to project impacts.  Many 
commenters have raised issues regarding mitigation for beach erosion, land erosion, commercial  

SS-295  fishing losses, etc. all of which have been and continue to be ignored.  Studies are an unacceptable  
form of mitigation.  Instead, studies are supposed to be done prior to the Corps’ issuance of draft 
NEPA documents. 
 
X.  Adaptive Management 
 
The DSEIS is a violation of NEPA by its attempt to substitute a specious, flimsy, so-called  

SS-296  adaptive management scheme in place of federal requirements to collect data and provide an  
analysis of project impacts for all the reasons expressed elsewhere in these comments. 
 
XI.  The DSEIS Does Not Address Many Issues Concerning the Economic Costs and  

Benefits of the Project 
 

A. Economic Ramifications of Safety and Transit Issues Related to the MCR 
  Must be Considered in the DSEIS 

 
As discussed above, the proposed channel deepening project has failed to consider the issue of 
whether the MCR will require additional deepening in order to accommodate the deeper draft 
vessels the Corps is intended to attract.  Therefore, the DSEIS has failed to consider the  
substantial economic ramifications of delays that will detract from the alleged economic benefits  

SS-297  of the project as well as ways in which the depth of the MCR will negate any favorable attitudes  
of shippers regarding use of the Columbia River ports the project is intended to induce.  Neither 
has the DSEIS recognized or evaluated the existing problems with transit safety that have been 
caused by its alteration – with spoil mounding and by changing the MCR bathymetry which in 
turn alters wave action – that also have potential economic implications.  Likewise, the DSEIS 
does not consider the economic costs of navigational accidents. 
 

B. Impacts of the Project to Commercial Fishing and Crab Fishing Industry 
  are Not Considered in the DSEIS 

 
As noted by many previous commenters on various project documents, the Corps continues to 
omit calculation of the cost of the proposed channel deepening project to commercial fishing and  

SS-298  crab fishing interests.  In addition, it fails to calculate the cost to Longbeach from erosion caused  
by its projects that have and continue to change the sedimentation processes of the action area.  
IT does not even mention the potential for erosion of shallow water habitat.  New to the DSEIS, 
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SS-295.  The term “mitigation” refers to a hierarchy of actions including avoidance, reduction, 
minimization and compensation.  The Final SEIS reflects a concerted application of these 
approaches to mitigation.  With regard to erosion, the impact specifically identified in this 
comment, the Final SEIS, Exhibit J, analyzes this issue in depth and concludes that the project 
should not affect hydrologic processes or sand supply in a manner that adversely impacts beach 
erosion.  The project includes shoreline disposal at Skamokowa, Sand Island, and Miller Sands 
Spit in a manner that will counter erosion.  The project includes monitoring measures to 
annually assess accretion and erosion. 
 
SS-296.  Adaptive management is recognized as an appropriate response to complex activities.  
The adaptive management program does not substitute for environmental review, but responds 
to the impacts identified.  The Biological Opinions note that the Adaptive Management program 
will comply with NOAA Fisheries’ guidance.  The characterization in the comment is 
inaccurate. 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-297.  The Corps disagrees that the channel improvement project will result in a need to 
deepen MCR.  There is an analysis presented in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Final SEIS.  See 
responses SS-256 through SS-258. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-298.  The Corps and USEPA disagrees that they has have not considered potential effects to 
commercial fisheries.  See responses SS-11 and SS-192(k).  The Final SEIS, Exhibit J, includes 
a detailed discussion on sediment impacts related to the Columbia River estuary and near ocean 
shoreline, which concludes that the project will not affect and does not contribute to coastal 
erosion. 
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the Corps fails to consider that there are negative economic ramifications to commercial fishing 
from the proposed alleged “restoration” projects, also known as dredged spoil disposal sites, at 
Lois-Mott Island and the Miller-Pillar Rock pile dikes. 
 

C.  The DSEIS Fails to Consider and Evaluate the Issues Raised by Its Cost- 
Benefit Review Panel 

 
The DSEIS fails to consider and evaluate the issues raised by its own hand-picked panel which 
produced the “Technical Review of the Benefit and Cost Analysis in the Draft Supplemental 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement Dated July 2002: Summary 
Report of the Technical Review Process and Results,” September 9, 2002.  For the reasons 
contained therein, the DSEIS analysis is deficient on its face.  In addition, as the Cost side of the  

SS-299  panel included three people, all three of whom are currently employed by an agency proven to  
“cook the books” for dredging projects or were previously employed by the Portland district, this 
side of the analysis – which, naturally, is particularly favorable of the Corps findings, requires 
additional analysis.  Moreover, the cost panel declined to comment on the significant cost 
ramifications of the Corps’ gross underestimation of the dredging volumes, thereby rendering its 
own analysis facially flawed.  The failure to correctly assess the dredging volumes over the next 
50 years results in incorrectly lowered costs of dredging, land purchases necessary to 
accommodate dredged spoils, mitigation required to mitigate dredged spoil disposal, 
environmental costs associated with dredged spoil disposal, etc.  And, neither the costs nor the 
benefits panel was provided with any information whatsoever concerning the navigational and 
dredging issues related to the crossing of the Columbia River Bar.  
 

D. The DSEIS Omits Altogether the Costs Associated with Dredging and  
Dredged Spoil Disposal of Contaminated Willamette River Sediments 

 
Although the DSEIS omits both costs and benefits associated with the dredging of the Willamette 
River, a necessary and overdue adjustment to the FEIS, it is inappropriate for the Corps to ignore 
the implications of the contamination of Willamette River sediments in the DSEIS.  First, the 
project must be taken as a whole.  Despite the Corps correct decision to postpone consideration  
of Willamette River deepening, it has not renounced its intent to continue this part of the project  

SS-300  but merely placed it on hold.  Therefore, it is improper segmentation to ignore the Willamette  
portion of the channel deepening project altogether if it is a foreseeable part of the action.   
Second, toxic contamination from the Willamette River will continue to enter the Columbia River, 
whether from clean-up actions, dredging, and/or natural processes.  Therefore, the Willamette as  
a source of toxic contamination associated with the project itself, must be taken into account.  
Third, the operation and maintenance dredging associated with maintaining access to the berths in 
the Willamette River – which amount to the vast majority of the berths in the entire 
Columbia/Willamette/Snake river system – is an associated part of this project because the project 
itself includes operation and maintenance for a 50 year period. 
 

E. Oregon’s Failing Infrastructure Must be Evaluated in Considering the  
Benefits of the Project 
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SS-299.  The Draft SEIS was published before the Corps received the report from the Cost-
Benefit Technical Review panel.  The panel’s comments are being considered and incorporated 
into the Final SEIS.  The Corps believes it has correctly assessed the maintenance dredging 
requirements for the next 20 years, as explained in the June 2001 SEI Sediments Workshop and 
reiterated in response SS-266.  Our method is consistent with the Cost Review Panel’s 
recommendation to base future maintenance on “historic sedimentation rates for existing 
maintenance and existing dam river flood control.”  Issues related to navigation of the MCR are 
addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix A.  Dredging at the MCR project is not part of 
this study and therefore has not been included. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-300.  The Corps is not ignoring either the contamination issues or potential future deepening 
of the Willamette.  The foreseeable effects, of which deepening the Willamette after USEPA 
implements a remedy, are addressed in Section 6.12 of the Final SEIS.  See responses SS-4, SS-
231, 232 and 234. 
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It is well known that Oregon is currently suffering from a severe and unremitting budget crisis  
that will have long-lasting implications on its budget regardless of whether it resolves the issue 
through borrowing, new taxes, and/or budget cuts.   Meanwhile, the state’s bridges are falling  
apart.  As the Corps is no doubt well aware through the media, state inspections are revealing  
more and more bridges that have sufficiently significant cracks as to require the rerouting of  

SS-301  traffic.  The kind of traffic most likely to suffer long detours are trucks, as they present  
the kind of stresses to cracked bridges that car traffic might not.  The situation is bad, and 
foreseeably likely to get worse with increased safety inspections, the effects of multiple detours, 
the high costs associated with fixing defective bridges, and the lack of sufficient state funds with 
which to do it. Nonetheless the Corps’ DSEIS does not evaluate the effects on benefit calculations 
for the project from the current and future degraded infrastructure. 
 
Conclusion 
 
NWEA hereby incorporates by reference all comments made by Columbia River Alliance for  
Nurturing the Environment (CRANE), American Rivers, Channel Deepening Opposition Group 
(C-DOG), Columbia River Crab Fishermens Association (CRCFA), and Columbia River Estuary 
Study Taskforce (CREST) to the draft and final Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS and 
FEIS) as well as to this DSEIS.  NWEA further incorporates by reference the comments prepared 
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,  
the Washington Department of Natural Resources, the Oregon Land Conservation and  

SS-302  Development Commission.  In addition, NWEA incorporates by reference its own comments  
made in response to the DEIS and the FEIS, its FOIA requests, and the Corps responses to its 
FOIA requests.  Finally, in addition to requesting an extension of the public comment period for 
this DSEIS, NWEA requests that the Corps issue a revised draft SEIS, and that the Corps provide 
a public comment period for the final SEIS.  These steps are necessary  given the late production 
of both the results of the “Technical Review of the Benefit and Cost Analysis in the Draft 
Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement Dated July  
2002: Summary Report of the Technical Review Process and Results,” September 9, 2002 and  
the failure of both the Corps and NMFS to produce documents in response to numerous FOIAs,  
as discussed above. 
 
Better yet, perhaps the Corps could stop attempting to build this wasteful project. 
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SS-301.  The comment seems to suggest that regional businesses will no longer be able to get 
their products to market due to failing roads and bridges.  This seems unlikely, and without 
substantive evidence that this will be the case, will not be incorporated into the benefit analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-302.  The Corps and USEPA haves responded to the comments by each of the entities 
identified in this comment.  As noted in response SS-223, the Corps and USEPA do not believe 
it is necessary to provide another comment period on the Draft SEIS.  Further, the Corps will 
provide a 30-day comment period on the Final SEIS as provided by law.  The NWEA may 
provide comments on the Corps’ consideration of the Technical Review when NWEA 
comments on the Final SEIS. 
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September 12, 2002 
 
Commander 
USAED-Portland 
Attn: CENWP-PM-E 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Robert Willis 
CENWP-EM-E 
USAED-Portland 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Colonel Hobernicht: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia and Lower 
Willamette River Federal Navigation Channel Improvement Project.  We have reviewed 
this document and will specifically comment on those issues that will impact the 
Columbia River Estuary (Lower 46 River Miles) and it’s surrounding communities. 

