species under the Endangered Species Act. This is unacceptable. A time period for
in water work should be developed that is specific to the Columbia River threatened
and endangered species, smelt, and sturgeon and habitat for these species.

. There are no beneficial uses of dredged material from the estuary. The preferred
disposal alternative drops disposal sites that require mitigation and uses sites near port
owned lands in Vancouver, St. Helens, Kalama, and Longview which provide
material or future commercial/industrial uses. There are similar beneficial uses for
material near the mouth of the Columbia River yet none are included in the Draft EIS.
Direct disposal on eroding beaches in Washington State also does not receive
adequate analysis and consideration although the economic benefits of this would be
substantial. There is a proposed beneficial use at Millar/Pillar in the estuary. The
purpose of this “beneficial use” site is to create shallow water estuary habitat. We
question whether this is indeed a beneficial use as it is creating shallow water habitat
for juvenile salmon adjacent to Miller Sand and Rice Island where avian predation on
juvenile salmon in shallow water is already a large problem. In addition, mid water
habitat is valuable for estuarine benthic populations and most sgid-water habitat has
been lost in the estuary due to dredging activities. Millar/Pillar Should be removed as
a restoration site.

. The economic evaluation used to justify the proposed deepening in the Draft EIS
uses economic data that is out dated. Recent changes in shipping market conditions
to larger deeper draft container ships are not considered. It is unlikely that even a 43
feet deep channel would allow modem container ships (requiring 50 feet draft) access
to upriver ports. If the channel deepening project is for grain shipping only than the
benefits derived from a deeper channel could also be derived from using LOADMAX
river forecasting and/or a regional port in Astoria. The difference in economic
benefits and costs from the different alternatives presented in the Draft EIS is unclear.
In addition, the economic impacts to natural resources and fisheries are not evaluated
in the Draft EIS and deserve attention. An independent economic analysis of this
Draft EIS is needed.

. There is no mitigation planned for estuary or ocean impacts from dredged material
disposal. Impacts from dredged material disposal in the estuary and for 80 square
miles of the ocean need to be mitigated. This includes the proposed “beneficial use”
at Millar/Pillar. We question this site as a restoration or beneficial use site. If
disposal takes place at Millar/Pillar, it should be mitigated.

. Significant water quality impacts from sediment contamination will occur from the
channel deepening as proposed. Increases in turbidity are expected from all in water
dredging and disposal. Lower levels of dissolved oxygen are expected to occur
during all in water dredging and disposal. Sediment contamination especially in the
Willamette River is also a major concern. Contaminants will enter the water column
from disturbing sediments from the proposed dredging and blasting which is required
to deepen the Willamette River. The draft evaluation of Section 404 of the Clean
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Water Act is not effectively proven or referenced and does not adequately address
turbidity increases, lower levels of dissolved oxygen, and sediment contamination.

8. Impacts to commercially valuable and other important species are not addressed.
We disagree with the conclusion that no significant impacts will occur to Dungeness
crab and flatfish from ocean disposal. Long term mortality of white sturgeon from
entrainment is not known. Entrainment and disposal in deep water areas may
significantly impact this fishery. The lack of research cited regarding impacts from
dredging and disposal and the lack of baseline data referenced on biological resources
of the estuary and nearshore ocean seriously undermine the Corps continued assertion
that there are minimal impacts to the coastal zone from the proposed channel
deepening. In addition, the EIS does not adequately study or explain the potential of
this project to impact fisheries nor does it take into account these impacts on the
economy.

" In summary, we feel that the United States Army Corps of Engineers has not at all-

justified their conclusion that “adverse impacts on life stages of aquatic life and other
wildlife dependent on the aquatic ecosystem, on ecosystem diversity, productivity, or
stability, or on recreational, aesthetic, or economic values would not occur”. Our review

of the Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements and Environmental Impact
Statement: Columbia & Lower Willamette River Federal Navigation Channel has lead us
to conclude that substantial environmental impacts will result from the proposed project.
The integrity of the estuarine and river ecosystems the health of the people in the
communities surrounding the river, and the economy of the rural communities
surrounding the estuary are all likely to be impacted. We insist that the United States
Army Corps of Engineers seriously address the concerns summarized in this letter and
take measures to protect the natural resources, human populations, and economy of the
communities along the Columbia River estuary.



POB 72
Hwaco, WA 98624
February 4,1998

District Engineer

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers District, Portland
Attn: CENWP-EC-E

PO Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946

To whom it may concemn:

The idea of dredging the Columbia another 3 feet in order to allow
even bigger ships to move over 100 miles inland seems unwise and
impractical for a number of reasons.Creating deep water ports closer
to the ocean would involve fewer risks. I've heard that in order to
gain the additional 3 feet part of the river will not only be dredged
but blasted-solid rock will have to be removed.

Finding a location for disposal of dredging spoils will not be easy. I've
heard that dumping them near the North Jetty of the Columbia on
Benson Beach is a possibility. Who will test for the inevitable toxic
materials that are in the sediments at the bottom of the river? Who
will assure public safety in this process? Will the State of
Washington's most popular state park have potentially toxic wastes

on its most heavily used beach? I'm thinking of dioxin from the

paper mill residues in the Columbia and Willamette Rivers, PCBs,
heavy metals, and possibly radioactive silts.

If these materials are dumped at sea, I've heard they will possibly
be dropped on critical habitat for crab and other fisheries.

This project will benefit no community down river from Portland,
but these smaller, less politically powerful communities will bear the
risks and possible injuries of a massive, tax-payer funded project.

Why not leave well enough alone? This is a boondoggle in the
making.

Sincerely, -
1]2@17%1 VW
ictoria Stoppie

(forps of Engilieers Response

Comments noted. See response # 5 and #10 to the CREST letter.



2707 24th Avenue N.E.
Olympia, WA 981506
December 6, 1998

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District
CENWP-PE-E

P.O. Box 2946

Portland OR 97208-2946

Attention: Steven J. Stevens
Gentlemen:

This letter is written in response to the proposed deepening of the Columbia River
channel. Ihave proposed a couple of questions from the perspective of parties who may
have interests in the effects of this proposed deepening of the channel.

Question 1: What does the Corps say about people’s lands?

First, let us look at the Columbia River as a river highway located on the end of the

shortest route to the Orient. This means that the most economically feasible route to
transport grain and other bulk commodities to the Orient is through Columbia River
ports. .

According to one Port of Portland official, Columbia River ports are the second largest
combination of grain exporting facilities in the world. Mississippi River ports export
more grain, but the Columbia River offers a considerably shorter route to an expanding
and ever-increasing market for food: the Orient. Therefore, deepening of the Columbia
River is about the export of grain. It is not about container shipping. It is not about
providing jobs for American longshoremen or seamen. It is about guaranteeing
maximum profits for American agribusiness interests. It is about the taking of a public
resource for private profit.

The Corps can only and will only address the so-called “national economic benefits” to
deepening the channel. It can only build up a prima facia case to present to the public
for deepening the channel.

We are not talking about facile immediate benefits to deepening the Columbia River.
We are talking about the survival of the Pacific salmon. We are talking about corporate
taking of a public resource. We are talking about using foreign flag vessels which do
not employ U.S. labor. We are tatking about the loss of habitat for species in the food
chain. The deepening of the Columbia River channel is about these issues in addition to
all the economic issues mentioned in this letter.

So the Corps does not speak to that which all the people of the U.S. hold in common. A
natural protein source which will suffer from the impact due to dredging. Nor does the
Corps address the signed treaties with sovereign Native American nations as to their
need for salmon. Nor does the Corps address the need of non-Native American

Corps of Engineers Response

Comments noted. The report and EIS evaluate all relevant factors related to the alternatives

considered, including potential impacts to anadromous fish. Any final de¢ision will be made based

on consideration of these factors.



U.S. army Corps of Engineers
December 6,1998
Page two

fishermen and users of the river. Instead, the Corps presents a plan to be executed for
the benefit of corporate agribusiness interest.

I realize the Corp’s job is to execute, and discharge the laws of the land under the
direction of the Commander-in-Chief, so it is impossible for the Corps to comment upon
the wisdom of projects it is assigned to undertake. To that end the Corps is to be
commended for its extensive comment meetings and periods. It is to be hoped the
comments made during these meetings will have some impact on the outcome of the
river for users other treat corporate interests.

Question 2: What do port representatives say about deepening the river channel?

With the effervescence of commercial boosterism, the ports tout the “otion that
increased commerce with the Orient will be a boon to the job market. They point to the
increased employment opportunities for the transportation, storage, and loading of the
grain onto enormous new ships.

Let us look at job creation. Railroad, barge, and longshoring of bulk cargoes is and
always has been a low job producing system. The reason for bulk shipment of
commodities such as grain is efficiency and is less labor intensive than break bulk and
container shipment.

As of now, Peavey Grain Terminal in Kalama uses non-union labor to load the vessels
and breakaway pilots to pilot ships in and out of the river. No union person wants to
support this kind of job loss yet. The Port of Kalama taxed the union people to bring
non-union jobs to their community.

What all ports want is to fill the existing vessels to full and downloaded conditions.
These are non-union, flag of convenience carriers. The ports want that extra tonnage
because it means extra fees for the ports. What do the people get out of it? They get to
pay for “Port improvements” so that Archer-Daniels-Midland can send its produce on
flag-of-convenience ships through the Port of Longview.

In all of this boosterism, I hear the prima facia case for deepening the channel, but not
one word do I hear for the salmon, for Native and non-Native American fishermen, and
the people who live along the river, and who have lived there for more generations than
there have been ports in some cases on the river.

The ports and port commissioners are supposed to be the citizen’s elected officials, not
sweetheart deal-makers for non-union anti-labor American collective farmers.

In the midst of all this glib boosterism we are hearing the same glib argument about
economic benefit to the Pacific Northwest that we have heard for the damming of the
Columbia River. We have lost much more than we have gained as a nation, and will
lose just much more from the further industrialization of the Columbia River.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
December 6,1998
Page three

It is time for the people who make their lives along the river to receive a user fees in the
form of a tonnage tax on every ton of grain crossing the port docks for restoration as
follows:

1. The complete restoration of the Lower Columbia River salmon runs.
2. The protection of shoreline property.
3. The protection of wetland and wetland habitat,

!n concl'usion', 1 realize we cannot stop progress. However, I believe progress should

pay for itself in the form of payment of fees that are set sufficiently high to protect and

testore the environment affected by ships navigating Columbia River waters.
Sincerely, '

Harvey Williamson



2707 24th Avenue N.E.

Olympia, WA 981506 -

December 6, 1998

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District
CENWP-PE-E

P.O. Box 2946

Portland OR 97208-2946

Attention: Steven J. Stevens
Gentlemen:

I have lived in Southwest Washington almost all my life; first, while growing up in
Longview, and now, as an adult, in Olympia. As a child taking family outings, 1 enjoyed
playing on the shores of the Columbia River. It was great fun to see the ships come by,
wonder where they had been and where they were going next. And it was fun to play

in the waves the ships cast on the sandy shores.

Since growing up, the ships have grown much bigger. And faster. And the waves are
bigger, too. But the beaches are becoming smaller. For example, about 25 years ago
when I first met my mother-in-law, it was possible to walk from one end of her
property to the other on the sand next to the water’s edge. Since then, most of her
beach has washed away. She has rip-rapped her shoreline in an attempt to stabilize her
property, but fast-moving ships throw such a high wave that many of the boulders have
become dislodged. Some large trees that once held the soil fast have been washed over
by the huge waves, further weakening the shoreline.

It is not right that some big, powerful entity can come along and do damage to property
without making compensation. Other property owners along the river surely are
having their land taken, and without compensation. Either the ships should be limited
as to their size and speed, or property owners should be amply compensated for the loss
of their property. Not only is the quantity of my mother-in-law’s property reduced, but
the character has been changed as well. No longer is there a sandy beach for the
enjoyment of her grandchildren, friends, and passers-by who have long been welcome
to use her property, but a rocky barricade faces them instead. So, of course, the
desirability and value of her property has been negatively impacted.

While there are other issues and values I could point out (detrimental effects on marine
plants and animals, for example), I focus on the economic value of property because,
unfortunately, that is the only consistent measure of value on our society. And,
ultimately, it is the only way property owners can be compensated for the damage
caused to their land. If the Corps of Engineers must deepen the channel so that private
businesses can profit, these private businesses must compensate private property
owners for the damage done by their profit-gaining activities. A substantial award must
be made to property owners who face no option other than watch their property
diminish in value, character, and quantity.

Corps of Engineers Response

1. Comments noted.

;. The number and size of vessels projected to call on the river in the future is expected to be
lpdepeqdent of any channel improvement alternative. Currently, there are vessels moving on the
river with design (!raﬁs greater than 40 feet, and this is expected to continue with or without the
proposed channel improvement. Sandy beaches are easily eroded and the deeper channel should not

g;lsxse ameasurable increase in erosion. This issue is addressed in sections 5.1.5.3 and 6.2.3.1 of the
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Let me also suggest that if some sort of structure could be built to protect the shoreline
when the channel was deepened, that would be preferable. Until such a structure could
be put into place, the only protection for property owners is the economic one:
compensation for damage.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment. I hope that sufficient weight will be given to
the comments of us “little people” when we have not the organizational structure nor
the economic weight of those in power, who can maybe pay a little overtime to send
many voices to speak on behalf of the companies which employ them.