SS-303 
The proposal to deepen the navigation channel from 40 to 43 feet in the Columbia and 
Willamette Rivers, as outlined in the Draft SEIS, will result in adverse environmental 
impacts. The proposed channel deepening project provides no economic benefits for 
those communities surrounding the estuary and will especially affect those people in our 
area who economically depend on the natural resources of the estuary and ocean. 
 
CREST is a local bi-state council of governments representing the cities, counties, and 
port districts of the Columbia River Estuary.  At the direction of the CREST Council, 
CREST staff analyzed and provided comments on the Draft and Final EIS's and has 
continued to track this proposal.  Based on our review of the Draft and Final EIS's it was 

SS-304  CREST's finding the project could not be done as proposed without resulting in  
negative impacts to the natural resources and the economy of the communities 
surrounding the Columbia River estuary.  CREST also found that the proposed  
project violated local regulations and state and federal laws including the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the Clean Water Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act, and 
the Endangered Species Act.  We were right.  Coastal Zone Consistency and Water 
Quality Certification was denied by both states and the National Marine Fisheries 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-303.  Deepening of Willamette River has been deferred at this time pending completion of the 
remediation investigation and decisions related to contaminated sediments in Portland Harbor.  See 
response SS-4 and SS-234.  The specific issues regarding impacts from the deepening of the Columbia 
River channel are discussed below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-304.  The statement that the project violates local regulations and state and federal law is incorrect.  
The Corps has completed consultation with the NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS.  This consultation 
determined that the project would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species listed under the 
Endangered Species Act.  In addition, the Corps has worked extensively with the states of Washington 
and Oregon to address issues identified in the 1999 Coastal Zone Consistency and Water Quality 
Certification letters.  This work has included significant additions in analysis regarding salmonids.  
Additional research has also been conducted regarding Columbia River smelt, sturgeon and Dungeness 
crab.  This research has indicated in the case of Dungeness crab and smelt that impacts are 
insignificant.  The research regarding sturgeon is identifying ways to reduce and avoid impacts. 
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Service withdrew their Biological Opinion.  The project was simply denied the necessary 
approvals to move forward. 
 
CREST's initial findings also found that cumulative estuarine impacts will result from the 
project.   Specifically direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to through dredging and 
disposal: Dungeness Crab, Columbia River Smelt, Sturgeon, Salmonids, the Estuarine 
Food Web, and Shoreline Habitat.  These impacts must be avoided and if unavoidable, 
they must be mitigated. 
 
CREST would like to incorporate by reference our comments submitted for the Draft 
(1998) and Final EIS’s (1999) and include the following comments specific to the 
Supplemental EIS.  

SS-305 
Since the Final EIS was denied an ESA reconsultation effort was conducted by project 
sponsors, the Corps, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the US Fish and  
Wildlife Service.  There was a tremendous amount of uncertainty surrounding the 
reconsultation effort resulting in impacts from the project being largely unknown.  As a 
result, the project is now worse. 
 
The project, as proposed in the Supplemental EIS, results in expanded impacts and 
continued degradation to the estuarine and nearshore ocean environment species 
including ESA salmonids. 
 
Dredged Material Management 
 
The Draft and Final EIS emphasized the use of previously existing estuary dredged 
material disposal sites.  The disposal plan presented in the Supplemental EIS labels 
estuary dump sites as restoration and fails to address long-term protection of ocean 
resources, particularly Dungeness Crab. 
 
The bottom line is that a serious math problem exists when it comes to dredging and 
disposal.  The current situation on the Columbia is such that there is not sufficient 
capacity or acceptable disposal locations for the quantity of dredged material necessary 
for the maintenance of the existing channel. Not to mention, the additional material that 
is proposed to be dredged and disposed of during channel deepening.  The MCR 
maintenance project faces similar challenges – not enough acceptable places to put the 
dredged material. 

SS-306 
CREST recently completed an update to the Columbia River Estuary Dredged Material 
Management Plan and through this process learned that Rice Island and Site E are the 
largest dredged disposal sites in the history of dredging on the Columbia.  Furthermore, 
Rice Island is reaching capacity and Site E has it's own suite of environmental,  
economic, and safety issues that must be addressed for continued use. 
 
The Corps has no long-term solution for these problems.  We are running out of room.  
The result is that the Supplemental EIS proposes to use additional estuary dump sites  
that have not been previously used for disposal.  The corps is labeling these dumping 
grounds as "ecosystem restoration". 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
SS-305.  A major result of the consultation effort was to reduce uncertainties surrounding the project 
impacts.  This was accomplished by convening an independent panel of scientists to confirm that the 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS were using the best available science and to develop an approach to 
addressing uncertainties in the data.  The Corps disagrees that the project is now worse.  The project 
includes additional restoration measures, best management practices, monitoring, and adaptive 
management to address issues raised in the consultation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-306.  The Draft SEIS identifies restoration projects developed in consultation with the NOAA 
Fisheries and USFWS.  The biological opinions resulting from the consultation indicated that the 
restoration projects would likely benefit listed salmonid species.  Many of the remarks in this comment 
pertain to disposal sites for the MCR, a separately authorized project, which is beyond the scope of this 
SEIS.  The Corps and USEPA will continue to work with various stakeholders to identify potential 
beneficial uses for disposal materials. 
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CREST is working with the ports, the Corps, state agencies, both Governors offices, and 
other stakeholders on expanding the concept of beneficial uses of dredged material.  
This is a concept that everyone supports and CREST appreciates the hard work it has 
taken to implement projects like Benson Beach and Bradwood this summer.  There is 
much more to do.  There are many more beneficial use opportunities on the river that 
must be incorporated into the long-term implementation of disposal practices.  Currently, 
no long-term funding or plans for these types of projects exists.  Without beneficial uses 
the math problem will be exacerbated. 
 
Sediment Volumes and Sediment Characterization 
 
CREST remains concerned regarding sediment volumes and characterization.  
Specifically, it is unclear whether the volumes for over-width dredging were included.  
Were the volumes for advanced maintenance and over-width dredging included?  Where 
is the Corps planning over-width dredging?  Have sediments in over-width dredging 
locations been characterized for chemicals of concern?  There is also serious doubt as 
was reflected in comments on the previous EIS regarding the accuracy of the long term 
maintenance dredging volumes. 

SS-307 
Exhibit J – Columbia River 43-foot Channel Deepening Sedimentation Impacts Analysis 
(page 8) indicates that the side slope adjustments “may extend to the shoreline around 
RM’s 22, 42-46 … the sandy beaches may experience 10-50 ft of lateral erosion”.  
Shorelines in these areas are already experiencing active erosion.  Have these side  
slope adjustment areas been characterized for chemical of concern? 
 
Additionally, the assumption built into the reconsultation efforts signify that dredging and 
disposal activities somewhat mimic natural processes of bed load transport in the 
dynamic environment of the Columbia River channel.  This assumption is taken further  
to infer impacts to ESA fishes will be minimal through dredging since dredging activities 
occur at the bottom of the navigation channel and that ESA fishes occur in 6 feet to 20 
feet of the water column.  However, hopper dredge disposal activities occur near the 
surface and cause turbidity impacts throughout the water column redistributing 
contaminants in the process. 
 
Estuary and Ocean Disposal 
 
The estuary ecosystem and Lower River communities are still impacted negatively 
through the disposal options not only on crab grounds but now by permanently altering 
aquatic areas in the estuary through disposal. 

SS-308 
Chapter Six – Environmental Consequences §6.11 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (pg. 6-
55) 
 

“Deepening the navigation channel would impact benthic and fisheries habitats 
not previously disturbed by dredging. Additional impacts could occur because 
these volumes are higher than maintenance dredging… Disposal of dredged 
material would adversely affect additional in-water and upland areas… Ocean 
disposal would occur at the Deep Water Ocean Disposal Site about 10 years  
after construction, which would adversely affect marine resources at that 
location.” 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-307.  Volumes for advanced maintenance and over-width dredging have been included in the 
construction and O&M dredging estimates.  Over-width dredging would be done at CRMs 11+10 to 
12+30, 16+00 to 17+00, 21+25 to 23+10, 28+20 to 33+30, 34+40 to 36+00, 37+00 to 39+00, 40+00 to 
42+30, 45+00 to 48+00, 56+00 to 59+20, 63+00 to 65+00, 67+00 to 68+00, 70+00 to 72+00, 85+00 to 
87+00, 89+00 to 91+00, and 98+00 to 99+00.  The over-width dredging is proposed for reaches where 
it has been used before.  The sand to be dredged and the sediment quality in those areas are similar to 
those within the navigation channel, as described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, 2001 BA and this Final 
SEIS. 
 
Also see response SS-266 for a discussion about future maintenance volumes, and response S-155 for a 
discussion of potential contaminants in those areas.  Potential impacts to endangered salmonids are 
thoroughly evaluated in the 2001 BA, including the potential effects of hopper dredge disposal and 
contaminants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-308.  The Corps, USEPA, USFWS and the NOAA Fisheries believe the ecosystem restoration 
features planned for the estuary will benefit ESA stocks.  Dredged material is used throughout the 
United States in beneficial ways.  Also refer to response SS-312.  Comments regarding impacts to 
salmon fishers resulting from the Lois Island Embayment and Miller-Pillar restoration projects are 
discussed in responses to state comments S-9 and S-11.  Finally, the preferred disposal plan reflected 
in the Final SEIS does not include any ocean disposal by the channel improvements project for initial 
construction and the first 20 years of maintenance. 
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Ocean disposal has not been eliminated. Section 4 of the SEIS contains a map of 
proposed disposal sites, which includes the deep water site.  The current dumping plans 
in the Supplemental EIS merely postpones the use of the ocean for 10 years and shifts  
the impacts of construction from crabbers to salmon fishers and permanently alters the 

SS-308  estuary.  In the context of existing dredging practices on the Columbia, ocean disposal is  
still the preferred alternative for MCR maintenance material.  The Supplemental EIS is 
merely delaying the ocean disposal problem and at the same time creating new  
problems in the Estuary.  Ocean disposal also lacks current ESA consultation from 
NMFS.  Again, the emphasis should be on using previously existing disposal sites, 
minimizing the overall disposal footprint, and not creating new dump sites. 
 
Impacts to ESA-listed Species 
 
The BiOp completed by NMFS for this project concluded that there would be short-term 
direct effects to listed salmonid species during the construction and maintenance of the 
proposed channel.  Furthermore, the NMFS indicated that long-term impacts to the 
species of concern are uncertain. 
 
In their BiOp on page 34 NFMS states that “[t]he biological requirements of ESA-listed 
salmonids are currently not being met under the environmental baseline. The species 
status is such that there needs to be significant improvement in the current  
environmental baseline conditions…” 
 
The project does not result in improvement to the current environmental baseline and 
results in further degradation to the estuarine ecosystem.  The project is also counter 
productive to basin-wide restoration efforts emphasizing improving estuarine conditions 
as critical habitat for ESA listed salmonids. 

SS-309 
Further, the ecosystem “restoration” components of the project are being used to gain 
approvals and to move the project forward. Therefore, the overall costs of these 
“ecosystem restoration” projects should be included in the cost-benefit analysis for the 
project. 
 
The NMFS related BiOp (p44) indicates that the restoration projects were a factor in the 
reconsultation outcome of a “no jeopardy” BiOp. 
 

“NFMS also expressed concern regarding the Corps’ ability to restore estuarine 
habitats as identified in the 1999 biological opinion. This concern has also been 
resolved.  In their 2001 BA, the Corps proposed an expanded set of ecosystem 
restoration features…that are included in the proposed action that the Corps has 
committed to implement. 

 
Chapter Six – Environmental Consequences §6.12 Cumulative Impacts (pg. 6-55) 
 

“The ecosystem restoration features added during the ESA consultation  
represent and increment in the overall efforts to address cumulative impacts to  
fish and wildlife habitat and resources in the action area.” 
 
“…ecosystem restoration features that are part of the channel improvement 
project are intended to not only avoid and minimize any adverse environmental 

Corps of Engineers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-309.  Comments on the Biological Opinion are noted.  The Corps disagrees with the comment that 
the project does not result in improvement to the current environmental baseline or that it is counter-
productive to basin-wide restoration efforts.  The Corps has worked with the federal and state agencies 
on modifications to the project and the development of the ecosystem restoration features to ensure 
that the project would not degrade the existing baseline, aid in the recovery of the species, and provide 
benefits to listed salmonids.  Most of the restoration efforts either provide additional habitat for 
salmonids or provide or improved access.  In-estuary restoration projects are intended to provide 
additional rearing habitat for salmonids by develop shallow water and marsh habitat for salmonids.  
See responses S-9, S-11, SS-184, and SS-194. 
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effects, but also to provide net environmental benefits… Accordingly, channel 
improvement is not anticipated to contribute to any cumulative adverse 
environmental effects …” (pg. 6-56) 

 
Research is also being used to gain Biological Opinion approvals.  Therefore, costs of all 
research activities related to the project must be included in overall project costs.  
 
Adaptive Management 
 
The deepening project has received favorable Biological Opinions from NOAA Fisheries 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service based on applying principles of "adaptive 
management" to the project.  The "adaptive management" concept relies on NOAA 
Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Corps, and project sponsors to oversee 
project implementation.  Any “adaptive management”  framework that attempts to move 

SS-310  the project forward must also include State agencies involved with project management.  
CREST is requesting that the following State agencies be equally represented in any 
“adaptive management” framework that is used to advance project approval:  Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development, Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality, Oregon Division of State Lands, Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and Washington Department of Ecology, Washington Department of Natural 
Resources, and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
 
Willamette River 
 
The Willamette River portion of the project is purportedly being "deferred".  Actually, 
deepening the Willamette is still pre-authorized and is still included in the description of 
the proposed action on page 1-1 of the Supplemental EIS. 

SS-311 
“The authorized plan would deepen the existing federal navigation project for the 
Columbia and Willamette Rivers and provide for construction of ecosystem 
restoration features.” (CRCIP Draft Supplemental IFR/EIS, page 1-1) 

 
The Supplemental EIS lacks the detail necessary to support dredging and disposal 
associated with a Superfund site.  The pre-authorization should be amended to reflect 
the deferral of the Willamette from the deepening project. 
 
“Ecosystem Restoration” Components 
 
The series of ecosystem restoration features taken as a whole, do not negate impacts  
from the actual deepening and, with the exception of long term Tenasillahe proposal, 
provide little if any positive benefits to the estuary, and in some cases actually result in 
ESA species take. 

SS-312 
CREST supports the concept of using dredged material for the purpose of restoring 
habitat.    Unfortunately, the two projects presented that involve dumping and that are 
labeled 'restoration' will result in permanent alteration and further degradation of the 
estuary.  CREST has stated in several forums that the use of dredged material for 
restoration needs further exploration on an experimental basis with a strong monitoring 
component similar to the Benson Beach project.  Millions of cubic yards dumped over 
the first two years of construction at Lois and Mott Island embayment is not experimental 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-310.  The adaptive management framework proposed for further work regarding salmonid species 
listed under the Endangered Species Act includes the relevant agencies for that purpose.  The Corps is 
exploring ways of formalizing an adaptive management framework with state agencies to address 
issues relevant to those agencies.  See response to comment SS-120.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-311.  The Draft and Final SEIS make it very clear that the Willamette River portion of the project 
will not proceed without detailed analysis under the federal Superfund statute and additional 
consultation under the Endangered Species Act.  Additional review under NEPA will also occur as 
required.  See response SS-4 and SS-234. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-312.  The series of ecosystem restoration features were not derived to negate impacts from the 
channel improvement project.  Rather, through the ESA reconsultation process they were developed 
under Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act, wherein federal agencies utilize their authorities 
for the benefit of listed species.  They are not mitigation actions, a common misconception. 
 
The Corps disagrees with your opinion that the proposed ecosystem restoration features provide little, 
if any, positive benefits to the estuary.  The ecosystem restoration features proposed represent an array 
of efforts that will result in limited (individual tidegates) to extensive (Tenasillahe Island long-term 
feature) estuarine and lower Columbia River benefits.  These proposed features represent actions that 
are readily implementable in concert with the channel improvement project. 
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and it is not restoring valuable habitat.  Likewise, the placement of a pile dike field at 
Miller/Pillar is not restoring valuable habitat. In fact, by creating shallow water the Corps 
is proposing to create the one habitat type that has actually grown over the past century.  
We have over 4,000 acres more shallow water than we had historically in the estuary. 
 
The information below is a summary of data presented in, Changes in Columbia River 
Estuary Habitat Types Over the Past Century (Duncan Thomas, CREST 1983).  Thomas 
found habitat type loss in every category except shallow water/flats, which increased by 
4,130 acres. 

SS-312 
Habitat Type 1870 1983 Acreage Change % Change 

Deep Water 35,140 32,580 -2,560 -7.3%
Medium Depth 34,210 25,720 -8,490 -24.8%
Shallows/Flats 40,640 44,770 4,130 10.2%
Tidal Marshes 16,180 9,200 -6,980 -43.1%
Tidal Swamps 30,020 6,950 -23,070 -76.8%
Developed Floodplain 0 23,950  
Uplands - Natural and Filled 1,930 7,590  
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As part of the larger coordinated restoration effort on the Columbia a habitat restoration 
workshop was held in Astoria in June 2001 sponsored by CREST, Lower Columbia  
River Estuary Partnership, Army Corps of Engineers, and American Rivers.  Attendees  
of the workshop represented a variety of regional and national estuary experts.  The 
outcome of the workshop was a set of habitat restoration criteria to identify and prioritize 
habitat protection and restoration projects on the Lower Columbia River and Estuary.  
The criteria serve as a foundation for a more integrated collaborative restoration strategy 
for the Columbia River Estuary and Lower Columbia River.  The criteria themes are as 
follows: 
 

 Habitat Connectivity 
 Areas of Historic Habitat Type Loss 
 Linkages to Reference Site(s) 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-312 (con’t).  CREST has stated their concern that the Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar 
ecosystem restoration features will result in permanent alteration and further degradation of the 
estuarine environment.  CREST fails to note that the Lois Island embayment was created by dredging 
after WW II and that the embayment, Lois and Mott Islands, and South Tongue Point are all artifacts 
of this dredging action and are not “natural” estuarine habitats.  Miller-Pillar is an active erosion area 
and thus is currently being permanently altered from a productive benthic invertebrate habitat to a deep 
subtidal area with low benthic invertebrate production (Hinton et al. 1995).  The proposed ecosystem 
restoration features are targeted at developing productive tidal marsh (revised Lois Island embayment 
and Miller-Pillar proposals). 
 
CREST is further concerned that dumping of millions of cubic yards of dredged material is 
experimental and is not restoring valuable habitat.  As noted in response S-9, the Corps has modified 
the Lois Island embayment and Miller/Pillar features in response to various comments.  Our revised 
intent at Lois Island Embayment is to develop 191 acres of tidal marsh habitat, a habitat reduced by 
43% since the 1870s.  The Corps notes there are large scale examples of successful tidal marsh 
development around existing dredged material sites in the estuary (see paragraph below) and do not 
consider it necessary to experiment when there are readily observable examples present in the 
immediate area. 
 