Sincerely,

%Ju et ZCWG-'NOM
Batbara Williamson

3. Comments noted.

Corps of Engineers Response



Date: January 11, 1999
To: Army Corp of Engineers

Corps of Engineers Response
From: Daniel Oja, Commercial Fisherman

Subject: Navigation Hazards created by Army Corp of Engineer

Re: Dumping of Dredge Spoils

I’ve written this letter out of concern for the safety of fishermen while navigating the 1. Comments noted. Past disposal has resulted in adverse wave conditions near the entrance
Columbia River Bar. I've noticed that it is no longer safe in the channel. The “humps” channel. This was a major concem during the site selection process and in preparing the disposal

or dump sites created by the Corp of Engineers now cause the waves to break over the site management plans. The depth of disposal would be restricted to limit wave height increase to 10
top of buoy number three and ricochet into the channel. We are no longer safe “just - percent or less at the sites. More information is located in Appendix H, Exhibits B and H.

being in the channel”. The waves also break on the inside of the channel between
numbers six and eight buoys. When you enter the channel, you can not even use the ship
ranges on Cape Disappointment. Where do we go now? Your dump sites are getting
more dangerous every year to our boats and lives. The fishermen are aware of the
dangers created by your agency, but this hazard will eventually kill some unsuspecting .
boaters. We have made your agency aware of these problems, but you have chosen to
ignore us. Your boats are here only in the summer when monitoring the river and ocean
bottoms. Isuggest you come in the winter and try ... only then will you notice the impact
of your dump sites. The weather is very severe in winter, but we must fish in these
conditions, and it does no good for you to show during fair weather and then insist that
the dump sites have “little or no impact on navigation”.

The Corp of Engineer has a big ocean to dispose of the dredge spoils, but the agency 2. Further workshop meetings have been conducted and the ocean disposal plan has been changed.
continues to dump on prime crab fishing grounds. Even worse, the agency intends to The North and South sites have been eliminated, and the currently proposed sites have been reduced
expand these dump sites along the Long Beach Peninsula and around the mouth of the .in size and located further offshore to minimize impacts to the commercial fishery, including crabs.
Columbia River, despite the fact that the commercial fishermen have vigorously opposed The Ocean Disposal Working Gjoup has agreed to the currently proposed sites. We have minimized
this decision. The Corp has continually ignored all suggestions and has refused to  the impact to commercial fisheries as required by the Ocean Dumping Act to the extent possible. A
consider the impact of their decisions on the people living near the mouth of the Management and Monitoring Plan is located in Appendix H, Exhibit H. The EIS has been revised to
Columbia River. We are disappointed by the Corps continued refusal to cooperate with reflect this information.

the communities that they impact, however, it is not surprising given the past history that
we have personally experienced with the Corp of Engineers.

Dot € G4

oc. Senabor Rty Murrac
Smnrt. Slade Govion



Stevens, Steven J NWP

From: Robinl0i3@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 1999 4:30 PM
To: steven.j.stevens@usace.army.mil
Subject: (no subject)

Date: January 27, 1999

US Armmy Corps of Engineers
Portland District
CENWP-PEEATTN

Steven J. Stevens

P.O. BOX 2946

Portland, Ore.

97208-2946

Dear Steven,

We own nearly three hundred feet of Columbia river frontage, that is east of Cathlamet, Wa. On
behalf of my wife and myself, as well as every property owner, and every outdoor enthusiast (
which constitutes for nearly every person between Hood River, Ore., and Astoria, Ore.), the
proposed US ARMY CORPS of Engineers Draft Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel
Improvements (from here on called USACEngDIFRFCI), is environmentally unsafe and
unnecessary. Since we have owned our property for over ten years, we have witnessed a steady
increase of river related recreation on the lower Columbia River. If the USACEEngDIFRFCI was
approved, and deepening the river channel by an additional 3-4 feet was executed, the local
population between Portland and Astoria would be faced with an environmental disaster, thanks
to government and industry greed. Dredging nearly four hundred million cubic yards of Hanfords
reservations’ heavy metal and radioactivity particles laying in the sand at the bottom of the lower
Columbia River and dispersing the dredged material along adjacent wetlands, farmlands, nearby
public parks and private property shorelines, would be a huge mistake for the environment. In
todays world, the emphasis is on cleaning up the planet, from decades of industrial neglect and

an uncaring U.S. Gov;t.

The westcoast is surrounded by deep water ports in ; Seattle and Tacoma, Wa., Vancouver, B.C.,
San Francisco and Long Beach, Ca. One would assume that the surrounding Portland economy
would continue to carry on and prosper just fine without accepting deep drafted hulls. This
proposal would financially benefit such a small percentage of our population. Can't the Corps. of
Engrs. show a little compassion for our local environmet, and our health?! In reviewing the
USACEngDIFRFCI proposal, it appears that the project would be indirectly funded by taxpayers
money. The funding would be made possible through a congressional appropriation. It seems so
ironic that taxpaying citizens would be paying for this ridiculous project, that would ultimately have
such a devastating impact on human health, as well as our fragile environment. Probably the
most immediate impact this project would have on Columbia River shorelines is ; increased
erosion on river banks. Further property damage would result due to Larger, deep drafted vessels
producing much larger and more destructive wakes than in the past and present. Virtually all
property along the Columbia River would experience severe erosion like never before. River
banks and wetland vegetation would be eroded at a faster rate than ever before, due to larger,
deep drafted ships trekking between Astoria and Portland, Ore. An unprecedented and continual
dredging operation would have to be implemented to maintain a deeper channel depth. Larger
deep draft hulled vessels would produce much larger and more destructive wakes than in the
past, and present.

Corps of Engineers Response

1. Comments noted.

2. If in were more economical for Columbia River exports to be exported through San
Francisco, Seattle, or other ports, then goods would not be exported using the Columbia.

'_l"he number and size of vessels projected to call on the river in the future is expected to be
mdePendent of any channel improvement alterative. Currently, there are vessels moving on
the river with design drafis greater than 40 feet, and this is expected to continue with or without
the proposed channel improvement. Sandy beaches are easily eroded and the deeper channel

should not cause a measurable increase in erosion. This issue is addressed in secti
and 6.2.3.1 of the EIS. sections $.1.33



In the proposed project, the Corps. of Engrs. states that there would be an ecosystem restoration
for fish and wildlife habitats. If the river floor (which consists of fifty plus years of radioactive,
dioxin, and heavy metal deposits from upriver hanford, pulp mills, and industry) is stirred up by
means of a deeper dredging operation, how could any ecosystem survive? In summary, an
effective solution could be established. Local state and federal Governmental agencies could
implement rules and regulations that focus on benefitting the beautiful Columbia River, and not
tumn their backs to this proposal. All Northwest ports (including California) should form an
alliance. The alliance would establish what vessel sizes can enter into which port, in relation to
how the specific type of vessel affects surrounding environments. There is approximately three
weeks remaining to voice concerns from the public. Please take the time to contact local state
governmental agencies, and the US Army Corps of Engineers representatives, before it's too late!

Thank You,

Brian Utley
P.O. BOX 641
Cathlamet, Wa.
98612

email: robinl0i3@aol.com

3. Comments noted.

Corps of Engineers Response



John L Carter, M.D.
40820 McKenzie Highway
Springfield, Oregon 97478

Tel. (541) 746-2285

Fax: (541) 746-8593

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer District, Portland
Attn: CENWP-EC-E

P.O. Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946

Attn: Col. Robert T. Slusar
Dear Col. Slusar:

My family are landholders in the Astoria-Warrenton area in Clatsop County and citizens of
the State of Oregon. Others of our family have interests in the oyster-farming industry in
Willapa Bay, Washington. Consequently, we are interested and concerned stakeholders
with regard the consequences, as well as the stated benefits, to accrue as a result of the
proposed dredging of the Columbia River channel. At this point, after reviewing what
material has been made available, i.e., the “Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel
Improvements and Environmental Impact Statement: Columbia and Lower Willamette
River Federal Navigation Channel”, we have strong concemns that the potential adverse
consequences associated with the dredging project have neither been entirely and clearly
defined nor substantially and objectively addressed. Further, it appears that alternatives to
the proposed dredging have been poorly addressed and evaluated.  Beyond these
concerns, it seems clear that the motive forces which have generated the proposed
dredging project in the first place do not reflect the combined interests of the regions and
communities of the lower Columbia River and adjacent coastal areas.

There appears to be an overbalanced response on the part of the USACE to eastern
Oregon, Washington, Idaho interests to provide high cost access to Portland port facilities
in spite of the strong potential for better, more long term deep water port facilities which
could be developed in the Astoria-Warrenton area with quick access to and from the
Pacific Ocean. It appears also that input from people, agencies, and other interests in the
lower Columbia River regions has not been respectfully and carefully attended to by
USACE and, in fact, has been otherwise ignored and/or dismissed over the nine years
since the initial USACE Reconnaissance Study was started in December, 1989, until
public comment was finally solicited in October, 1998. I have strong concems that input
solicited by the USACE at this late date will be given lip service only in the face of a
“done deal” and the dredging project will progress unchanged even though it may in many
ways be counter-productive to not only the lower Columbia region and the States of

Corps of Engineers Response

Comments noted. See our responses to the CREST letter. Additiorial information has been
included in the final EIS on the regional port alternative. The number and size of vessels
projected to call on the river in the future is expected to be independent of any channel
improvement alternative. Currently, there are vessels moving on the river with design drafts
greater than 40 feet, and this is expected to continue with or without the proposed channel
improvement. Sandy beaches are easily eroded and the deeper channe! should not cause a
measurable increase in erosion. This issue is addressed in sections 5.1.5.3 and 6.2.3.1 of the

EIS. All conclusions in the EIS are based on the best scientific information available for a
given issue.



Oregon and Washington to do so, but also even the eastern areas of these States and
Idaho as well in the long run.

The development of deep water port facilities in the Astoria-Warrenton area which already
has natural deep water areas to accommodate all shipping needs with little modification
makes infinitely better sense than blasting, pounding pilings, backfilling and dredging a 42
foot channel to Portland which, I am told, will not accommodate the newer 50 foot draft
container ships which would replace the aging ships currently in use. What then? Is it bac}c
to the old partial fill in Portland and top-off somewhere else routine until the channel is
deepened again to accept the 50 foot draft ships? The Feasibility Report does not address
these questions.

It is my understanding that better rail and highway access to the Astoria-Warrenton area i's
already in the planning stage and that plans are in process to rehabilitate the current rail
line to Astoria. How much better an investment of public dollars can there be than in
developing the natural resources already present in the Astoria-Warrenton area at the site
of the potential world-class regional port with high probability of a long term future and
access to all inland and world markets? On the other hand, what can be a worse
investment than sinking millions upon millions of public dollars to serve the narrow short-
run interests of a few into shoring up what amounts to an interim port looking at long
term obsolescence in Portland which can never be a world class regional port no matter
how much money, time, and effort is poured into it unless the polar ice-caps melt rather
soon? I do not see any part of the Feasibility Report that comes anywhere close to
addressing these questions.

Many people, 1 am sure, will address concems about ship wgke siamage to shores,
estuaries, natural deeps and shallows; about where dredged material will be dumped and
the effect on fish and wildlife, plant life, fishing, crabbing, water quality, radioactive
(especially from Hanford) and other toxic (such as heavy metals from ‘Albany area)
sediments, water turbidity, changes in nutrients and oxygen content, pH, sediment plumes,
sedimentation rates, mounding, infill in natural deeps and holes, swamps, ngarshes, iplets,
bays; changes in current and hydraulics. None of these things are dealt vy:th well in an
objective scientific manner in the Feasibility Report. For example: How will wave action
be effected in the off-shore dumping areas and nearby? Will coastal currents be changed?
How will sediment effect Willapa Bay and the Oyster industry? How will the ocean
beaches and clam beds be effected? Will kids on Long Beach be playing with radioactive
sand?

My concems are those above plus others. How will the regional communities be effected?
It appears that crab, sturgeon, bottom fish, shrimp, oysters, clams aqd the people who for
many decades have depended upon these fisheries will be adversely impacted by the huge
dumping of dredged materials. It is hard to fathom the costs to these people as well as to
the ambience of the whole region. With salmon stocks dwindling and many salmonids
being listed as endangered yet another major environmental trauma such as the proposed

dredging does not make good sense. This is especially true when it is a sure bet that court
actions will probably at least hold up the proposal to dredge for a long term and cost tons
of money in litigation expense. Does no one care about this? If litigation does happen, as
it likely will, what will happen to the potential development of other, possibly more
favorable, alternatives than the dredging project to solve shipping problems without
compromising of the way of life of most of the people in the entire lower Columbia
region? Since a large amount of time, money, and energy has been sunk into the study and
development of the channel deepening project over the past nine years I think that the best
thing to do at this point would be to listen to and evaluate the concerns that I and others
are expressing, re-evaluate the content of the Feasibility Study in light of these things, and
do a thorough job of re-evaluation of the alternatives of (1) no action (2) non-structural
upgrade of existing river stage forecasting system (3) development of regional ports to
locate deep-draft facilities closer to the mouth of the Columbia River, especially the
Astoria-Warrenton area. Once that is done I think that it will be obvious that any of the
above alternatives is more cost effective; more beneficial to the lower Columbia region
and the States of Oregon and Washington and Idaho; less traumatic to the environment;
in fact, more beneficial to the morale and economic well-being of all people involved.
Most of the USACE studies are valuable and should be used, not to start the dredging
project as outlined, but as a benchmark in establishing cost/benefit ratios of the other

alternatives to facilitate their rapid development, assessment, and implementation of the
best of the three.