The successful restoration of 426 acres of tidal marsh habitat at Lois Island embayment would 
represents approximately a 5% gain for this habitat type, a priority for restoration, in the Columbia 
River estuary.  And the Corps believes tidal marsh can be successfully restored at the embayment as 
evidenced by the tidal marsh habitat that has established around the perimeter of Lois and Mott Islands 
and South Tongue Point.  These are dredged material formed islands.  Similar tidal marsh habitat 
establishment has occurred at Miller Sands Island and Spit and Pillar Rock Island in the estuary, also 
formed from dredged material. 
 
As noted by CREST, the Corps was a co-sponsor of the habitat restoration workshop held in Astoria in 
June 2001.  As such, the Corps is aware of the habitat restoration criteria themes to come out of the 
workshop.  While these themes provide guidance, they are not hard and fast rules.  Other factors, 
including land availability, presence of a cost-sharing partner, and the ability to integrate the feature(s) 
into the ongoing channel improvement project played significant roles in selecting the proposed 
ecosystem restoration features.  The Corps, through other authorities provided by Congress (e.g. 
Section 1135, Section 206, and Section 536) will continue to pursue other restoration proposals in 
cooperation with local sponsors as they, lands, monies (local funds for cost-sharing) and other project-
related elements are identified and attained. 
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 Passive Habitat Restoration over Habitat Creation 
 Monitoring and Evaluation 
 Community Support and Participation 

SS-312 
Although the Corps was a sponsor and partner in the workshop the habitat criteria  
themes that were developed were not followed in the development of the restoration 
projects. 
 
CREST has the following concerns about each of the proposed "ecosystem restoration" 
projects described in the SEIS. 
 
Shillapoo Lake 
 
The Shillapoo Lake proposal provides no benefits to ESA-listed fishes.  The basis of the 

SS-313  project is to hydrologically remove any connection between Shillapoo Lake and the  
Columbia River, therefore providing minimal benefits to the riverine ecosystem that will  
be impacted through the deepening project. 
 
Miller/Pillar and Lois & Mott Island Embayment 
 
The Lois-Mott Island embayment restoration feature proposes to restore 357 acres of 
shallow water habitat through the placement of millions of cubic yards of dredge 
material.   Miller-Pillar involves placement of 10 million cubic yards of dredged material 
amidst a new pile dike field in a highly erosive area near the navigation channel also to 
create shallow water. 

SS-314 
Current restoration planning on the Columbia emphasizes passive approaches to  
restoring needed historic habitat types by allowing natural processes to restore habitat 
complexity.  The concern is the large degree of uncertainty surrounding these restoration 
projects especially at the scale proposed.   Both projects are creating habitat types that  
are in excess according to historical data compiled by CREST.  The goal of attaining lost 
historical habitat types like tidal marsh and swamp through dredge material disposal 
warrants caution.  This may be done through a few test plots with a rigorous monitoring 
design.  The monitoring results would help indicate the relative benefit of dredge material 
disposal in habitat creation.  Unfortunately, both of these projects as proposed are too 
large and provide little to further our knowledge of the beneficial use of dredge material. 
 
Neither, project sponsors, the Corps, or NMFS and USFWS consulted the local affected 
communities during the development of these disposal options.  The projects as 
“restoration” were not coordinated with the regional restoration community until after 
they were proposed upon release of the SEIS.  There is no estuary community support for 
these dump sites.  The Lois/Mott Island embayment disposal site would be eliminating  
an economically important select area fisheries project.  Clatsop Economic Development 
Council manages this project cooperatively with ODFW, WDFW, and BPA.  None were 
consulted until the project was proposed upon release of the SEIS.  This disposal site 
would cause significant adverse impacts to the fishery.  Likewise, Miller/Pillar disposal 
option will destroy an historic commercial fishing drift right located at the proposed site. 
 
Lois/Mott island embayment proposal would include the rehandling of dredged material 
prior to disposal in the final location.  The concern here is handling dredged material 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-313.  The Corps is in favor of hydrologically reconnecting this restoration feature back to the 
Columbia River.  NOAA Fisheries through the ESA consultation had concerns of stranding fish during 
times of lower flow in the Columbia.  The WDFW remained adamant that they desired to manage their 
lands, interior to the flood control levee surrounding the area, for waterfowl and associated wildlife 
through use of interior levees and water control structures.  NOAA Fisheries accepted WDFW’s 
management decision and did not support hydrologically reconnecting to the Columbia. 
 
The Corps also notes that ecosystem restoration features do not have to specifically address ESA-listed 
fishes.  Further, the Shillapoo Lake feature is not predicated upon removal of any existing hydrological 
connection to the Columbia River.  That, other than for very serious flood events, has already been 
previously accomplished by construction of main flood control dikes around the Vancouver lowlands. 
 
SS-314.  Previous responses SS-312 and S-9 have addressed the proposed alteration to the Lois Island 
embayment and Miller/Pillar restoration features, e.g. a focus on tidal marsh development rather than 
the initial proposal to mimic historic bathymetry.  These previous responses have demonstrated that 
tidal marsh habitat has successfully developed on dredged material in the Columbia River estuary.  The 
2002 biological opinion, monitoring elements provide for rigorous monitoring of these proposed 
features.  Results from these monitoring efforts will provide adequate information on these beneficial 
uses of dredged material.  Nor does the Corps consider these large-scale actions.  That millions of 
cubic yards are required to accomplish these restoration features is a function of site depth.  The 
acreage involved (191 acres at Lois Island and 235 acres at Miller/Pillar) represent together 
approximately 1.3% of deep water habitat in the estuary and approximately 36/100ths of one percent of 
the 119,220 acres comprising the estuary habitats (Thomas 1983) other than developed floodplain or 
uplands (natural and filled). 
 
Both Lois Island embayment and the Miller-Pillar restorations were considered in the Draft IFR/EIS, 
as beneficial uses of dredged material.  The Miller-Pillar restoration was only eliminated from the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS because of avian predation problems associated with pile dikes.  Since that time 
excluders have been developed for the pile dikes, which have been shown to be very effective in 
deterring bird use. Before either of these restoration features were proposed again to NOAA Fisheries 
and USFWS during the ESA consultation, the Corps contacted CREST and Oregon DLCD to find out 
how the areas are zoned.  Information regarding our proposals to the federal agencies was faxed and 
shared with both Oregon DLCD and CREST before they were included in the Corps biological 
assessment. . They were also coordinated extensively with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS in the 
ESA consultation process.  The features considered were predominantly within the boundaries of 
National Wildlife Refuges (six features) or State Wildlife Management Areas (one feature).   
 
As noted in response S-9, the Lois Island embayment would not eliminate the Tongue Point Select 
Area Fishery.  The proposed feature, as revised in this Final SEIS (emphasis on tidal marsh 
development), would impact 19% of the area available to commercial fishermen participating in the 
terminal fishery.  As addressed in response SS-9, implementation of the Miller/Pillar feature will not 
destroy a historic commercial fishing drift (Miller Sands Drift). 
 
The placement of dredged material in a sump in and adjacent to the navigation channel near Tongue 
Point and subsequent rehandling by a pipeline dredge for placement at Lois Island embayment does 
not pose the level of risk indicated in this comment.  Dredged material from the Navigation Channel 
proposed for the Lois Island embayment and Miller-Pillar restoration features is suitable for in-water 
disposal.  See 1999 IFR/EIS, Section 6.4 and Final SEIS Section 6.4. 
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twice with the final disposal location in water.    As a general practice, material is only 
rehandled when the final destination is an upland location.  This rehandling will result in 
the estuarine environment being impacted twice. Twice the impacts from increased 
turbidity, resuspension of contaminants, and direct disposal impacts to aquatic species.  
Furthermore, the proposed temporary sump site location is not a designated dredged 
material disposal site in the Columbia River Estuary Dredged Material Management 
Plan and thus is not consistent with local regulations.  Lois/Mott Island embayment and 
Miller/Pillar are also not disposal sites and use of these areas for disposal is not  
consistent with local regulations. 
 
Purple Loosestrife Control 
 
Purple loosestrife control, although an admirable project, provides little benefit to the 
estuary in the context of channel deepening.  Additionally, Glyphosate is the primary 
ingredient in Rodeo.  Multiple toxicity reports for glyphosate indicate that it is of concern 

SS-315  for environmental reasons, in particular its effects on the aquatic environment.  It is  
moderately toxic to fish.  The use of glyphosate-based products may result in population 
losses of a number of terrestrial species through habitat and food supply destruction and 
thus threaten endangered species and biodiversity.  Glyphosate is a broad spectrum,  
non-selective herbicide which kills all plants and has the potential to impact native 
species in the application area. 
 
Tenasillahe Island, interim and long-term 
 
Interim and long-term ecosystem restoration measures at Tenasillahe Island will provide 
benefits to ESA-listed fishes through reconnecting valuable inter-tidal marsh habitat  

SS-316  (historic habitat type has experienced 43% loss in the estuary, Lower 46 River Miles).  
Unfortunately, long-term restoration measures are contingent upon the delisting of the 
Columbia White-tailed Deer, likely to take a decade.  Deepening impacts will occur 
during construction with restoration taking place years after. 
 
Cottonwood/Howard Islands 
 
Cottonwood/Howard restoration involves acquiring 650 acres of Columbia White-tailed 
deer habitat.  Disposal of dredged material for riparian restoration for deer habitat is also  

SS-317  included.  Based on the success of revegetating Rice Island and other dredge material  
disposal sites, it is unlikely that these disposal sites will provide high quality habitat for 
the Columbia White-tailed Deer. 
 
Bachelor Slough 
 
Bachelor Slough involves dredging 2.75 miles of slough habitat to achieve an elevation 
of zero feet mean low water and disposing of dredged material to restore native forests  

SS-318  on the disposal locations.  It is National Marine Fisheries Service finding in the channel  
deepening biological opinion that juvenile salmonids likely migrate in depths of at least 
minus 6 feet mean low water.  Consequently, restoring a slough to minus zero in is 
unlikely to benefit these species. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-314 (con’t).  Turbidity associated with disposal of the medium grained sand with some fine and 
coarse grained sand from the navigation channel is minor in extent and confined to a localized area.  
These sands settle rapidly and typically contain less than 1% fine-grained sediments.  The negligible 
and non-detectable level of contaminants from less than the 1% fine grained component of this 
dredged material would not be suspended twice as the comment alleges.  Once the fine-grained 
sediments are suspended in the initial disposal operation into the sump, the river would carry them 
away and thus they are unavailable for a second suspension. 
 