Sincerely,
1

el

g

/
cc. CREST 4

Clatsop County Board of Commissioners
Senator Ron Wyden

Senator Gordon Smith



February 3, 1999

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District ' Corps of Engineers Response
Attn: CENWP-EC-E

P.O. Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946

Dear Sir:

The Columbsia River shipping channel at present is maintained at a depth of 40 feet upriver to Comments noted.
Portland. The channel itself is 600 feet in width for most of the 115 mile distance from the river’s

mouth to the head of navigation in the Willamette. Should the channel be deepened by 3 feetto a

depth of 43 feet, a simple calculation indicates that for every river mile where dredging is

necessary to accomplish this, the volume of water in the main shipping channel will be increased

by over 218 acre-feet.

Logic would indicate that for the volume of water in the shipping channel to be increased by a
substantial margin during the deepening process, a corresponding volume of water must be
drained away from the margins of the river. Thus it becomes clear that in the Columbia River
estuary, where much of the river is characterized by shatlow channels, sloughs, grassy islands
colloquially termed “prairies,” shoals, sand bars, partially submerged lands and marshes, all
within the inter-tidal zone, for every river mile dredged by an additional three feet:

e  over 218 acres of tidelands will be drained by a depth of one foot;
e  approximately 145-1/2 acres of tideland will drained by one-and-one-half feet;
e nearly 72-3/4 acres will be drained by three feet.

Since it is precisely those margins of the estuarine environment which are among the most
productive life-zones of the Columbia River, containing as they do critical habitat for a
remarkable variety of organisms, on this basis alone, without reference to the numerous other
issues involved, it is astounding that the Corps of Engineers could possibly conclude that the
proposed channel-deepening project would result in “no significant environmental impact.”
Think again.

I strongly urge you to reevaluate your findings.

Sincerely,
o /U, TV
Knir
5253 As t
Astoria, OR 97103

cc: CRES.T.



Arno Michaelis
5161 Birch St.
Astoria, OR 97103

District Engineer Feb. 3, 1999
U S Army Corps of Engineer District, Portland

Attn: CENWP-EC-E

P O Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946

Dear Sir,

My official public comment is (and the meaning of is; is, this is it!), do not dredge until
we have investigated the alternatives. I believe that your intent wasgo dredge before you
did the Feasibility Study. You spent $6,000,000+ of our money on study with a
foregone conclusion. Not nice! I ask youto listen to the people who pay for all this

in more ways than one.

Please take heed of the CREST study and consider seriously, alternatives to a 43 foot
channel; such as, LOADMAX and a deep-water port east of Tongue Point.

Thank you for your consideration,

(oo Mohiceells

Corps of Engincers Response

Comments noted. See our responses to the CREST letter.



3 Feb. 1999

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District, Portland
Attn.: CENWP-EC-E

PO Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208

Re: Draft EIS on Columbia River Channel Deepening Proposal

I am writing as a concerned citizen to comment on the DRAFT EIS issued by the Corps
of Engineers on the proposed Columbia River channel deepening. Here are my concerns with this
document:

Overall, the Draft EIS fails to address the impact the proposed deepening will have on
water quality, commercial fisheries, cultural resources, and the fragile environment of the lower
Columbia River estuary. A large unanswered concern is the resuspension and/or deposition on
beaches of toxic wastes (including radionuclides from Hanford reach and heavy-metal toxins
originating in the Willamette River). These materials would be in direct contact with humans (if
used as proposed for beach mitigation), and will in any case enter the food chain of the lower
River. This is a very common concemn among citizens of the lower River. The EIS must address
the safety of dredged material, particutarly the existence of radionuclides and toxins.

In proposing new ocean dumping grounds for dredged material, the Draft EIS does not
consider the impact on areas currently in use by commercial fishermen nor the drastic impact on
Dungeness crab habitat. Fisheries are part of our culture as well as economy; it is short-sighted to
propose ruining productive crab grounds instead of exploring other sites for dumping.

The impact on air and water qualities from additional ship traffic is also a concemn, as is
the increased hazard of marine oil spills.

Finally, the proposed channel deepening will have a definite impact on cultural resources,
including the built and natural environments on both sides of the lower River, through erosion,
loss of wildlife habitat, relocation of dredged materials, and an open in-water dredge period that
ignores protection for migrating fish.

In all, the DRAFT EIS is an unconvincing document that serves to raise serious concemns
about the long-term wisdom of deepening the channel. An independent economic analysis of the
commercial importance of the proposed channel is needed, and should also look further ahead to
the need for 50-foot draft ships. I strongly urge the Corps to balance a realistic look at the
economic alternatives with a long-range, HARD look at the environmental effects of this
prgpysal. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

S L et x>
Arnthe Wity m/
1573 Grand Ave., Astoria, OR 97103

Corps of Engineers Response

Comments noted. See our responses to the CREST letter.



CHAIRMAN
Jerry Mallet

PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
2130 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 224

Portland, Oregon 97201 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Lawrence D. Six
Telephone: (503) 326-6352

February 4, 1999

Mr. Steven J. Stevens

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District, CENWP-PE-E
PO Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946

Dear Mr. Stevens:

We wish to comment on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements and
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (Columbia and Lower Willamette River Navigation
Channel).

We have serious concerns about the location of the north and south disposal sites and the
impact of dredged material disposal on the Dungeness crab resource and fish species
managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council). The mouth of the Columbia
River is an extremely productive area not only for crab, but also for salmon, groundfish
species including flatfish, and numerous other species.

The Council was created by the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Actin
1976 with the primary role of developing, monitoring, and revising fishery management plans
for fisheries conducted within federal waters off Washington, Oregon, and California.
Subsequent congressional amendments in 1986, 1990, and in 1996 added emphasis to the
Council's role in fishery habitat protection. Amendments in 1996 directed the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as well as the regional fishery management councils, to
make recommendations regarding federal or state agency activities that may affect the
essential fish habitat (EFH) of a fishery under its authority. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act's amendments also mandate that threats to EFH be
identified, and conservation and enhancement measures be described that minimize those
adverse impacts. The proposed disposal sites are located within EFH for salmon and
groundfish as identified by the Council in fishery management plan amendments. The
groundfish plan amendment has been adopted by the Council and submitted to the Secretary
of Commerce for approval. The salmon plan amendment will be adopted by the Council in
March 1999. We expect these amendments to be approved.

The ocean disposal alternative in the DEIS proposes to utilize two ocean sites (north and
south) encompassing 81.3 square miles. Over 50 years, these sites would receive over 225
million cubic yards of material from the maintenance dredging at the mouth of the Columbia
River, and if approved, the maintenance and construction of the 43-foot channel deepening
project.

Corps of Engineers Response

1. Comments noted. The North and South sites have been eliminated. The current proposed
sites have been agreed upon by the Ocean Disposal Working Group, and have been reduced in
size and located further offhsore to minimize impacts to the fishing industry and EFH. A
discussion of EFH as it relates to offshore disposal has been added to the final EIS and
Appendix H.



Mr. Steven J. Stevens
February 4, 1999
Page 2

Regarding the impact of disposal in the north and south sites, the DEIS states:

No significant impact on other known uses of the ocean such as commercial and
recreational fishing or navigation; actual or anticipated exploitation of living marine
resources; actual or anticipated exploitation of nonliving resources, including sand
and gravet or other mineral deposits, oil and gas explorations, or structural
development, and scientific research are anticipated (DEIS Exhibit D, page 3).

The DEIS also states:

The proposed sites are located in the nearshore area and many pelagic organisms
occur in the water column over these sites. These include zooplankton (copepods,
euphausids, pteropods, and chaetognaths) and meroplankton (fish, crab, and other
invertebrate larvae). The organisms generally display seasonal changes in
abundance since they are present over most of the coast, tho! ie from the mouth of the
Columbia River are not critical to the overall coastal populaffon. Based on evidence
from previous zooplankton and larval fish studies, it appears there will be no impacts

to organisms in the water column (Sullivan and Hancock*) (DEIS page 6-23).

(*Note: The above reference does not appear in the literature cited section of the DEIS.)

We believe the DEIS does not provide enough biological information on the disposal area to
make the statements referenced above (DEIS Exhibit D, pate 3; DEIS page 6-23), especially
given the volume of material proposed for ocean disposal. Our concems include:

1.

Based on existing ecological information, there is reason to believe that ocean disposal
off the mouth of the Columbia River will be in conflict with fisheries resources and the
fishing industry, and have an adverse impact on EFH.

The area defined as the mud hole off Washington state has been described as a unique
marine habitat with high biological productivity. This area is within the north site and
should be avoided. In addition, the mouth of the Columbia River is a unique marine
habitat, being an extremely productive flatfish nursery area.

The DEIS states on page 12, Appendix H, Volume 1, that from July 1997 through August
1998 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) convened a series of workshops, which
included fishing groups and natural resource agencies, to identify new offshore disposal
options (e.g., management of erosion along the Washington coast, including Benson
Beach) for the Columbia River navigation projects. However, according to the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW), agreements reached in that process to date are not reflected in the DEIS. Itis
also our understanding that the Corps is obligated to seek beneficial uses for dredged
material first, and exhaust all of those uses before disposal is considered. We encourage
the Corps to continue to work on reducing impacts to fisheries resources by exploring
dredge disposal site alternatives such as beach renourishment.

Disposal of dredged material will alter the benthic-epibenthic community structure by
changing sediment characteristics. This will affect benthic prey organisms and the fish
and crab that depend on them. Further analysis is also requested to validate the
statement "Since (meroplankton and zooplankton) are present over most of the West

Corps of Engineers Response

2. See response #1.

3. Concur with comment.

4. Concur. The EIS has been revised to better reflect the process that was used in site
evaluation and selection. The results of the working group and the information provided by
!he group has been incorporated into the final EIS. The Corps does have the requirement to
identify beneficial uses of dredged material, however, the beneficial use should be evaluated
for cost effectiveness. We do have the ability to provide beneficial uses that are more costly
to the federal government if a non-federal cost-sharing partner is identified.

3. ancur. Loczflized impacts will occur to ocean resources by the placement of dredged
matena}. These impacts however, are not likely to affect coast-wide resources. The deep-
water site has been selected to avoid local populations of limited distributions.



Mr. Steven J. Stevens
February 4, 1999
Page 3

Coast, those from the mouth of the Columbia River are not critical to the overall coastal
population." Coastal distribution of a species does not preclude the destruction of a local
population from having an impact on the population as a whole. Source populations for

5. (con’t) the species potentially impacted by the dredging process should be investigated and

identified. In addition, river mouths, mixing zones, and estuaries are thought to be areas
of especially high biological productivity. Hence, meroplankton and zooplankton
populations distributed along the West Coast may not make equal contributions to
productivity, biodiversity, or the maintenance of ecological processes.

5. The Corps discusses the thin layer dredge spoil disposal method as an option. The
Corps assumes that impacts from this method would reduce impacts to crab resources
(i.e., fewer burial moralities). However, no field testing has been conducted off the mouth
of the Columbia River to determine if dredges are capable of delivering the disposal
material with such precision that the resulting dump mound is below the lethal limit for
crabs. According to ODFW, "Given the lack of supporting evidence for appropriate
management of thin layer disposal off Oregon, the lack of a specific management plan,
the expected impacts of dredge material disposal on marine habitats, marine resources
and economic potentials, plus the huge areal extent of the north and south sites, ODFW
is convinced that thin-layer disposal methods are not compatible with the marine
environment off Oregon and should not be employed by the Corps.”

6. We are concerned with the deepening and incremental maintenance dredging of the
estuarine portion of the project. Dredging activities kill Dungeness crab which can be
found in estuarine areas. We recommend the Corps Portland district office develop a
strategy similar to the one developed for Grays Harbor, Washington which outlines in
detail the methods for avoiding, minimizing, calculating, and mitigating crab impacts.

The Council has not developed a formal position with regard to the proposed channel
deepening project. We realize that dredging and disposal of dredge spoils are a necessary
part of keeping the Columbia River a functioning economic arterial; however, the Council
opposes the north and south disposal site based on the following:

1. Unprecedented size of the proposed ocean disposal sites.

2. The known resources that will be impacted (crab, juvenile flatfish. etc. Note: the
importance of Dungeness crab larval stages, particularly megalopae, as forage for many
groundfish species as well as chinook and coho salmon is well documented).

3. Impacts to the crab fishery. (Note: Although the Council does not directly manage the
crab fishery, most crab fishermen also participate in Council-managed fisheries, and any
impact to the crab fishery will have implications in other fisheries.)

4. Uncertainties about impacts of thin-layer disposal.

In addition, we request that, before the deepening project proceeds further, any ocean
disposal alternative be revised to include sufficient biological information on the impact of
dredge material on fish and shellfish resources and their EFH. This information should also
be collected for ocean disposat activities of ongoing dredge disposal activities at the mouth of
the Columbia River. Once those impacts have been more fully identified and evaluated,
appropriate steps can be explored with input from resource agencies and the fishing industry

Corps of Engineers Response

6. Thin-layer disposal is no longer being considered.

7. Im_pams to the resources have been minimized by reducing the size of the sites and locating
fhem in areas thag have acceptable impacts to the commercial fishery. There is no measurable
increase in dredging of the MCR project; consequently, entrainment will not be increased.

8. .The North and South disposal sites have been eliminated. Thin layer disposal is no longer
being considered. We disagree and believe that there is sufficient data to characterize the
offshore area biologically. This information combined with the overlay information used in
the workshop site evaluation process, aided the selection of suitable sites. We have agreed to
conduct pre- and post-construction assessment surveys.



Mr. Steven J. Stevens
February 4, 1999
Page 4

to minimize impacts and mitigate unavoidable impacts from ocean disposal activities. Also,
we recommend that any future consideration of ocean disposal include a comprehensive
monitoring plan. This should be accomplished in cooperation with the fishing industry.

We look forward to working with you in this important process. Please feel free to contact the
Council staff at (503) 326-6352.

Sincerely,

Mol

Jerry Mallet
Chairman

SHP:kir

FLDS\L\corps-99.feb.wpd
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COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION

729 N.E. Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232 Telephone (503) 238-0667
Fax (503) 235-4228

February 5, 1999

General Robert Griffin
Northwestern Division

Corps of Engineers

12565 West Center Road
Omaha, Nebraska 68144-3869

Colonel Robert T. Slusar
Portland District

Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear General Griffin and Colonel Slusar:

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC), at the direction of the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation (YIN), the Confederated Tribes of
the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon and the Nez Perce Tribe, has reviewed the Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement entitled, “Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel
Improvements” (DEIS). We have prepared the following comments.

‘General Comments

CRITFC has serious concerns that the DEIS failed to consider the cumulative impacts 1 resulting
from implementation of the preferred alternative -- the least-cost alternative of dredging and
disposal of 19.1 million cubic yards of bottom sediment from the lower Willamette and Columbia
Rivers to increase the navigation channel from 40 to 43 feet. The DEIS failed to adequately
analyze the impact of the proposed alternative on treaty reserved resources including but not
limited to Pacific salmon, sturgeon and steelhead and Pacific lamprey. For example, the DEIS
fails to discuss or analyze the impacts of the proposed action if John Day and the Lower Snake

1 The Council of Environmental Quality defines “cumulative impacts” as the impact to the environment which results
from the incremental impact of this action when added to other past, present and reasonably foresceable 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. The DEIS failed to consider
the impact of the preferred altemative to the exi ing degraded lower river and estuarine habitat for anadromous fish and
for other river operations and conditions other than those ble and prudent all ives in the NMFS 1995-1998
FCRPS Biological Opinion for Snake River Salmon and the NMFS 1998 FCRPS Biological Opinion for Columbia
River Steelhead. The DEIS failed to ider the impacts of the preferred a ive on salmon recovery measures in
the NWPPC Fish and Wildlife Program and in the CRITEC tribes’ Spirit of the Salmon restoration plan.

Page 1 of 8

Corps of Engineers Response

#
1. Additional Mfomation has been added to the EIS on pacific lamprey and sturgeon. The other
treaty reserve species you mention have been addressed in the EIS.



1. (con't)

dams are removed in the future. The DEIS fails to include any analysis of the synergistic impacts
of the proposed alternative with other river operations other than the current operations, and fails
to examine significant changes projected for the Willamette and Columbia River hydrographs as a
result of global warming, In addition, the DEIS failed to adequately address thg irpportance of
protecting and improving the estuary. Given how so many have sought to min'umze the_
responsibility of the FCRPS for salmon mortality by pointing fingers at potential mqrt.a!lty ]
stemming from problems in the estuary and the ocean, it is somewhat ironic that activities that will
adversely affect salmon migration and feeding areas in the estuary would be termed
"insignificant."2

At no point during the development of this DEIS did the Corps or other federal govemment
agencies provide a consultation for the CRITFC tribes. In fact, we could not find any mention of
the impact of the preferred alternative on treaty resources anyvgherg in the DEIS, including the
appendices. This includes consultation on the USFWS’ Coordination Act Report on the DEIS .
alternatives. This failure to address tribal concerns must be rectified if the NEPA process for this
proposed action proceeds.

Nowhere in the DEIS is there an analysis or discussion of providing altemative transportation for
commodities, such as rail, to other well established ports such as Seattle or Saq Francisco. This
failure exists despite the fact that most of the present agricuitural and commodity transport from
transporting commodities by rail or truck to Astoria or even Longview'was not well. develope.d,
because the capital and operations and maintenance costs of the dredging were not included in the
overall costs of shipping commodities to and from Portland, thereby precluding reasonable
comparison.

The DEIS failed to consider the possibility that currently depressed Asian and other 'wor'ld

markets may never rebound to levels analyzed in the DEIS. If the proposeq a!tematwe is
implemented, water quality of these rivers would surely erode. Thf. synergistic impacts of )
supertanker ot spills and bilge releases3 into the Columbia and Willamettg River aI}d their impacts
on the ecological food chain and critical anadromous fish habitat were not included in the DEIS
analyses. The proposed designation of the Lower Willamette River as a superfund site was not
mentioned in the DEIS, nor was the designation considered in analyses of DEIS alternatives. We
understand that the Corps owns property on the Willamette River that js under gon§iderati9n asa
superfund site,4 but the Corps remains non-committal regarding cleaning up this site. While the

2 Due to the importance of the estuary in the sslmon lifecycle, it is essential that any Corps activity in the estuary
improve, not degrade, salmon su;veivnl.
3 The problem of exotic species being i f . n Fel
1999, rhe Clinton Administration announced its proposst to almost double spending to ndﬁress this problem. S?Ienusts
estimate that this problem costs the nation approximately $123 billion each year (Oregonian, 2/4/99 at A6). th?ut

duced into A harbors is significant, extensive, and costly. On Feb. 4,

the Corps’ envi { and yses must ghly address the hazards from and p of
introduction of exotic species resulting from releases of bilge water. » o o
4 Due to the problems that are unique to the Willamette that have yet to be d it is importa that any dredging
activities proposed for the Willamette be dealt with in a sep and subseq ysis. These issues cannot be
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1 (continued). Historically, navigation channel maintenance dredging has not been sensitive
to variations in flow hydrographs. Consequently, potential changes to flow hydrographs due
to global warming are not expected to change the 20-year dredging forecast.

The proposed project is not expected to have significant, adverse impacts on salmon
migration and rearing as discussed in the EIS and Biological Assessment.

2. Your agency has been on the mailing list for all coordination efforts for this project. The
USFWS also coordinated its Coordination Act Report with your organization.

3. If it were more economical for Columbia River exports to be exported through San
Francisco or Seattle, then goods would not be exported via the Columbia River.

4. The general consensus among major entities such as the World Bank, the International
Monetary Fund, and the United States Department of Agriculture, is that the Asian economies
have reached the trough of their downturn, and that those econorpies (along with the
associated trade) are rebounding. The crisis has resulted in a short-term reduction in
Columbia River exports, but the crisis does not represent a fundamental change in Asian
economies that would result in a long-term decline or even stagnation of exports. Indeed,
most forecasts call for Asian recovery to be well underway by 2001, and the first year that a

deepened channel would be available is 2004. We have added this information to the EIS and
Economic Appendix.

The potential listing of the Portland Harbor section of the Willamette River is a recent event
and is discussed in the final report. The property owned by the Corps in the Willamette River,
the US Moorings, is not a part of the CRCD study area. The Corps has requested of DEQ that
the US Moorings be added to the States voluntary clean-up program and is awaiting their
action on this request. The local sponsor has requested that dredging of the Willamette River
be delayed in order to allow coordination with the ODEQ investigation and remediation
planning for the Portland Harbor. No further Corps studies of Willamette River sediments are
anticipated prior to completion of the remediation plan. Further sediment quality evaluations
will be required and conducted prior to any dredging and disposal activities. The Corps has

and will continue to participate in USEPA’s and ODEQ’s efforts to clean up the Willamette
River. '



10.

DEIS states that the proposed action will likely entrain toxic sediments, such as DDT, PCBs and
heavy metals in the rivers, the overall conclusion of the Corps is that the proposed action will,
«_.provide ecosystem restoration for fish and wildlife habitats.” Entraining toxins, such as DDT
PCBs, and heavy metals, onto clay sediments, which stay suspended and easily bond with organic
tissue (e.g., fish), is hardly likely to "provide ecosystem restoration."

The impact of the DEIS alternatives on the life histories of salmon was not considered in the
DEIS, and the DEIS and the Coordination Act Report only provide the most cursory discussion
of the impacts. Species listed and proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act include
Lower Columbia chum and Willamette spring chinook. The impact from the preferred alternative
on critical spawning and rearing habitat for these stocks and other listed and non-listed stocks was
not adequately developed in the EIS. These serious deficiencies were noted by the Columbia
River Estuary Studies Team (CREST) in recent public hearings in Astoria.

The DEIS states that the impacts of in-water disposal of dredge spoils on shallow bays that are
vital juvenile rearing and adult holding habitat, ... could have a long term impact on species
utilizing these shallow water areas.” Yet, the DEIS preferred alternative fails to include this
conclusion and instead states that rio adverse impacts to fish and wildlife are expected from
implementing the preferred alternative.

The DEIS failed to consider the effects of potential improvements to LOADMAX, an existing
system that allows for increased shipping opportunities by forecasting river levels and tidal shifts.
Contrary to the DEIS perspective, CRITFC betieves that it is unlikely to improve the S-day river
forecast because of the forecast uncertainty surrounding Bonneville Dam releases, which control
about 85% of the mainstem Lower Columbia flows. However, it is possible to make a 30-45 day
guidance forecast, based on the CWS model runs issued by the Corps Reservoir Control Center
and NWRFC, which may be beneficial to the shipping schedulers. It does not appear that the
Corps considered this possibility.

The DEIS preferred alternative, creating a deeper, wider channel would lead to more ship traffic,
more wave action, and more bank erosion. Widening the channel could shrink shallow-water
habitat, Sub-marine slopes that would need to have an increased angle of inclination for a deeper
channel would be more unstable, and hence, more maintenance dredging would be required than
with the present channel conditions. The Corps 0 & M budget continues to shrink (Corps NWD
Water Management Chief Bill Branch, 1999 pers. comm.) creating problems maintaining the
existing channel, thus, the 43 foot channel may not be able to be maintained, certainly not at
taxpayer expense.

The DEIS failed to examine the impacts on anadromous fish from creation of additional predatory
avian habitat. For example, the creation of Rice Island in the Lower Columbia from dredge spoils
has created an entire colony of Caspian tems that are consuming thousands if not millions of listed

adequately addressed in this EIS process.
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5. See response #4.

6. A discussion of expected impacts to listed stocks of salmonids was provided in the EIS and
Biological Assessment provided to the NMFS. The proposed project is not expected to have
significant, adverse impacts to listed stocks of salmonids.

7. There will be no disposal in shallow bays that are vital juvenile rearing habitat. Adult
salmon do not hold in shallow bays.

8. See response # 2 to the US Department of Interior letter concemning LoadMax. Additional
information on LoadMax has been included in the EIS.

9. Sections 4.4.3.2 and 6.2.3.1 of the report discuss these concems.

10. These impacts are addressed in the EIS and Biological Assessment. No additional habitat
for avian predators, such as Caspian tems, double-crested cormorants and/or glaucous-
winged/western gull hybrids would be created by implementation of the proposed project.
Disposal options in the Columbia River estuary, where avian predation on juvenile salmonids
has been identified as a problem, would use existing disposal sites, Rice Island and Miller
Sands Spit, where avian predators currently nest. No new disposal sites would be created.
Habitat management actions are being implemented in 1999 to manage Caspian terns. Long-
term management actions for these avian species are under consideration by the Caspian Temn
Working Group, an interagency team.



1.

12.

13.

14.

and non-listed salmon smolts. 5

The DEIS trivializes the potential effects of underwater blasting on critical habitat and
anadromous fish that are present all year in the proposed dredging area. The DEIS fails to
adequately estimate the amount of submarine basalt to be blasted because of inadequate
surveying.

The no-action alternative, maintaining the 40 foot navigation channel, continues to cause
degradation of critical anadromous fish habitat. Given the value and precarious state of Columbia
Basin anadromous fish, to provide a full range of alternatives for analysis that is required by
NEPA, the Corps should provide an analysis of a no-dredging alternative.

In some ways, we are surprised that this dredging proposal is even being made. While navigation
interests have prospered through the dredging and general "taming” of the Columbia River, the
salmon, and the tribes that depend upon them, have suffered greatly. Many runs of salmon have
been listed as threatened or endangered. Other runs have been extirpated. The tribes' treaty
secured right to take fish has been constrained by the federal government's asserted need to
minimize salmon mortality, yet here the federal government proposes an action that will harm
salmon. The Corps anticipates significant disturbance of both river bottom and river during
periods when salmon and other species are either residing or migrating. Placement of dredge
spoils will cause further extensive disturbance. The extent of the potential impacts that could
result from the proposed dredging is enormous. Yet to rebuild the runs, it is essential that salmon
survival increase. It is likely that the sacrifices of the tribes and other fishers will be nullified, not
to mention other salmon protection measures, if this dredging proposal is allowed to proceed.6

Specific Comments

Lower Columbia Channel Improvements DEIS, Appendices A-H

Appendix A, Chapter 4—Columbia River State Forecasting Analysis

Sec. 4.1 (Introduction):
The first paragraph presumes a deeper channel is preferred, without offering any alternatives.