There will be impacts to aquatic organisms from the implementation of the proposed features.  No 
action, however benign, and whether upland or inwater, will result in no impacts to some organisms.  
The sump near Tongue Point occurs in a deep-water location and does not represent highly productive 
habitat for benthic invertebrates.  Further, the proposed action at Lois Island embayment would be 
limited to the in-water work period (November to February) during the 2-year construction period, thus 
limiting the duration of any impacts at this location.  Recovery of benthic invertebrate populations will 
occur post-construction.  Fill in the embayment would result in the permanent alteration of 191 acres 
of subtidal habitat, itself artificial in nature as it was formed by dredging after WW II.  Tidal marsh 
habitat, targeted for recovery on these 191 acres, is a target habitat for recovery as identified by 
numerous parties, including the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program.  Fill at Miller/Pillar would 
also restore the area to tidal marsh habitat. 
 
Lois Island embayment and Miller/Pillar are zoned for aquatic conservation.  The ecosystem 
restoration features are compatible with this zoning designation.  In the absence of fill placement, 
conversion of these relatively deep subtidal habitats cannot be attained. 
 
SS-315.  During the consultation, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS considered the potential effects of 
purple loosestrife control and concluded that its removal was likely to have a benefit on listed species.  
Rodeo is an aquatic preparation of glyphosphate that is currently used by the USFWS for Spartina 
control in Willapa Bay, Washington.  As noted in response S-143, Rodeo will be used for this project 
in compliance with the State of Washington’s general NPDES permit and the label requirements for 
aquatic application. 
 
This comment implies that Rodeo will be used in an uncontrolled broadcast application.  As noted in 
the Final SEIS 4.8.6.2 and the 2001 BA/2002 Biological Opinion, Rodeo would be applied in a 
selective manner, targeting individual plants or small clumps for wipe-op or spot spray applications.  
The limited use of this herbicide is only one action in an integrated pest control approach.  Purple 
loosestrife has colonized throughout the Columbia River estuary in recent years.  Dense populations 
already exist at Wallace Island, Pillar Rock Island and other locations.  The absence of a large-scale 
action to address this species’ presence will lead to losses of fish and wildlife resources dependent 
upon the diverse species composition of estuarine marshes.  An integrated, large scale pest control 
approach needs to be implemented in the very near future before loosestrife attains distribution and 
density levels that preclude cost-effective, minimally intrusive control measures.  The proposed action 
will be an integrated approach and will be implemented in as minimally intrusive and as efficient a 
manner as practicable. 
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 Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-316.  As noted in response SS-312, restoration actions are not directed at offsetting impacts 
associated with the channel improvement project.  The introduction of Columbian white-tailed deer at 
Cottonwood/Howard Islands represents an attempt to establish a secure and viable population at this 
location.  This proposed feature complements similar actions by the USFWS to introduce Columbian 
white-tailed deer at Crims Island, Oregon and Fisher Island, Washington.  The success of the 
introduction at Cottonwood/Howard Island, coupled with the USFWS’s efforts, could lead to an earlier 
implementation of the long-term restoration feature at Tenasillahe Island.  The presence of Columbian 
white-tailed deer on Tenasillahe Island, a priority site for tidal marsh restoration, is just one example of 
the multi-faceted hurdles that face any restoration action, regardless of the parties involved, in the 
Columbia River estuary. 
 
SS-317.  Purchase of the Cottonwood/Howard Island complex would include all privately held lands, 
including tidal lands, but exclude WDNR lands.  The purchase of these lands would be for multiple 
purposes, e.g. dredged material disposal (200 acre and 62 acre sites; retention of a 300-foot buffer 
around the disposal sites; and preservation of existing riparian forest and wetland habitat).  No active 
riparian forest restoration is planned for these islands.  Passive development of riparian forest on the 
buffer lands will occur in a gradual manner.  Howard and Cottonwood Island currently contain 
significant areas of habitat suitable for Columbian white-tailed deer.  See response S-146. 
 
SS-318.  The comment focuses solely on the issue of migration.  The BA and Biological Opinion 
address issues other than migration, including areas that can be used for refugia.  The Biological 
Opinion notes that this project will restore connectivity.  Comments from other organization, including 
LCREP, note some benefit from this project, including improvements to water quality from increasing 
flows and thus lessening high summer temperatures. 
 
With regard to migration, Corps’ field observations indicate that at 1040 hours on 30 May 2002, the 
water surface elevation was 9.8 feet NGVD with a bottom surface elevation of approximately 0.0 feet 
NGVD based upon the gauge board attached to the USFWS’s Bachelor Slough bridge.  That would 
provide adequate depth for fish migration.  USFWS personnel provided information that sand bars 
virtually block the channel during lower flows occurring later in the summer.  Removing these sand 
bars as proposed should allow migration during such low flow periods. 
 
The NOAA Fisheries estimate for salmonid migration depth is an average.  Were all juvenile 
salmonids to travel at -6 feet MLLW as the comment implies, then Caspian terns would not be an 
efficient predator of them as that exceeds the depth to which they plunge to capture fish. 
 
The Bachelor Slough restoration feature will also provide an estimated six acres of riparian forest 
habitat along the Bachelor Island shoreline of Bachelor Slough.  This element of the restoration feature 
will improve the physical characteristics of the slough, particularly in the future as the trees mature and 
begin to topple into the slough. 
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Additionally, a site investigation demonstrated the relatively small gain in habitat 
complexity.  Opening a channel, while it may improve water quality, does not benefit 
physical habitat as the channel has been diked and lined with revetments. 
 
Tidegate Retrofits 
 
Tidegate retrofits may be beneficial to restoring connectivity between diked areas and  

SS-319  rearing habitat in the estuary.  However, the tidegates included are all on private  
property and therefore there is no guarantee that these projects will be completed. 
 
Fisher/Hump Island and Lord Walker Island Improved Embayment Circulation 
 
Improved embayment circulation involves dredging former dredged material disposal  

SS-320  locations to increase tidal flow.  In the context of channel deepening, the project may 
provide minimal benefits in the form of water quality improvements however, it does not 
demonstrate the type of activities needed for physical habitat complexity. 
 
Ecosystem Research & Adaptive Management 
 
Although needed, ecosystem research and adaptive management program development 
among the Corps, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the project sponsors, in of itself does not offset the impacts of deepening.  
Research efforts are not mitigation. 
 
Of the above projects the only ones that are required by the Services are ecosystem 
research and adaptive management. Therefore, the idea of leaving the estuary in a  
better place may never happen because the Corps is not required by the Services in the 
Terms and Conditions of the Biological Opinions to complete any of the restoration 
projects. 

SS-321 
In summary, the purpose of the ESA consultation was to ensure that endangered  
species impacts are minimized by the project and how the associated restoration  
features will specifically benefit ESA species.  With the exception of Tenasillahe Island 
and the related Columbia white-tailed deer efforts, the above restoration projects will 
provide little or no benefits to ESA-listed species.  While other projects bring minimal 
benefit in the form of water quality improvements and invasive species removal, in the 
context of the Columbia River Estuary ecosystem the projects as they are proposed 
demonstrate little to no ecological gain.  With all the restoration projects we encourage 
the Corps incorporate effectiveness monitoring. 
 
Costs and Benefits 
 
CREST knew there were flaws on the benefit side such as the light loading issue and  
that the need for the deeper channel was seasonal.  However, the fact (revealed by the 
press, by other Corps projects nationally, and by the Corps own economic panel) that  

SS-322  multi-national shipping corporations call the shots and that shipping rates are not based  
on channel depth further question this project.  Much discussion has focused on savings 
with regards to shipping costs.  However, we have heard nothing about shipping rates.  
This project may reduce the cost to shippers; however, it is doubtful whether they will 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
SS-319.  There is no guarantee associated with any ecosystem restoration feature.  The Corps will use 
its authority to the extent practicable to implement these features, a commitment we made to NOAA 
Fisheries and USFWS during the consultation process.  The Corps is not bound to implement these 
features under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA; rather, they are voluntary. 
 
We are aware that tidegate retrofit locations are on private lands and our sponsor ports will be seeking 
easements and negotiating operation and maintenance agreements for these features during the Plans 
and Specifications phase of the project.  The private landholders and diking districts will control 
implementation of these features on their property. 
 
SS-320.  The embayment circulation improvement restoration features are proposed to address 
concerns with elevated temperatures in the current shallow water embayments.  Accordingly, while 
they will not provide improved physical habitat complexity, they will provide an incremental gain to 
the overall health of the lower Columbia River. 
 
 
 
SS-321.  For the reasons discussed above, the Corps does not agree that the restoration projects will 
not benefit listed species.  The biological opinions issued by the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS 
concluded to the contrary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-322.  See SS-189 for response to foreign shipping benefits.  Also refer to response SS-192. 
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pass these cost savings on to exporters?  According to the Corps own Technical panel,  
the multi-national shipping corporations will pocket the savings. 
 
There has been no analysis of the costs from this project to the estuarine ecosystem that  
is critical to salmon recovery in the entire Columbia River Basin or about the costs to the 
Lower River Communities. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We must move beyond channel deepening and move forward with creative solutions  

SS-323  such as increasing beneficial uses of Columbia sediments and expanding meaningful  
large scale community based restoration of the estuary. 
 
The Draft Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement for the proposed deepening of the Columbia and Lower Willamette River 
Federal Navigation Channel Improvement Project is substantially flawed.  The SEIS fails  
to show that there will be no significant impacts to aquatic resources if the project is  

SS-324  carried out as planned.  There is substantial evidence that suggests serious and  
significant impact to aquatic resources will result from the proposed project and there is 
no mitigation proposed to offset these impacts.  We request that the aspects of this  
project addressed in this letter and our previous comment letters on the Draft and Final 
EIS be reconsidered, taking into account the information presented. 
 