Sec. 4.2 (Background)

The second paragraph ignores operational change made by the NWS-NWRFC over a year ago,

S The Portland District, Corps of Engineers has estimated that ESA listed salmon stocks suffered between 6%-25%
mortality from avian predators originating on Rice Island (Public Notice Number CENWP-EC-E-98-08 Caspian

Tem Relocation, Columbia River, Clatsop County, OR; October 29, 1998).

6 The Corps must also be mindful of impacts to other aquatic species, including those that support fisheis in other pants
of the river and estuary. Navigation interests should not be allowed to further enrich themselves at the expense of these
fishers, either.
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11. The blasting plan was developed in conjunction with the state and federal resource

agencies. The 10 psi requirement was developed by NMFS and agreed to by the Corps. All

blasting will be done during the approved in-water work period, which is a time when fish

g;lmbers are low. The blasting plan will also include measures to scare fish away prior to the
ast.

12. The no action alternative is the base condition or existing condition. All economic and

environmental evaluations are compared to existing conditions. The base condition was

reviewed and further defined in the recently completed Columbia and Lower Willamette

Dredged Material Management Plan/SEIS, June 1998. Modification of that base condition,

such as no dredging, would require congressional revision of the navigation authority for the

Slolumbia and Lower Willamette River project. This is not considered a reasonable
ternative.

13. See previous responses #6 and #7 concerning salmon impacts from the proposed project.

'3

§

14. See previous response #8.



14. (con't

where the twice-a-day stage forecast (e.g., 3-day forecast released by 7:30 AM and the 6-day
forecast released by 1:30 PM) was replaced by the 1:30 PM six-day forecast.

Sec. 4.3 (Forecast System Limitations)

Whether the NWRFC was consulted for this analysis was not mentioned. The DEIS suggested
that the study was incomplete, but we believe this is erroncous.

The third paragraph lists four limitations in the current river stage forecasting system. The Corp’s
Portland District’s analysis indicates a lack of understanding of the DWOPER computer model
used by the NWRFC to help generate harbor stage forecasts for points inclusive of Portland to
Astoria.

Specific points:
1. Accuracy of the Forecast. No attempt was made to list or understand the limitations.
Major controlling factors: diumal tidal cycle, Bonneville Dam releases and mainstem
Willamette flow (40% regulated by 13 Corps projects). Minor controlling factor: local
«side” flows from the Lewis, Cowlitz, and Clackamas Rivers. Furthermore, a skilled, but
subjective, blending of the current observed stages with forecast stages is applied by the
NWRFC forecaster before the forecast is released. Otherwise, unchecked modet results
may go out to the Corps and Port of Portland (PoP).

Diumal tide forecasts are obtained from official NOAA- National Ocean Service Tide
Prediction Tables. These tables may go out to one year in the future.

Schedulers electronically release the outflow release schedule for BON to NWRFC
forecasters. The NWRFC uses the 7 am 3-day BON release schedule when modeling the
Willamette River, in coordination with the COE-RCC, and the 1 pm 6-day release
schedule for running the DWOPER harbor forecast program. The two release schedules
often vary widely. Schedule differences of 5000 to 30,000 cfs are common, due to
changes in power marketing. Represent ~85% of the mainstem flow on the Columbia.7

The mainstem Willamette flows are 40% controlled by regulatory operations of the COE-
RCC and 60% influenced by rapidly developing weather systems- with significant impacts
at times. Willamette represents about 10% of the mainstem flow on the Columbia. The
Lewis, Cowlitz, and Clackamas flows represent about 5% of the mainstem flow on the
Columbia.

Appendix A, Chapter 4—Columbia River Stage Forecasting Analysis

Sec. 4.3 (Forecast System Limitations)

7 One alternative that the Corps should consider would be to see heth 2 of B ille Dam could be
used to maintain downsiream water levels to alleviate the perceived need to dredge between Portland and Longview.
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2. Inadequate Forecast Span. Sinice the Bonneville Dam releases control about 85% of the

schedule that goes very far into the future, given all the uncertainties and the dynamic,

14. (con't rapid changes associated with power marketing. Relatively good accuracy of 1-2 days

15.

16.

into the future is the best that can be achieved given present restrictions. Thus, the greatly
improved forecast system that supports the benefits of the preferred alternative is highly
unlikely and the benefits will not materialize.

Appendix A, Chapter 6—Geotechnical Information

Sec. 2 (Methodology), b (Coordination):
No coordination was attempted with CRITFC or any Columbia Basin tribes.

Sec. 4 (Rock Areas and Quantities), d (Slaughters Bar):
From Col. R. Mile 63 to 67, near Longview, blasting is proposed to remove any in-place rock.

Sec. 4 (Rock Areas and Quantities), f (Morgan Bar):
Near Col. R. Mile 101 to 101, blasting is proposed to remove suspected in-place rocks.

Sec. 4 (Rock Areas and Quantities), g (Willamette River):
From Willamette R. Mile 4 to 71/2, blasting is proposed to remove suspected in-place rocks.

Sec. 6 (Blasting Information), a (General):
Although blasting did occur in the channel during the 1960's and 1970's, the COE did not keep
any records so as to evaluate the geophysical character of the remaining rocks in the channel.

Sec. 6 (BlastingAInfonmtion), b (Rock Requiring Blasting)

In addition to the above mentioned blasting sites, the DEIS preferred altemative requires blasting
at Wauna Bar, Stella Fisher Bar, and Warrior Rock. The Corps admits that they do not know the
character of the rock (i.e, is the basalt fractured or massive). This is an important point because
massive basaltic rock will require a substantial amount of explosive compared to-fractured rock.
Hence, the DEIS may easily underestimate the amount of explosives needed. Comprehensive
geophysical surveying would be needed to determine the character of the proposed rock to be
blasted. The DEIS fails to include the study.

Sec. 6 (Blasting Information), d (Mitigation of Blasting Effects on Fish)
| The DEIS states that blast effects will be 10 psi or less, with little substantiation. If the

composition of the rock material is denser than that surveyed, many more blasts will be required
| that will potentially harass or injure anadromous fish. The DEIS fails to include a blasting

Page6of 8

total volume of the lower mainstem Columbia, it is very difficult to have a reliable release

Corps of Engineers Response

15. Comments noted. Your agency has been on the mailing list for all coordination efforts
for this project. The USFWS also coordinated its Coordination Act Report with your
organization. Surveying the rock to be blasted will be performed during the next phase of
design (PED).

16. See previous response #11.



17.

18.

19.

m——

I schedule, thus, whole migrations of anadromous fish could be at risk from this activity.

Appendix H, Volume I Columbia River Ocean Dredge Disposal Sites

A significant concern is the timing of the dredging and proposed disposal in the ocean and estuary
on migrating anadromous fish. Because of safety concerns, it appears the best time of year to
dredge is limited from May to October, with most of the work performed after July 1%, with 50—
60 days, 24 hour a day operations (p. 13). On p. A-18, a diagram showing the periods of
migrating adults clearly illustrates that summer-time dredging will have enormous impact on the
adult salmon.

Exhibit C Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report and Impacts of the Proposed Columbia
River Channel Deepening Project on Fish and Wildlife Resources

Page 20. There will likely be significant changes to the freshwater and saltwater interface if the
preferred alternative is implemented, especially in low flow periods, changed river operations and
if weather patterns change as a result of global warming. The DEIS failed to examine these
possibilities. The result would be increased movement of the saltwater plume up the river. This
will change the temperature and trophic structure of the river. Primary production areas now
available for millions of juvenile salmon will be changed, forcing juvenile and adult salmon to
change physiological transformations between saltwater and fresh water and cause added impacts
to the existing degraded conditions (Sherwood et al. 1990; Bottom and Jones 1990). The
constant impacts to estuary trophic structures from maintenance dredging has not been considered
in the DEIS. Dredging is counter to the normative river paradigm expressed by the Independent
Scientific Group (Williams et al. 1996).

Conclusion

The DEIS appears flawed with respect to considering a full range of alternatives as required by
NEPA, including an adequate cumulative effects analysis. Another significant problem is the lack
of integration of the alternatives with other significant actions occurring in the basin. These
include but are not fimited to, hydro-system operations, anadromous fish restoration plans and
tribal and international treaties. The preferred altemative in the DEIS will likely cause direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts on treaty reserved resources. Although we do not support any
dredging, if the Corps is to continue with considering additional dredging in the lower Columbia
River, we strongly recommend that a full scoping for a new DEIS be initiated with full tribal
consultation from the onset of scoping.

Page 7 of 8
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17. Construction timing considerations are included in the Biological Assessment sent to the
NMFS. The NMFS is preparing a Biological Opinion based upon the assessment.

18. We disagree. The results of the salinity intrusion analysis indicate very little change in
Eh: freshwater/saltwater interface. See Section 6.2.3.3 in the EIS and Appendix F for more
information.

19. Relevant state and federal fish and wildlife programs have been considered in evaluating
the proposed action. The effects of deepening on all Columbia and lower Willamette River
Tesources are addressed in the EIS. Formal scoping of this feasibility study/EIS was initiated
in 1996 with a scoping notice. This notice, as well as copies of the draft report were
addressed to all Columbia Treaty Tribes.



We appreciate the opportunity to provide DEIS comments. Should you have questions regarding
these commients, please contact Robert Heinith at (503) 238-0667.

Sincerely,

Tei Strong ﬁa/

Executive Director
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Lower CorLuMBIA RIVER ESTUARY PROGRAM
e ]

WORKING FOR SOLUTIONS
January 26, 1999

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Portland District
CENWP-PE-E ATTN: Steven J. Stevens

P.O. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208-2946

Dear Mr. Stevens:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the proposed
deepening the Columbia and Willamette River channel from 40 to 43 feet. The Lower Columbia River
Estuary Program (Estuary Program) is a joint venture between the states of Oregon and Washington and
the Environmental Protection Agency to prepare a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(Management Plan) for the lower Columbia River and Estuary. The grogrammatic direction for the
Estuary Program comes from a 31 member Management Committee, Jepresenting the range‘of interests
and groups involved in activities that utilize and impact the river. The Management Comnnee benefits
from the participation of the Corps as one of the federal agencies represented on the Committee.

The mission of the Estuary Program is “fo preserve and enhance the water quality of the estuary to
support its biological and human communities”. The Policy and Management Comiuw have
identified seven priority issues that reflect the problems in the river. These are summarized in Chapter 4
of the draft Management Plan. The plan goes on to identify 43 specific actions to help remedy the
problems (Chapter 6). Of particular concern is the loss and modification of habitat, including wetlands,
in the lower river and estuary. Several actions call for multiple partners to work to achieve a net gain in
habitat in the lower river and estuary. Also of concern is the quality of water and sediment. As you
know, toxic contaminants have been found in both sediment and fish tissue.

There are comments throughout the draft Management Plan which have some bearing on the channel
deepening project. Attached to this letter is a copy of the current draft of the plan. Of the 43 actions in

this draft, several relate to natural resources likely to be affected by the deepening project. There are nine

actions relating to habitat protection and enhancement that deal directly with issues common to the

Estuary Program plan and the channel deepening. Those are action numbers 1 through 6, 12, 21, and 29.

Actions number 3 and 12 seem the most on point. Iam attaching the pertinent nine actions.

The Estuary Program requests that you evaluate the draft EIS for consistency with the Estuary Program
actions as they relate to the deepening plan. We ask that you include in this analysis how the deepening
project will be consistent with and further the objectives of the Management Plan. We invite you to

present a summary of your evaluation to the Management Committee at one of its upcoming meetings. 1

will be happy to arrange that meeting with you.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your attention to these comments. We look forward to

discussing this with you soon.

Sincerely,
WAM

Debrah Richard Marriott
Director, Lower Columbia River Estuary Program

811 SW Sixth Avenue Portland, Oregon 97204 © Phone: 503-229-6066 Fax: 503-229-5214
E-mail: chamness.jeanne@deq.state.or.us

Corps of Engineers Response

1. Comments noted. Any actions related to channel deepening and disposal of sediments would
necessarily consider water quality impacts and impacts to important resources such as wetlands and
riparian habitat. Based on sediment testing results, sediments which may be affected by deepening
the navigation channel would be suitable for unconfined in-water disposal. The possible exception
to this involves some segments of the Willamette River adjacent to the existing 40-foot channel.
Various management options, including avoidance of these areas, could be employed. However, the
prudent measure at this point is to wait until DEQ completes the Willamette River sediment
management plan before proceeding with any action. -As described by the habitat screening process
in Chapter 4 of the EIS, with few exceptions the most important habitat would be avoided by the
proposed action. Also, the ecosystem restoration component of this action would restore about
1,500 acres of riparian, wetland and general wildlife habitat to the lower Columbia River ecosystem.

2. We have reviewed the Draft Management Plan and will continue to coordinate with your office

in an effort to be consistent with the plan. Further, we will continue to seek contributing partners in
achieving the objectives of the plan.



The Estuary Program Role: ' »
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mapping costs are undetermined at this time.

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES:

be determined.
FUNDING SOURCE: Funding sources for non Estuary Program staff need to

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: This BCfIOl’l will require legislation to deslgllﬂle habitats not to be
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| Habitat and Land Use : ]

L. ACTION: Inventory and prioritize habitat types and attributes needing protection and
conservation. Identify habitats and environmentally sensitive lands that should not be altered.'