The Draft SEIS outlines a plan that will substantially impact the aquatic natural resources 
of the estuary and nearshore ocean, degrade water quality, disturb sediments that have not  

SS-325  been characterized for chemicals of concern likely resulting in redistribution of  
contaminants, threaten salmon recovery efforts in the Columbia River Basin, and violate 
federal, state, and local laws governing the project. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-323.  The channel improvement projects including the deepening and restoration components 
provide creative solutions for using Columbia River materials, increasing efficiencies in the channel, 
and taking steps to restore meaningful functions and values in the river. 
 
SS-324.  The Corps knows of no “substantial evidence that suggests serious and significant impact to 
aquatic resources” from the project.  The Corps acknowledges through the NEPA and ESA processes 
that there will be some limited impact from the project.  The Corps has minimized these to the extent 
practicable through best management practices, monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-325.  For the reasons discussed above, the Corps believes that the project will address issues 
regarding water quality, sediment quality and promote functions and values that will help listed 
salmon.  The Corps is in the process of having the project reviewed by relevant state agencies as well. 
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September 12, 2002 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District 
CENWP-EM-E ATTN: Bob Willis 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
 
The Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has issued a Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River  
Channel Improvement Project (SEIS).  The Corps’ $156 million proposal involves  

SS-326  deepening the 600-foot-wide Columbia River navigation channel in the lower Columbia  
River and estuary from 40 to 43 feet over a distance of 103.5 miles and ten ecosystem 
restoration features.  American Rivers appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
document and offers the following remarks. 
 
The SEIS is deficient in several general respects.  First, the Corps fails to adequately 
determine the short and long-term effects of the proposed channel deepening on the 
Columbia River Basin salmonid stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
Additionally, the Corps’ cost-benefit analysis is inaccurate because it relies on an 
economic analysis based on outdated methodologies, an overestimation of benefits and 
an underestimation of costs. 

SS-327 
Background 
 
The lower Columbia River and estuary provides habitat vital to the survival and 
recovery of all of the Columbia River Basin salmonid populations listed under the ESA.  
These species include: Snake.River fall and spring chinook, Snake River sockeye,  
Snake River steelhead, upper, middle and lower Columbia River steelhead, upper and 
lower Columbia River chinook, upper Willamette River chinook and steelhead, and 
lower Columbia River Chum.  While adult salmonids utilize the lower Columbia River 
and estuary year found, the lower Columbia River and estuary plays a particularly 
important role for juvenile salmonids providing refuge, food, and a critical area to 
acclimatize to saltwater.  Furthermore, the lower Columbia River and estuary is 
designated critical habitat for Snake River fall and spring/summer chinook, and Snake 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-326.  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-327.  The Corps disagrees with your characterization of the Draft SEIS.  Specific responses to your 
comments are presented in detail in response to comments below.  Your information regarding 
background is noted. 
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River sockeye.  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is currently reviewing 
critical habitat designations for the nine remaining Columbia Basin salmonid species  
listed under the ESA. 
 
Recent assessments have found that the quality and diversity of habitat in the estuary  
are linked to the abundance and diversity of salmon populations that use the estuary.1  
Unfortunately the Columbia River estuary has been incrementally robbed of a large  

SS-328  percentage of its historical habitat, primarily due to dredging, construction of  
agricultural levees in floodplain habitat and floodplain development.  For example,  
since 1870, the estuary has lost 77% of its tidal swamp and 43% of its historical marsh 
alone.2  These are just two types of degraded estuarine habitat that have been identified  
as areas that offer important food sources, and rearing and cover habitat for salmon. 
 
Because of the importance of the estuary to the protection and recovery of salmonids,  
the estuary has been identified as a key element in salmon recovery programs  
throughout the Columbia River Basin.  According to the Cumulative Risk Initiative, a 
method developed by NMFS to measure extinction risk and weigh the relative value of  
recovery actions in a quantitative way, improvements in estuarine and early ocean  

SS-329  mortality could lead to a significant reversal of current declines of key endangered  
stocks.3  Other scientific research highlights the importance of restoring estuarine 
floodplain and riparian habitat for several stocks listed under the ESA.4  Because of  
these findings, NMFS included several robust estuarine habitat research and restoration 
actions in its biological opinion dealing with impacts of the operation of the federal 
Columbia River hydrosystem.5  Several. other federal, state, tribal, and private initiatives 
are currently focused on implementing comprehensive restoration of the lower  
Columbia and estuary. 
 
Failure to adequately determine the effects of the proposed project 
 
The Corps asserts that the project is not expected to have a significant impact on listed 
species, yet the SEIS fails to adequately assess several major impacts of the dredging on  

SS-330  the ecological integrity of the Columbia River.  The Corps has an obligation under the  
ESA to "insure that any action authorized, funded or carried out by such agency ... is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened 
 
 
       
1 Bottom, D.L., and C.A. Simenstad, A.M. Baptista, D.A. Jay, Jen Burke, K.K. Jones, E. Casillas and 
M.H. Schiewe. 2001. (unpublished). Salmon at River’s End: The Role of the Estuary in the Decline and 
Recovery of Columbia Salmon.  Draft Report.  National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, Washington. 
2 Thomas, D.W. 1983.  Changes in the Columbia River Estuary Habitat Types Over the Past Century.  
Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce Columbia River Estuary Data Development Program, Astoria, 
Qregon. 
3 Kareiva, P.M., Marvier and M. McClure. 2000.  Recovery and Management Options for spring/summer 
chinook in the Columbia River Basin”.  Science 290:977-979. 
4 Bottom, 2001. 
5 National Marine Fisheries Service. 2001.  Reinitiation of Consultation on the Federal Columbia River 
Power System.  Northwest Division, Seattle, Washington. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
SS-328.  Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-329.  Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-330.  The Corps disagrees, as did NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS in their Biological Opinions 
for the project.  Impacts to the listed stocks of salmonids were thoroughly evaluated in the EIS 
process, and during the review of these conclusions and the evaluation of new information in the 
consultation process. 
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species."6 The Corps must also insure that the action will not result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat of the species. 
 
The Corps has failed to adequately assess the following significant impacts of the  
channel dredging to determine whether the project will jeopardize the continued  
existence of listed salmonids or adversely modify critical habitat.  In addition, the SEIS 
significantly underestimates the cumulative effects of the project. 
 
Salinity, Intrusion and the Estuarine Turbidity Maxima 
 
The SEIS fails to address the impact of the proposed project on salinity intrusion.   
Salinity intrusion in estuaries is the mix of saltwater moving inland, river outflow, and 
vertical mixing due to turbulent forces.  The estuarine turbidity maxima (ETM) is  
located near the head of this shifting saltwater and freshwater mixing zone.  The ETM  
plays a vital role in the re-suspension of micro-detritus, an important food source for 
juvenile salmonids.7 

SS-331 
Further deepening the Columbia River navigation channel could significantly alter  
salinity intrusion thereby altering the ETM and the availability of food sources for  
juvenile salmonids.  According to the SEIS, the channel dredging will have “little or no 
impact on salinity intrusion.”8  However, the SEIS relies on a model that has not been  
peer reviewed or systematically tested.  There is no demonstration that the model can 
effectively model bathymetry, a critical component of channel deepening.  In fact, the 
researcher who created the model explicitly warns that his results “may be used to guide 
management decisions ... but only if model uncertainty is further reduced” (emphasis in 
original text).9  Because of the close linkage between salinity intrusion, the ETM, and 
juvenile salmonid food resources, the Corps should refine its’ salinity model and subject  
it to a peer review process.  The SEIS should be revised accordingly to more accurately 
reflect potential impacts of channel deepening. 
 
Timing 
 
The SEIS fails to assess the environmental harm from not having timing windows.  

SS-332  Despite concerns about direct effects on migrating salmon during the construction phase 
of the channel deepening, the Corps plans to dredge and dispose of sediment 
 
 
       
6 Endangered Species Act. 16 U.S.C. Section 1536(a)(2). 
7 Simenstad, C.A., C.D. McIntyre, and L.F. Small, 1990.  “Consumption processes and food web 
structure in the Columbia River estuary”.  Progr.  Oceanogr. 25:271-297. 
8 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  July 2002.  Columbia River Channel Improvement Project, Draft 
Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River 
Channel Improvement Project.  Portland District, Portland, Oregon. 
9 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  December 2001.  Oregon Health and Science University Modeling 
Results, Appendix F, Biological Assessment, Columbia River Channel Improvements Project.  Portland 
District, Portland, Oregon. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-331.  See response SS-259. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-332.  The Corps disagrees.  See response to state comment S-4.  The issue with dredging and 
disposing in the main navigation channel outside the recommended in water work window has been 
thoroughly evaluated.  Dredging and disposal at this depth is allowed because it is generally 
recognized that migrating juvenile or adult salmon are not abundant at this depth and therefore the 
impacts are expected to be minimal.  Entrainment, migration and hydroacoustic tracking studies 
have verified this distribution.  The reference cited in this comment is incorrectly interpreted to mean 
that yearling fish that are migrating in the main channel area are migrating near the bottom when in 
fact they are migrating in the upper 20 feet of the water column over the main navigation channel.  
Most fish are in fact migrating along the margins of the channel in the shallower water.  Though 
there is some thought that these fish may be moving to the bottom at night, recent hydroacoustic data 
has indicated that they are also moving inshore during the night (see Carlson et al. 2000).  While it is 
true that large quantities of dredged material will be disposed in flow lane sites during construction 
and subsequent 20 years of maintenance dredging, flow lane disposal is done at depths greater than 
20 feet. 
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continuously for two years.  Only the blasting of bedrock will be limited to the 
recommended in water work periods. 

SS-332 
The Corps relies on inadequate analysis to make the determination that dredging and 
disposal will not harm migrating salmonids.  The analysis does not account for  
scientific evidence that show's most yearling chinook migrate in deep channel sites 
rather than near tidal shore areas.10  It focuses primarily on juvenile sub-yearling  
chinook because they are thought to be most susceptible to the project impacts.  
According to NMFS Biological Opinion on the project, 23 million cubic yards of  
sediment will be dumped into the flow lane along the channel at “anywhere in or 
immediately adjacent to the navigational channel” and at “anytime” during  
construction.11 
 
Adaptive Management and Long-term effects 
 
The adaptive management program is designed in part to respond to unforeseen impacts  
of the project.  Because there has been minimal analysis by the action agencies of the 
impacts of the project, the, adaptive management program is particular important to  
prevent harm to listed species.  Because this adaptive management program is so vital 
to responding to negative impacts, the fact that neither the Corps nor NMFS has  
developed the scope, goals, milestones for completion, and sampling protocols is 
problematic. 

SS-333 
More importantly, the monitoring and adaptive management plans described in the  
SEIS do not address the potential long-term impacts of the project.  The plans for all but 
one monitoring program end after seven years, while the impacts on an already  
degraded lower Columbia River and estuary could potentially continue beyond the fifty-
year lifetime of the project.  The Corps should conduct an in depth analysis of the long- 
term effects of the project on the processes and habitat of the lower Columbia River. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
 
The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires an analysis of several  
actions having a cumulative- environmental effect; such a consequence must be  

SS-334  considered in an EIS.”12  The cumulative impacts analysis in the SEIS is inadequate,  
providing insufficient detail on how the proposed action would interact with other  
factors to cause cumulative impacts to the affected resources.  An EIS cannot just  
provide general descriptions of cumulative impacts, as the Corps has done in the SEIS, 
 
 
       
10 Bottom, D.L. and M.C. Healey. 1984. Fishes of the Columbia River estuary, Internal report. Available 
from Columbia River Data Development Program, Astoria, Oregon. 
11 National Marine Fisheries Service.  May 2002.  Biological Opinion, Columbia River Federal 
Navigation Channel Improvement Project.  Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington. 
12 City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir. 1990). 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-333.  The Corps disagrees.  There has been extensive analysis of the impacts of the project either 
short term or long term.  As indicated in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Draft SEIS, Biological Assessment, 
Biological Opinion, and this Final SEIS, the Corps has used all available information, conducted 
numerous studies, and convened any number of workshops to evaluate both the immediate and long 
term impacts of the project.  The reason for the monitoring and adaptive management approach is to 
detect and resolve any unforeseen impacts that may occur either over the short or long term.  Though 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS concluded expected impacts to key physical processes would be 
limited and short-term in nature, they also concluded that because of low levels of risk and 
uncertainty surrounding the long-term biological response to physical change, monitoring and 
adaptive management is warranted and will address the risk and uncertainties.  All of the monitoring 
programs are to be reviewed regularly by the adaptive management group.  Monitoring will be 
lengthened if the adaptive management group determines it is necessary.  Since issuance of the Draft 
SEIS, the Corps has prepared a more detailed monitoring and adaptive management program in 
compliance with terms and conditions of the biological opinions.  The revised monitoring and 
adaptive management program is available on the Corps’ website. 
 
 
 
SS-334.  The Corps agrees that NEPA requires an analysis of cumulative effects and included such 
an analysis in the Final SEIS and in the Draft SEIS.  In response to public comments, the Corps has 
revised and expanded the cumulative effects analysis in the Final SEIS. 
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but rather it must describe in detail the cumulative effects of all related proposed federal 
actions. 

SS-334 
The Corps only mentions closely related federal projects, such as the maintenance  
dredging of the mouth of the Columbia River and the reasonable and prudent  
alternatives associated with NMFS biological opinion on the Federal Columbia River 
Power System (FCRPS), in passing.  As noted above, the FCRPS relies heavily on 
improvements in the estuarine and early ocean survival of juvenile salmonids to offset 
impacts of the hydrosystem on ESA-listed salmon stocks. 
 
In addition, the proposed channel deepening would add another incremental insult to a 
system that has suffered loss of function and habitat for over one hundred and fifty  
years.  However, the SEIS neglects to account for the impacts dredging has already  
wrought on lower Columbia and estuary habitat. 
 
Columbia River Plume 
 
The SEIS does not incorporate new scientific information demonstrating the importance  
of the dynamics of the Columbia River plume to salmonid populations along the 
Washington, Oregon and California coasts.  Depending on shifts in the intensity and  
location, the plume is responsible for affecting the nutrient productivity of coastal  

SS-335  estuaries and upwelling ocean currents.13  The near ocean environment has been  
14 identified potentially as an area key to salmon recovery.14  Salmonids reliant on coastal 
estuaries and open ocean currents for these nutrients could be affected by changes in the 
plume due to alterations in the geomorphology of the lower Columbia River and estuary 
resulting from channel deepening.  The Corps should investigate the effect of the  
dredging project on the dynamics of the Columbia River plume. 
 
Dredged Sediment 
 
Although the sediment forecasts have been updated with new data, the Corps’ analysis 
finding less sediment in the proposed action area is flawed.  The sediment forecasts 
contained in the SEIS remain likely of a magnitude much less than the actual amounts  

SS-336  dredged during the project.  The Corps continues to rely on annual dredging volumes  
that are misrepresentative of what the project will actually require.  Reliance on  
sediment data from a relatively dry period and low flow regime could cause the  
sediment forecasts to be significantly low, underestimating the total disposal area  
necessary to accommodate the initial channel deepening and subsequent maintenance 
dredging. 
 
 
 
       
13 University of Washington, press release.  “Columbia River trumps ocean when conditions are right.” 
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington. 
14 Karieva, 2000. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-335.  See response SS-268. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-336.  See response SS-266. 
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Since the size and number of the disposal sites are based on these sediment forecasts, 
underestimating dredging volumes will have a multiplier effect on the environmental  
and economic impacts.  The Corps needs to reassess its sediment estimates using a more 
representative timeframe and revise the SEIS accordingly. 
 
Economic analysis 
 
The economic analysis in the SEIS is flawed - it underestimates the costs and  
exaggerates the benefits of the dredging project.  The Corps has fallen short in its’  
recent attempts to recalculate the cost-benefit ratio of the project primarily due to flaws  
in the basic assumptions and methodologies. 
 
A review panel of engineers and transportation economists assembled by the Corps in 
August 2002 raised significant questions about the validity of the economic analysis in  
the SEIS.15  In particular, the panel questioned whether local and regional exporters  
would receive the benefits of a deeper channel.16  It is more likely that the benefits 
would instead be accrued by foreign-based shipping cartels that would take advantage  
of the deeper channel by reducing vessel frequency, which could increase prices for  
U.S. exporters.  In the SEIS, the Corps did not adequately investigate the effect of 
decreased frequency on exporter costs. 

SS-337 
In addition, the Corps economic benefit analysis assumed that all ships would depart  
fully loaded if the channel was three feet deeper.  Currently ships commonly depart 
partially loaded at depths of thirty-seven feet or higher in the forty-foot channel.  As  
such, the review panelists assembled by the Corps found the calculation that a deeper 
channel would result in ships departing fully loaded unreasonable.17 
 
Because of the recent question raised by the economic review panel we urge, you to  
request the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) conduct an independent review of this 
project.  This is a well-established role for the NAS as it has previously evaluated  
Corps’ projects and programs, and is currently conducting a broader investigation into  
the need for independent review of Corps’ projects. 
 
We understand the Corps’ need to restore public faith in the reputation of its, analytical. 
capabilities, which has been marred by revelations of faulty economic analyses 
 
 
 
       
 
15 A summary of the review was recently released.  Resolve, Inc. et al., “Summary Report of the 
Technical Review Process and Results: Technical Review of the Benefit and Cost Analysis in the Draft 
Supplemental Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement Dated July 2002.” 
September 9, 2002. 
16 Resolve, Inc.  “Columbia River Channel Improvement Project: Third Party, Transparent, Peer Review 
of Benefit and Cost Analysis.” August 2-9, 2002. 
17 Id. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-337.  An open and transparent technical review of the costs and the benefits was conducted with 
seven experts in August 2002.  The points raised by that panel are fully addressed in the Corps’ 
responses.  The Corps consideration of the technical review has been included in the Final SEIS and 
is also available on our website.  The Corps’ analysis does not assume that all vessels will depart 
fully loaded. 
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elsewhere around the nation.18  We are concerned that the economic analysis in the  
SEIS fails to deliver an accurate picture of the true costs and benefits of this project. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Integrated  
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia River  
Channel Improvement Project.  American Rivers is concerned that the proper  

SS-338  environmental and economic analyses have not been conducted for the proposed  
channel deepening project.  For the above stated reasons, we urge the Corps of  
Engineers to revise and supplement the SEIS to more accurately assess the impacts of  
the project.  Please contact me at (503) 827-8648 if you have any questions. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 
18 For evidence of institutional Corps, bias found in a report issued by the Inspector General of the Army 
U.S. Army.  Office of the U.S. Army Inspector General.  U.S. Army Inspector General Agency Report of 
Investigation.  November 2000.  For specific project scandals also see: U.S. Congress.  Government 
Accounting Office.  Delaware River Deepening Project: Comprehensive Reanalysis Needed.  
Washington, D.C.: GPO, June 7, 2002; National Academy of Sciences.  National Research Council.  
Assessment of Upper Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway Navigation System Feasibility Study.  May 
2000. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
SS-338.  For the reasons discussed in response to the specific comments above, the Corps disagrees 
with the comment that the environmental and economic issues associated with the project have not 
bee adequately analyzed.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS contain detailed analyses of the 
project, including revised analyses of both environmental and economic issues raised through the 
public comment process.  Based on this extensive record, the Corps concludes that the project will 
result in net benefits and is in the overall public interest. 
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Colonel Richard Hobernicht 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District 
PO Box 2870 
Portland, OR 97208 
 
Dear Colonel Hobernicht: 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) is one of eight regional fishery management 
councils established by the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-
Stevens Act) of 1976 for the purpose of managing fisheries 3-200 miles offshore of the United 
States of America coastline.  The Pacific Council is responsible for fisheries off the coasts of 
California, Oregon, and Washington. 