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Well over 50% of the important fish and wildlife habitat in
the lower river basin has been lost as a result of human activities. What is left needs to be
identified, characterized and protected if ecosystem  functions are o be d and if healthy
populations of native species are to be sustained, Completing an inventory of habitat types is the
first step in a comprehensive effort to institutionalize the protection of important habitats in the

lower river. It will result in a greatly improved knowledge base and provide a method to assess
habitat health,

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints.

How:

* Research and assess habitat types important to sensitive, threatened, and endangered species,
and other populations at risk, and identify factors which limit their proper functioning.

Habitat types may include: tidal wetlands, riparian habitats, habitatworridors, and deep water
and nearshore environments. g
ec

¢ Develop appropriate criteria and prioritize habitat types to
¢ Map existing habitats and identify priority habitats. prod L
* Identify possible protection and restoration projects ari&fde'sigﬁate halﬁtats that should not be
altered. £ N
Reach agreement on appropriate protection and restiin‘;a}jgn téchniques and guidelines.
*  Identify indicator species closely assogiated witl particular habitat types, and monitor these
species to evaluate the health and Praper, ctioi'g;:g of their habitats.

rotected and restored.
P .@e and restore

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUR]

2005, spciﬁc habitats and environmentally sensitive
lands have been protected.

D
ACTION MEASUREMENT: By 20

iy
iy existing habitat is mapped and a process and schedule is in
place to prioritize habitats for protection, restoration and conservation. By 2003, indicator
species are identified, a criteria for prioritizing and protecting habitat is in place, and a monitoring
plan is in place.

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: The Estuary Program coordinates with appropriate federal, state, and local governments

and entities, and private landowners. Build on work completed by the Oregon Biodiversity
Project and other existing inventories.

' Actions number 1-6 are hat lative. The q
before comp of sub ions can be impl d.

ired in this action must be completed

q

Lower Columbia River Estuary Program
Draft Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, January, 1999
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WHERE: Primarily in the study area but up river as necessary.

WHO: The Estuary Program coordinates with appropriate federal, state, and local governments
and entities, and private landowners.
The Estuary Program Role: .
1 ]
1
ConsuLt CORVENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Non Estuary Program staffing costs need to be dcte:nmnedA
After assessment, staff would develop a plan for acquisition and maintenance of biological
reserves, and incentives for private landowners to protect wetland and riparian areas.

~  Other Costs: Wetland restoration $50.00 to $95,000 per acre; wetland rental $63.00 to $121.00
per acre per year; pasture and grazing land purchase $75.00 to $4,000 per acre.

FUNDING SOURCE: Funding sources for non Estuary Program staff need to be determined.
REGULATIONS REQUIRED: Rules and legislation may be necqed to ensure approprigte habitat
protection and enhancement and to modify rules, laws, and ordinances to encourage

environmentally sensitive development.

13
ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES: g/‘fg

PROPOSED

AGENCY ACTIVITIES

Oregon
Department of
Environmental

Quality

(DEQ)

us
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)

Washington | Provides grants and technical assistance to implement the Salmon
Department | Recovery Act, the Steelhead Recovery Pilot Program, and the
of Ecology | Watershed Management Act.
(Ecology)

-EPA information is being compil d for the final plan. Tribes and addilion.al  federal and state
agencies will be included in the implementation strategy being developed in July, 1999.

Lower Coltumbin River Estuary Program
Draft Comprehensive Conservation and Managentent Plan, January, 1999
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2. ACTION: Protect, conserve and enhance identified habitats, particularly wetlands, on the
mainstem of the lower Columbia River.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: The limited of habitat left on the mainstem of the
Columbia River must be protected and enhanced to halt further deterioration and to maintain the
possibility of preserving the ecosystem. Protection and restoration will begin by institutionalizing
habitat protection and providing incentives and tools for landowners and government bodies to
act. Currently there are 64,200 acres of protected wetland habitat in the study area. The Oregon
Wetlands Plan® has identified an additional 10,000 acres of wetland habitat that should be
protected. .

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints,
Public Awareness and Stewardship.

How:

e Acquire and manage important wetland habitats and environmentally sensitive lands using
the information developed in the habitat assessment in perpetuity.

« Establish and maintain additional biological preserves in perpetuity.

o Where designated lands are already publicly owned, impl t management practices that
will ensure these lands are allowed to function naturally.

» Eliminate provisions in existing local, state or federal rules that j
enhancement by private landowners. R

o Provide incentives (start up grants, tax breaks, etc.) aw@?fmcﬂ S;
local landowners, businesses, corporations and truste&age
wetland and riparian areas. Include incentives for usin
to demonstrate appropriate techniques. Téf"% o .

¢ Reclaim habitat by selectively using togls, uch% seasﬁgg,ll‘i"managing or breaching dikes,
augmenting inadequate stream floys$decon g}h%eiland soil, lowering surface elevations

of mainstream reservoirs, modifyingldamfdperations, re~establishing sustained peak flows,

installing fish-friendly tid ‘g’a'%o dispoding’of dredge sediment in streams, restoring

riparian floodplain connéctions, ‘ér ngving or modifying structures that prevent natural

(3

it habitat restoration or

tance to encourage
ncies to improve and protect
%‘é"&? management practices (BMPs)

flows.

o Support research on lechniqﬁe@“ ost effective re-vegetation of areas such as dredge spoil
islands.

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT: By 2010, 10,000 additional acres of habitat are
permanently enhanced, prc d or reclaimed

ACTION MEASUREMENT: By 2005, a strategy with appropriate standards to protect and acquire
habitats is established; incentives, including the US Department of Agriculture Conservation
Reserve and Enhancement Program, is in place; by 2005, provisions of rules, laws and ordinances
that di ge envir Hly sensitive development or allow loss of habitat have been
identified; by 2008, rulés, laws and ordinances have been modified to encourage environmentally
sensitive development and to protect habitat.

*The recommendation for 10,000 acres is ined in “"Oregon Wetlands Plan™, prepared by the Oregon

Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon Wetland Joint Venture, which included parties in the
states of Oregon and Washington.

iy

Lower Columbin River Estunry Program
Draft Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, January, 1999
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riparian, and aquatic standards, and agree on the consistent applications of standards, including
mitigation standards where impacts are unavoidable. .
Other costs: Unit costs of protection standards: Fencing $1.00 to $4.00 per foot; tree planting
$100.00 to $500.00 per acre; riparian area lease/rental rates $63.00 to $121.00 per acre per year;

pasture and grazing land purchase $75.00 to $4,000 per acre.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program staff and projects will come from base funds and a $50,000
EPA Grant (received in 1998-1999). Funding sources for non Estuary Program staff need to be

determined.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: This action would require legislation to establish standards.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

AGENCY EXISTING ACTIVITIES PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES
Oregon Wetland Water
Department of Quality Standards
Environmental may be revised in the
Quality next triennial
(DEQ) standards review
us
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
Washington
Department
of Ecology
(Ecology) p

C

EPA information is being co%l d forythe inal plan. Tribes and additional federal and state
, §l léfflentation strategy being developed in July, 1999.

agencies will be included in the’l

B

Lower Columbia River Estuary Program

Draft Comprehensive Conservation and Managentent Plan, fannary, 1999
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3. ACTION: Adopt and implement consistent wetland, riparian, and aquatic habitat protection
standards that result in an increase in quality and quantity of habitat.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Currently the application of wetland, riparian, and aquatic
protection standards tends to vary between jurisdictions. If the ecosystem is to be effectively
protected and enhanced, consistent standards throughout the study area are needed 10 ensure
that balanced decisions can be made and to prevent future losses. Consistent standards will
ensure that the habitat protection process is institutionalized throughout the study area, and that
protection and mitigation efforts are maintained into the future.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints.

How:
e Assess current habitat protection standards and implementation.
o Adopt habitat protection protocols, including standards for monitoring mitigation projects.
v Assess the potential impacts of proposed development. Identify cumulative impacts and
habitat attributes that might be lost. Present alternatives that minimize impacts.
< The preferred alternative will have no adverse impacts. .
v If impacts are unavoidable, mitigation shall take one of five forms in order of preference:
a) Restoration: returning a damaged habitat as close as possible to its condition prior to

damage; .g'«;
b) Enhancement: making changes or improvements to habitatto replace functions or
- values lost or damaged; % %«

c) Preservation: p g habitat in adj are; (hit~'fs equivalent to the area
damaged and that might otherwise be subject t@ﬁhx‘tgﬁlaled activity;
SEOR

d) Creation: converting a non-functioning
and biological characteristic;%c\are {
€Ol

e) Cash mitigation: providing
ENVIRONMENTAL MEASURE&% yelopmentactivity does not adversely affect or disturb
existing habitat, or impacts z_%l\ly | u'ag%

ACTION MEASUREMENT: All jutisdictions in the study area adopt consistent protection
standards by 2007. '&

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: The Estuary Program works with federal and state natural resource agencies to develop

the standards, implement adoption procedures and coordinate technical assistance.
The Estuary Program Role:

I - } 2. !
CONSULT CONVENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: FY1998: $25,000 to assess current
standards and their imp! ion; Year | Impl ion (1999): $25.000 to complete
assessment and make recommendations and 0.05 FTE ($4.000) for oversight; Year 2: 0.05 FTE
(84.000) to coordinate the development of consistent standards. Non Estuary Program staffing
costs need to be determined. Staff would review and facilitate agency adoption of wetland.

Lower Columbia River Estuary Prog:;m
Draft Compreliensive Conservation and Management Plan, January, 1999
91



The Estuary Program Role:
i | 4 i
CON&ILT . CON VENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: 0.25 FTF ($20,000) annua)ly fqr
coordination. Non Estuary Program staffing costs need to be determmed.- Staff woyld identify
areas for protection and restoration, and develop preservation anc! restoration techniques.

Other Costs: Unit costs for riparian protection/restoration: Fencing $1.00to0 _34.90 per foot; tree
planting $100.00 to $500.00 per acre; dike removal $2.50 to $3.50 per foo(; riparian area
lease/rental rates $63.00 to $121.00 per acre per year; pasture and grazing land purchase $75.00
to $4,000 per acre.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program base funds will support Estuary Program staff. Funding
sources for non Estuary Program staff need to be determined.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: Regulations may be needed to ensure adequate and appropriate
buffer areas are maintained and restored.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

oA :
AGENCY EXISTING ACTIVITIES PROPOSED :
Py y ACTIVITIES
Oregon | Developing TMDLs for temperature that wilkiclude ‘%
Department of | recommendations for shading.

Environmental
Quality
(DEQ) @
US Environmental . v
Protection Agency ﬂ X
(EPA) .

Washington W

Department :

of Ecology
(Ecology)

EPA information is being compiled for the final plan. Tribes and additional federal and state 3

agencies will be included in the i pl tion strategy being developed in July, 1999.

e AALTA A AR Nt A
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4. ACTION: Preserve and/or restore buffer areas in appropriate locations along tributaries and
the mainstem to a condition that is adequate to maintain a healthy, functioning riparian zone for
the lower river and estuary.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Healthy riparian buffer zones are important for many
reasons. They protect the spawning and rearing habitat critical to recover and sustain salmonids
and other native threatened and endangered species of fish and wildlife. They reduce sediment
intrusion and excessive runoff from human activities, such as development, construction, forestry,
ranching, agriculture, farming and road building practices. Healthy riparian buffers also provide
shade to maintain stream temperature, habitat and food sources for fish and wildlife, woody
debris for streams and pollution attenuation. Additionally, they store water during high flows. To
maintain these functions, it is critically important to identify key habitat for protection, and
provide incentives and guidance to landowners and government bodies.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints,
Public Awareness and Stewardship.

How:

e Using the information developed during the habitat assessment (Action #1), identify possible
buffer areas for protection and restoration. Characteristics such as sjope, ground cover and
soil type should be addressed.

o Identify urban and rural techniques for restoration and preservation. Develop new techniques,
such as ‘daylighting’ urban streams (opening up streamsﬁtﬁ‘a‘t have'bsg\ submerged in
conduits); exploring dike removal and alternatives to"déi?vat_e;ing wetlands; and discouraging
the use of riprap. o S :

¢ Acquire and manage key riparian areas and opeﬁ?@cg preserves for permanent protection.

*  Where designated lands identified in the:habitat ~é§s§s'r'x'_xent are already publicly owned,
implement management practices, thé'i’%?\'ii{[e tho’s:g"lands' function naturally.

o Provide incentives such as start u;%\rag\s: br"e‘,‘a’ks, density bonuses and fewer inspections,
and technical assistance t éfc'o‘"‘m g@al‘%i owners, businesses, corporations, and trustee
agencies to undertake riﬁn’an are p(f;yements arid protection measures.

o Establish a vegetation pro?zcagy"on rogram that includes planting and fencing. Provide
acquisition, operations and n’i‘hﬁ tenance monies for planting or re-planting native species
along tributaries. Encourage volunteer efforts.

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT: Streams meet water quality standards. Indices and
measurements are gstablished by 2002 to evaluate habitat and riparian corridors.

ACTION MEASUREMENT: Specific areas and miles for buffer restoration have been identified by
2005 and a plan for preservation and restoration is in place.