SS-339 
On October 22, 1999, the Council sent the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) a letter that 
included a number of comments and recommendations regarding the lower Columbia River 
dredging proposal being considered at that time (attached).  These comments and 
recommendations are still relevant to the current Columbia River Channel Improvements 
Project proposal.  We would like to review our 1999 letter in light of the current proposal. 
 
Our comments and recommendations from the 1999 letter include discussions of the eight 
following topics: 
 
Develop an Ocean Disposal Site Task Force:  In its original plan, the USACE committed to 
forming a taskforce of stakeholders to develop a management plan for the ocean disposal sites 
for dredging spoils.  In the first 20 years of the project, a portion of the 14.4 million cubic yards  
of dredge material will be placed in the lower estuary as ecosystem restoration if funding and  

SS-340  acceptable locations are secured.  Since there is no certainty about funding restoration projects,  
this material, as well as all maintenance dredge spoils, may all end up in the ocean.  The task 
force needs to deal with either contingency.  We support the continuation of the task force in 
order to deal with unresolved marine disposal issues, including siting and ongoing  
management.  The task force must be given clear authority to steer such decisions. 
 
Monitoring and Baseline Data:  In our October 1999 letter we requested an additional 
assessment of the biological and physical characteristics of the proposed ocean dumpsites be  

SS-341  undertaken.  The USACE proposal to collect baseline data during or after the project is  
inadequate.  We recommend baseline data be collected before the project begins, and existing 
datasets from other agencies be examined to see if they can serve as part of the baseline data. 
 
Dungeness Crab:  We recommended clamshell dredges be used in estuarine areas to reduce the  

SS-342  entrainment of Dungeness crab, which are important prey for Council-managed groundfish  
species.  This recommendation has apparently been ignored.  Why is the USACE planning on 

 
Corps of Engineers Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-339.  Comment noted.  Specific responses are provided below for SS-340 through SS-347. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-340.  The restoration projects that would rely on materials formerly proposed for disposal in 
the ocean would be based on the funding for the project.  Therefore, there is no uncertainty with 
regard to funding these features, as the comment suggests.  The preferred option does not 
include disposal at the Deep Water Site.  The ultimate development of the SMMP management 
plan for ocean disposal sites is the responsibility of the USEPA and the Corps.  See our 
responses S-30 and S-61.  The Corps is in the process of potentially reconfiguring the Ocean 
Disposal Task Force and evaluating its roles and responsibilities. 
 
SS-341.  The comment suggests that the Federal Government proposes to collect baseline data 
during or after the project.  This is inaccurate.  The Federal Government had already begun 
collecting baseline data regarding the ocean disposal sites during 2002.  See our response S-18. 
 
SS-342.  The Corps has conducted extensive entrainment studies based on actual dredging 
samples.  These data indicate that the mortality to Dungeness crab from this project using 
hydraulic dredges is insignificant when compared to the overall crab population.  The 
commenter has provided no information to support that clamshell dredging is any less impacting 
to Dungeness crab than hydraulic dredging.  In addition, it is not possible to use clamshell 
dredges in the estuary because of weather, wave conditions and navigational traffic.  
Consequently, this reach must be dredged with hopper dredges. 
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Colonel Richard Hobernicht 
September 20, 2002 
Page 2 
 
using suction dredging when there are alternatives that will reduce impacts to economically and 
ecologically important species?  The cost savings to the USACE for using suction dredging will 
end up being paid by the fishing industry.  This is unfair. 
 
Contaminants:  We recommended the USACE add specific information or a preliminary 
ecological risk assessment to the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) to define 
conditions in the Columbia River that would either support or negate sediments as the source  
for transfer of contaminants such as PCBs.  While the Sustainable Ecosystem Institute  

SS-343  addressed toxins to some degree in a report commissioned by the USACE and other agencies  
involved in the process, they did not address sub-lethal effects such as effects on behavior 
(including predator avoidance) or physiological effects (such as estrogens and estrogen-
mimicking compounds that can alter sexual development of aquatic species).  These sub-lethal 
effects may compromise stock viability.  Effects on human health from increased toxins in the 
water column were not considered.  We still believe our initial recommendation is valid. 
 
Year-Round Dredging:  We requested the timing of in-water work be considered to minimize 
impacts to Council-managed resources.  Such timing has not been sufficiently considered.   

SS-344  Dredging in the channel and turning basins will occur continuously until project completion, and  
maintenance dredging will occur from November to February.  Some effort needs to be made to 
allow dredging to stop during certain times of the year, especially when critical stocks of juvenile 
fish are migrating through dredging areas. 
 
Mitigation: The current Biological Opinion (BO) does not require mitigation for ocean impacts, 
and we feel the USACE’s commitment to mitigation is suspect, because there is no guaranteed 
funding of mitigation activities in the project budget.  In our letter, we recommended the USACE  

SS-345  commit to mitigation and form a group of agencies and stakeholders to determine the specifics  
of the mitigation package.  We continue to believe mitigation should be guaranteed or the  
project should be halted.  Mitigation should not depend on hoped-for future funding.  The lack of 
consideration of mitigation for ocean impacts is inappropriate and adversely affects many 
Council-managed species. 
 
Forage Fish:  We recommended dredging be done around the Lewis River only between  
January 1 and June 1 and only with a clamshell dredge to protect juvenile smelt.  We continue  

SS-346  to believe this.  However, there has been no commitment to do this by the USACE, and NMFS  
does not require it in the BO.  Again, methods are available to minimize adverse effects to 
important species; and again, the cost savings to the USACE for using suction dredging will end 
up being paid by the fishing industry.  This is not fair. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat:  We recommended the FEIS for the proposed project be revised to 
ensure impacts to the essential fish habitat (EFH) of the Columbia River, Columbia River 
Estuary, and marine ecosystems are minimized to the greatest extent possible. 

SS-347 
The EFH information in Exhibit I of the Supplemental EIS makes many unsupported statements 
and draws conclusions that reflect no impact on EFH for groundfish.  Specific surveys must be 
conducted in the area on a year-round sampling basis to determine fish community structure  
and habitat use of Council-managed groundfish species by life stage and season.  Without this 
information, an adequate EFH assessment of impacts to Council-managed species, their  
forage, and other ecosystem impacts is impossible. 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-343.  See response to comments SS-13, SS-20, SS-111 and SS-192, l.  Given the low level 
of contaminants in the sand dredged from the channel, it is not anticipated that there will be 
effects on human health as a result of the channel improvement project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-344.  See response to state comment S-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-345.  Mitigation related to ocean disposal is limited to avoidance and minimization 
pursuant to the MPRSA and implementing regulations.  In addition, the analysis to date 
indicates that the ocean disposal site is not unique with regard to the habitat it provides for 
aquatic species.  Therefore, any effect to this small area of the ocean is not likely to translate 
into measurable effects to aquatic populations or the fisheries that depend on them. 
 
 
 
SS-346.  The Biological Opinion does not require or limit dredging around the Lewis River to 
protect juvenile smelt because smelt is not a species that was subject of the consultation or the 
biological opinion.  Additional research since preparation of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS has 
indicated that the project, as proposed, would not have a significant adverse effect on smelt.  
This research was conducted by the WDFW and the ODFW.  The comment that “suction” 
dredging will result in additional cost to the fishing industry is not supported by the best 
available science. 
 
SS-347.  The Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) does not 
require that specific surveys be done in an area on a year-round sampling basis in order to 
conduct the essential fish habitat analysis.  The Corps will complete its essential fish habitat 
analysis with the services as required by the MFCMA. 
 
The Corps is responding to NOAA Fisheries conservation recommendations and the 
information will be available on the Corps’ website 
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Colonel Richard Hobernicht 
September 20, 2002 
Page 3 
 
In addition, the current EFH consultation for salmon clearly states, ". . .the proposed action  
may adversely affect the EFH for chinook and coho salmon species." NMFS also has  
stated, 
 

"While NMFS understands that the proposed dredging and disposal Impact Minimization 
Measures and Best Management Practices identified in Chapter 3 of the 2001 BA 
conservation measures described in the [sic] will be implemented by the Corps, it does not 
believe that these measures are sufficient to address the adverse impacts to EFH 
described above.  However, the Conservation Measures outlined in Section 10 of this 
Opinion and all the reasonable and prudent measures and Terms and Conditions outlined in 
Section 12 of this Opinion are generally applicable to designated EFH for chinook and coho 
salmon and address these adverse effects.  Consequently, NMFS recommends that they be 
adopted as EFH conservation measures." 

SS-347 
The conservation measures in Chapter 10 relate to suggestions (not requirements) to  
implement a number of studies and monitoring activities, a suggestion to release pipeline-
dredged materials into as deep of water as possible, and a suggestion to work with the  
Columbia River Treaty Tribes.  None of these will provide any direct benefit to EFH, and most of 
the tribes' comments have not been considered.  Similarly, the reasonable and prudent 
alternatives (RPAs) and Terms and Conditions in Section 12 include references to minimizing 
take, but do not explain how EFH will be protected.  While they require the implementation of 
the dredging and disposal Impact Minimization Measures and Best Management Practices 
identified in Chapter 3, NMFS has stated these are inadequate to address EFH impacts.  
Section 12 also requires the establishment of monitoring programs (some of which may monitor 
effects on habitat) and indicates adaptive management may be used.  However, Section 12 
neither requires nor indicates how EFH impacts will be minimized. 
 
In summary, we feel the EFH salmon consultation overlooks important issues.  The USACE 
should identify specifically what it intends to do to minimize the adverse effects on EFH that 
NMFS says may occur.  We believe there should be a re-initiation of the EFH consultation, 
because of the inadequacies of the current salmon consultation. 
Further, the information for the pending groundfish and coastal pelagics EFH consultation is 
insufficient to conduct a proper EFH assessment. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter. 
 
 

 
JDG:kla 
 
Enclosure 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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LETTERS FROM INDIVIDUALS 
 
 
 



 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 
Richman Ave. 
Fullerton, CA 92832 
 
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 
 



 Individuals-4

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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
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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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
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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I-60 (con’t).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(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 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-62.  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-63.  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 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-66.  See response to I-5. 
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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 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