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: The Estuary Program coordinates with the appropriate federal, state. and local
gover and agencies, watershed councils, and private landowners.
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REGULATIONS REQUIRED: None.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

AGENCY

EXISTING ACTIVITIES

PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES

Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality
(DEQ)

B

US Environmental
Protection Agency
(EPA)

Washington
Department
of Ecology

(Ecology)

EPA information is being compiled  for the final plan. Tribes

agencies will be included in the implementation strategy

e v s

and add '?%nal  federal and state

being fleﬁe"la\pgd in July, 1999.
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S. ACTION: Restore 3000 acres of tidal wetlands along the lower 46 river miles to return tidal
wetlands to 50% of the 1948 level.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Tidal wetlands are one of the most critical habitats of the
estuary, providing nursery and feeding grounds for numerous species including threatened and
endangered ones (steelhead, chinook sall bald eagles, etc.). Much of this key habitat has been
lost through the actions of humans. Restoring lost tidal wetlands is a key to the health of the
ecosystem of the lower river. Restoring 3000 acres will ensure that significant progress is made
toward returning the lower river, specifically the estuary itself, to a more natural condition.
Restoring this critical habitat will be top priority in our habitat protection efforts.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints,
Public Awareness and Stewardship.

How:

o Using the information developed during the habitat assessment, identify specific tidal
wetlands areas that could be restored.

o Acquire, where possible, identified wetland areas and manage them to restore their natural

 functioning.

o Work with land owners and local diking districts to undertake tidal wetland improvement
projects on private lands. These efforts could include removing tid€gates or replacing tide
gates with ones that allow greater water exchange, and breachj" ikes.

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT: 1500 acres are resto : by,2010; 3"690 are restored by
2020. : :

<rg

"%

S

ACTION MEASUREMENT: (43

WHERE: The lower 46 miles of the s

k¢

rdinates with federal, state, and local governments and agencies,

WHO: The Estuary Program:
and private landowners.
The Estuary Program Role: "3,

5 it s ‘]
CONSULT CONVENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: 0.25 FTE (Biologist) ($20,000)
annually for oversight. Staffing costs for other agencies need to be determined. Staff would
identify potential locations for tidal wetland restoration.

Other Costs: Unit costs for tidal wetland restoration: Dike removal $2.50 to $3.50 per foot;
culvert replacement $80,000 to $243,000 “project cost™ to re-establish fish passage; pasture and
grazing land purchase $75.00 to $4,000 per acre; tidal fresh water wetland restoration $43,000 to
$78,000 per acre; salt marsh restoration $18,000 to $49,000 per acre.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program base funds will support Estuary Program staff. Funding
sources for non Estuary Program staff need to be determined. Potential Source: National Coastal

Wetland Conservation grants for Restoration and Acquisition in partner with US Fish and
Wildlife Service.’
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REGULATIONS REQUIRED: None.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

AGENCY EXISTING ACTIVITIES PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES

Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality
(DEQ)

Bo.

US Environmental
Protection Agency
(EPA)

Washington
Department
of Ecology

(Ecology)

EPA information is being compiled for the final plan. Tribes and add@%nal federal and state
agencies will be included in the implementation strategy bemg deyeloped in July, 1999.
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5. ACTION: Restore 3000 acres of tidal wetlands along the lower 46 river miles to retum tidal
wetlands to 50% of the 1948 level.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Tidal wetlands are one of the most critical habitats of the
estuary. providing nursery and feeding grounds for numerous species including threatened and
endangered ones (steelhead, chinook salmon, bald eagles, etc.). Much of this key habitat has been
lost through the actions of humans. Restoring lost tidal wetlands is a key to the health of the
ecosystem of the lower river. Restoring 3000 acres will ensure that significant progress is made
toward returning the lower river, specifically the estuary itself, to a more natural condition.
Restoring this critical habitat will be top priority in our habitat protection efforts.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constramls.
Public Awareness and Stewardship.

How:

o Using the information developed during the habitat assessment, identify specific tidal
wetlands areas that could be restored.

e Acquire, where possible, identified wetland areas and manage them to restore their natural
functioning.

e  Work with land owners and local diking districts to undertake tida etland improvement
projects on private lands. These efforts could include removing tldggates or replacing tide
gates with ones that allow greater water exchange, and breaching’ ‘dikes.

k2N
ENVIRONMENTAL MSASUREMENT ISOO acres are resto} Af 2010; 3000 are restored by
2020. %5’,3«

ACTION MEASUREMENT: w

. 3&
WHO: The Estuary Program: ordmates “’“-9 federal state, and Iocal governments and agencies,
and private landowners.
The Estuary Program Role:
% ; . ]
CONSULT CONVENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: 0.25 FTE (Biologist) ($20,000)
annually for oversight. Staffing costs for other agencies need to be determined. Staff would
identify potential locations for tidal wetland restoration.

Other Costs: Unit costs for tidat wetland restoration: Dike removal $2.50 to $3.50 per foot;
culvert replacement $80,000 to $243,000 “project cost™ to re: blish fish g ge: pasture and
grazing land purchase $75.00 to $4,000 per acre; tidal fresh water wetland restoration $43,000 to
$78,000 per acre; salt marsh restoration $18,000 to $49,000 per acre.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program base funds will support Estuary Program staff. Funding
sources for non Estuary Program staff need to be determined. Potential Source: National Coastal

Wetland Conservation grants for Restoration and Acquisition in partner with US Fish and
Wildlife Service.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

AGENCY

EXISTING ACTIVITIES

PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES

Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality
(DEQ)

us
» ~Environmental

Protection
Agency (EPA)

Washington
Department
of Ecology

(Ecology)

EPA infor

is being compiled for the final plan. Tribes and additional federal and state

agencies will be included in the implementation strategy being develogd in July, 1999..

-
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6. ACTION: Monitor the effectiveness of habitat protection, restoration and mitigation projects.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Currently there is no consistent oversight of habitat
protection, restoration and mitigation projects. These projects must be maintained and evaluated
if they are to be successful over the long run.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints.

How:

¢ Establish a team responsible for ensuring that habitat projects are monitored for effectiveness
and adequately maintained for long-term viability.

¢ Develop criteria (including indicator species and best assessment tools) for evaluating the
effectiveness of habitat protection, restoration and mitigation projects.

¢ Where mitigation has been required, establish a team to work with regulatory agencies to
ensure that any failed projects are corrected. At a minimum require developers using
mitigation to provide financial security for a prescribed period of time to ensure successful
operation and long-term maintenance of their mitigation.

¢ Link habitat monitoring to the Estuary Program long-term monitoring plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL-MEASUREMENT: By the year 2007, mitigation for developments is required
and habitat protection and restoration goals are fully met.

iteam will be established

ACTION MEASUREMENT: After the mitigation program is i f)?éce th
in 2001. ‘%7:

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: The Estuary Program convenes,a
habitat projects to ensure their proper I

The Estuary Program Role: iK% Q& O
: . 1 3 ]
, } i
CONSULT CONVENE COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: 0.25 FTE (Biologist) ($20,000)
annually for oversight.

FUNDING SOUR%i:: Estuary Program base funds.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: None.

e
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ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

AGENCY

EXISTING ACTIVITIES

PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES

Oregon
Department of
Environmental

Quality

(DEQ)
us
Environmental

« « Protection
Agency (EPA)

Washington
Department
Of Ecology

(Ecology)

EPA information is being compiled for the final plan. Tribes and addi:ignal  federal and state

agencies will be included in the implementation strategy being dev(elo ed in July, 1999.
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12. ACTION: Ensure that human-caused changes in the river morphology and sediment

distribution within the river channel and estuary are managed so that native and desired species

are not harmed.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Human caused changes in the river morphology and
sediment distribution within the river channel and estuary can harm populations of native and

desired species. River morphology includes its physical structure, banks, channel, and channel

bottom. Identifying these changes, monitoring impacts, and advocating for the interests of the
species will help ensure that changes will not harm the species.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Habitat Loss and Modification, Institutional Constraints.

How:

o {dentify proposed and current activities that will cause significant changes in Columbia River
morphology and sediment distribution within the river channel and estuary.

o Coordi

with other

rules, and regulations.

« In conjunction with the long-term monitoring plan, monitor the impacts of changes in the
river’s morphology and sediment distribution on native and desired species.

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT: Native and desired species asso,‘c:f?ted with the Columbia
River and estuary are not harmed by changes to river morpholo;

ACTION MEASUREMENT:

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: The Estuary Program, state, fe
The Estuary Program Role:

-

ot

,:;?

3

ggm?, agg loca: "agencies, and industry.
N ?

¢

 and-sediment distribution.

and governments to ensure compliance with existing goals,

-

ConsuLT

2

:é% ﬁ\ . 53' 1
25 W Convene

COORDINATE

PRELIMINARY COST ES’I’IMATéS stuary Program costs: 0.25 FTE ($20,000) annually to

coordinate.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program base funds.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: None.

B o

At
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PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: 0.10 FTE ($8,000) annually for

A 21. ACTION: Improve coordination among government agencies.
" assistance; $700,000 for one time Internet service.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: Currently, over 160 parties have some jurisdiction or
interest in management of the lower Columbia River, which creates significant challenges to
effective management. One of the difficulties in managing a complex system like the Columbia
River is the lack of information about which agencies are involved in a given issue. Identifying
agencies and contact points within agencies provides interested entities with valuable
information that can reduce confusion and loss of time. Improving intergovernmental

FUNDING SOURCE: Funding for the Internet service would be sought from a corporation or
foundation grant. Estuary Program base funds for staff support.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: None.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

coordination and responsiveness will facilitate the dissemination of information to interested
parties in a timely manner, ultimately improving resource protection of the lower river and
AGENCY EXISTING ACTIVITIES PROPOSED estuary.
. . ACTIVITIES " .
* Oregon PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Institutional Constraints, Public Awareness and Stewardship.
Department of :
Environmental How:
Quality R . . o Federal, state, local, and tribal leaders will direct coordination, collaboration, and a unified
(DEQ) . approach to species recovery and natural resource protection of the lower river and estuary.
Us . . o Convene agency leaders and/or technical staff teams regularly to focus on the lower river and .
Environmental estuary. . -
Protection o Provide mechanisms for information flow and exchange among agencies and to the public.
Agency (EPA) e Develop and maintain a catalog of permit-issuing agencies to enalile’project proponents and
Washington other interested parties to contact agencies with pemit—revieﬁhiw sponsibility. Develop a
Department list of other permits (federal, state, regional, or local) rgggféd for tl%g\ctivity in question.
of Ecology Make the list available at the local permitting agency%{!_{eage-and maifitain a system that
(Ecology)

identifies a point of contact in agencies involved,in naturalirésourcé management.

o BN
o * Develop and maintain processes that encourag nQ-rely onlocal jurisdictions as the first
558 nd add"";"? l;ezllerc;;;;d state contact for any developments that are pla ssure'that information about other agencies
being developed in July, : of interest is provided in written and to developers and interested parties.
o . ey .
« Develop a clearinghouse for informa river and the federal, state and local

regulatory review processes ; .
o Provide Internet hardwafciand soffvar€h every municipality for local government officials
in the study area. Maintainawebsite that links data about the river, provides updates on

laws, rules, etc., and providgslwﬁﬁical assistance and information.

EPA information is being compiled for !h; @g{ pl
agencies will be included in the implementalior str

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT:

ACTION MEASUREMENT: The initial forum was convened January 1999. Create and maintain a
catalog of agencies and contact points for use by developers, agencies and interest groups by
2002. The clearinghouse will be in place by 2002. Internet access will be provided by 2002.

WHERE: Study area.
WHO: The Estuary Program.
The Estuary Program Role:

L . 1 & !
) |
CONSULT . CONVENE COORDINATE

P T

J N ettt
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PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES: Estuary Program costs: Year | and 2: $200,000 for the
study; Year3: 0.05 FTE ($4,000) to support the development of standards.

FUNDING SOURCE: Estuary Program Base funds and grant monies will be used f9t the fish
consumption survey. Continued efforts and funds from the federal government will be used to
address standards.

REGULATIONS REQUIRED: This action would require state rules or legislation if standards are to

be adopted.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES:

— XISTING ACTIVITIES PROPOSED
AGENCY i ACTIVITIES

Oregon | Maintains an ambient water quality monitoring network with | siteon | (see #23 regarding

Department of | the Columbia, 37 sites in the Willamette Basin, and 1 site each on the standards

Environmental | Sandy, Clatskanie, Klaskanine, Youngs, and Lewis & Clark rivers. development)

Quality | Sites are monitored six times or 12 twelve times per year and am?lyzed
(DEQ) | annually for trends and water quality standard exeeflances. Nutrients,
Bacteria and other conventional pollutants are momtored.q .

Ten random sites per year will be monitored in lowe:r_gp umbia ESU
for fish, macroinvertebrates, water quality, and habitat a3,part of the
Oregon Plan long-term monitoring. > 3

Special studies involving toxics, mixing zon@udm, and T.l‘vriDL

are conducted. Current work inc! g‘c'!’e?ﬁ\eﬂfury
ts on the Willamett awﬁ%gc%ha@g‘rgoxucs_smdy,
TMDLs are scheduled for the lower Caju ibiaand tributaries.

oS )

. Lois o
Environmental L
Protection ‘@;Eb %3&‘\4’\%&
Agency (EPA) A AN
Washington | Developing freshitater se iment standards.
Department “%&6 £
of Ecology o
(Ecology)

EPA information is being compiled for the final plan. Tribes and addilionle  federal and state
" agencies will be included in the implementation strategy being developed in July, 1999.
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l Conventional and Toxic Pollutants

" 29. ACTION: Monitor and evaluate potential effects of pollutants on human health and wildlife,

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE: At present, it is often difficult to relate measured levels of
contaminants in sediments to environmental impacts and health effects. The lack of agreement on
protocols at both the national and regional level hinders the effective collection, interpretation
and sharing of data. Likewise for fish and wildlife, there are still many compounds for which the
toxic effects are unknown. More research is needed 1o understand these complex relationships.

Monitoring and evaluating potential effects of pollutants will help provide a better understanding
of the impacts.

PRIORITY ISSUE(S) ADDRESSED: Toxic Contaminants, Public Awareness and Stewardship,
Institutional Constraints.

How:

¢ Conduct a comprehensive survey of fish and shellfish consumption for the lower Columbia
and Willamette rivers, Multnomah Channel and Columbia Slough. Health risk evaluations
should be based on the results of this survey, and should focus on both cancer and non-cancer
endpoints, including the endocrine, im , and reproductive systems and developmental
processes. Ensure that the public, specifically those groups or, jna‘%ﬁ;uals facing the highest
risk, is informed of the findings and understands the potentigﬁls

e Actively promote fish consumption safety programs.

* Continue regional and national scientific efforts to dev‘i.:.lg&i{e‘st and implement protocols for
evaluating and monitoring sediment, water an%tgﬁr&g&cs. . :

¢ Develop and adopt reference levels or standardgfortrace nietals, PAHs, dioxins, furans,
pesticides, radionuclides, and tributyltiifiiysedimepts; fish and wildlife.

o Implement the long-term monitorigg plant helg;velop the data needed to evaluate
program effectiveness. - : .

o Continue scientific studiegfinito ti&effécts on aquatic life of toxic contaminants in sediments

to ensure that all toxic congaminants of foncern are addressed. Use the results to develop
standards specific to regionallor Jocal areas.

~

ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENT: Human and wildlife heaith is not impaired by pollutants.
ACTION MEASUREMENT: By the year 2020, standards for concentrations of toxic contaminants
in sediments and fish tissue are developed and adopted. Agreements between monitoring
agencies are in place.

WHERE: Study area.

WHO: Scientific community, health agencies, and federal and state environmental agencies. The
Estuary Program provides funding for the fish consumption survey and coordinates its
implementation.

The Estuary Program Role:
! e H
ConsuLr , CONVENE

COORDINATE

—ie—e vawes
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COLUMBIA RIVER
CRAB FISHERMAN'S ASSOC.
PO Box 461

Dwaco, WA 98624

CRCFA
Commissioners:

Dale Beasley

PO Box 461

Tiwaco, WA 98624
(360) 642-3942
(360) 642-5454 FAX
crabby@sone.com

Jeff Davis

PO Box 580

Seaview, WA 98644
(360) 642-3371
fumpynmo@pacifier.com
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

U S Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District

CENWP-PE-E Attn: Steve Stevens
Colonel Slusar

P.O. Box 2946

Portiand, Oregon 97208

5 February 1999 -

Colonel Slusar:

RE: Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements and
Environmental Impact Statement Columbia & Lower Willamette River
Federal Navigation Channel - October, 1998

This review is prepared by CRCFA on behalf of:

Columbia River Crab Fisherman's Association (CRCFA)
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations (PCFFA)
Institute for Fisheries Resources (IFR)

Coast Alliance

The Columbia River Crab Fisherman’s Association represents fishermen
from Washington, Oregon, California, and Canada related to dredge
disposal at the MCR. Many of these fishermen are displaced salmon
fishermen, We represent the last small boat, commercial fishery capable of
supporting coastal communities. The very lives and livelihoods of our
fishermen are directly affected by Corps and EPA actions. One of the
greatest long-term threats to viability of our Nations’ fisheries is the
decline in the quantity and quality of our marine habitat.

CRCFA would like to safeguard the entire Columbia River, but the job is
so monumental we will restrict our comments to ocean disposal.

The Columbia River is the single largest influence outside of man on the
entire Northeast Pacific. It sends more freshwater and nutrients into the
ocean than all other streams and rivers from Cape Flattery to San
Francisco combined. As such, we should all strive to be watchful
environmental steward’s of this magnificent river. Incremental degradation
has caused the salmon's dramatic decline, which should serve as a warning
for continued degradation of our environment. Today the fish and
fishermen are facing extinction together. We must not destroy what we
treasure most.

CRCFA has been part of the Corps' workgroup looking at options for

ocean disposal for two years, Information needed to make informed decisions related to ocean
dumping is inadequate to move ahead with the extensive North/South disposal sites at the MCR.
This last year of the site selection process was ofie of diminished opportunity to openly discuss site
options and information requirements. Ongoing meetings were denied and North/South site
selection was done by the Corps and EPA without presentation, consideration, or_review by the

workgroup.

Corps of Engineers Response

Your comments on the draft EIS have been thoroughly reviewed: As a result of the numerous
comments received on the proposed sites, the North and South sites have been eliminated.

The final EIS and Appendix H, Columbia River Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites, have
been revised to address the changes agreed to by the Ocean Disposal Working Group. We have
agreed to convene a task force to provide input for site management and monitoring. We
appreciate all of the time and effort that you have put into aiding the Ocean Disposal Working
Group to come up with the currently proposed sites. The Corps, EPA, and the Ocean Disposal
Working Group agreed that the current deep water site and management of Expanded Site E
would minimize the impacts to crabs and the crab fishery to the extent practicable.



Prade Beashey, CROTA 2- 273,00

The Corps’ current proposal to cap 75 square miles of productive crab habitat is a breach of
obligation to stewardship of our environment, it allows unacceptable adverse impacts, resulting
in irreparable harm to coastal communities; destruction of unique and irreplaceable fishing
grounds; increased risk of marine casualty as many small vessels are forced to more distant
grounds in mid-winter, and an undermining local economies. The laws, if followed, are in place
to prevent wholesale alteration of our marine ecosystems.

Common sense dictates minimization of affected areas and avoidance of fishing areas. Yet, if
heeded, it is the solution to resolve the problem of designating ocean disposal sites:

1) spend the resources necessary to adequatel and precisely identify and quantify the impacts of

dredge material disposal on crabs or
2) simply avoid fishing areas

As a 50 year plan, the DEIS on ocean disposal is INADEQUATE and does not address the
following needs and concerns:

Baseline data on Dungeness crab and other marine resources

Identification of rearing, nursery, or spawning grounds for crab

Thresholds need to be set by the state resource managing agencies

Monitoring pre, during, and post disposal (short & long-term) of physical & biological

impacts

- Mitigation (dredging & disposal)

+ Unique marine habitats require a 2nm Buffer Zone

Food-web dynamics and functional relationship requirements and response to changes in
species composition

Compliance analysis of federal, state, and local laws — consideration of upcoming changes
Thin-layer — at sea analysis at the MCR

RFA (Regulatory Flexibility Analysis)-economic data on effects to coastal communities
Navigation safety

Beneficial uses need full consideration and cost analysis (cost and savings) monitory,
environmental, physical

« Sediment fate analysis — scientific determination

« Risk assessment of marine casualty (ships, tug & barge, commercial & recreational fishing
vessels)

Future regional growth demands need to be considered

Comprehensive studies not completed

Workgroup analysis was not given full disclosure, nor adequate data

Research not completed

Alternatives_including_realistic cost estimates must be determined to allow for informed
appropriations decisions. The risks associated with wholesale habitat alteration needs to be
considered.

+ Astoria as a topping-off port consideration

« Agency and public concerns must be incorporated into the body of the EIS and not summarily
dismissed at the end as in the recent DMMP



e Beasley, CROTA -3- 2490

« Sediment grain size analysis - introduction of 2 to 3 times larger grain size into the nearshore
marine ecosystem

Aesthetic values

Wave analysis associated with site E and Peacock Spit incomplete

Site E & North Jetty site capacities must be considered

Catastrophic natural / or man-made disaster emergency needs

Hanford’s leaching of radioactive materials

Bioaccumulation of known existing contaminants and inadequate testing of undisturbed
sediments that will be displaced in the deepening process

Caspian tem situation and its impact on salmon needs thorough review

« Exotic species and development of a plan to address not only the species that have been

introduced, but criteria set to control ship’s ballast water must be initiated

*» ¢ o o o o

The final EIS document should fully comply with EO 11514 and focus on real environmental
issues and alternatives. Insufficient information is available to make informed decisions
regarding ocean disposal over 75 square miles of productive marine habitat. The
experimental shift from pinpoint to broad-based disposal is unproven. Unproven methods should
not risk our nation’s marine resources. The precedent that this will set for the rest of the nation is

of grave concern.

NEPA regulations state that procedures are designed to ensure that high-quality, verifiable and
complete information on environmental consequences relative to significant issues is available to
public officials and private citizens before decisions are made , and before issuing the final EIS
on selection of disposal sites. It is incumbent upon the corps and EPA to gather the necessary
verifiable information to make informed decisions before issuing the final EIS on site selection.

The ‘98 DEIS does address navigational safety (mounding & wave intensification), but specific
navigational safeguards in the DEIS need attention. The shallow water dumping, especially in site
E (and not exclusive to site E) must have guarantees that depths of deposition will not interfere
with navigation in the area of direct deposition or beyond. Acceptable limits must be established
and regular bathymetric monitoring to prevent navigational hazards like at sites A & B. The
monitoring associated with sites A & B was inadequate and must be changed. Monitoring must be
established based on quantities of material disposal. Monitoring such as occurred at site E in the
summer of 1998 was not adequate to prevent a mound that exceeded the 10% limit. However, it
is recognized that the actions taken after the mound was detected helped prevent additional
mounding. Hoping for dispersal in-between dredge seasons will not prevent mounding.

Section 2.3.5.2. Safe wave analysis is inadequate in that it does not extend beyond the edge of the
main shipping channel and only concemns itself with large ship traffic. Wave data and bar closure
must extend to other shipping interest. Risk assessment of tug and barge, especially petroleum
" barges can not continue to be overlooked. A petroleum barge grounded on Peacock Spit would be
total disaster to the natural resources at MCR. Over the last few years near miss accidents have
been a near annual event. Even this winter a tug and petroleum barge were detached off our
coast. Dredge disposal sites A,B,& E have increased wave intensification in areas of historic
small vessel navigation routes, cause increased risk of marine casualty, and excessive loss of
fishing time to the crab fishing fleet. The level of risk for safe navigation has been increased
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dramatically by disposal mounds. Safe wave condition defined as waves less than 10 feet should
be associated to mounded conditions with sites A,B, E & Peacock Spit which is dramatically
affected by Corps induced wave intensification of up to 1.7 times over 1985 levels. Five known
lives have been lost associated with these mounds: F/V Sally Jane sunk; two dead, New Janet
Ann sunk; three dead, plus many near death misses. The increased death potential must be
recognized and corrected.

The dedesignation of site B must first deal with the wave intensification problem. The
responsibility and liability will not go away until the height of the mound is lowered to a point
that wave intensification is no longer a serious problem, that may cause marine casualties, oil
spill, or increased erosion on Benson Beach. These mounds increase vessel traffic in the main
ship channel reducing overall safety.

Section 4.5.1.3. to prevent interference with crab fishing operations is inadequate. The
proposed North disposal site interference is magnified by new state law which restricts all crab
fishing to inside 4 miles off the Washington coast after July 1 of each year until the end of the
season, September 15. Are fishermen expected to pick up their gear and go home? If the Corps is
persistent in using the North site, compensatory mitigation is a must. Sterilization of the
fishing grounds will adversely affect the fisherman’s incomes throughout the year.

Section 4.5.1.3. and_Section 6.8.1. under Socio-Economic Impacts are inadequate in its
description of monitoring procedures and navigational safeguards to prevent mounding. Past
methodology at sites A,B, & F, including the experience at expanded site E in the summer of
1998 have not prevented mounding. Current and future disposal sites need serious attention and
alteration of past procedures to insure navigational safety outside the main shipping channel. Use
of quantities dumped, not time, must become the standard for review.

In the *98 DEIS on ocean disposal, the Corps has swung the pendulum from one extreme position
(excessive mounding) to the complete other extreme (excessive marine habitat alteration and
sterilization of commercial crab grounds). Seventy-five square miles of adverse habitat alteration
is totally unacceptable and must be modified. Limited ocean disposal of upriver sediments may
become an acceptable practice to accommodate upriver economic benefits if those benefits are
not at the expense of excessive environmental losses at MCR. The crab grounds at MCR are
unique and irreplaceable. Crab fishing occurs in mid-winter in an area of the world known as
“Graveyard of the Pacific.” Loss of these fishing grounds through sterilization by ocean disposal
will dramatically increase the RISK of marine casualty. These crab grounds are so valuable as to
be measured in increased mortality to the fishermen. This is not safeguarding the health of the
ocean mariner. See ZCFF (Zone of Crab Fishing Feasibility) map enclosed. A full 75% of the
crabbers income comes from the ZCFF. Not only are the north-south sites biological integrity a
prime concem, site E raises concerns for impaired ecosystem dysfunction resulting from over-
deposition at and beyond the site. This site and others may seriously impact crab migration
routes into and out of the river. Disposal timing at these sites may become important and needs
investigation as to the bisection of ecological integrity.

Section 4.4.3.2. states, * the average annual maintenance dredging of years 21-50 of the project
can not be forecast with any degree of certainty.” This is a valid exposure that emphasizes the
need not to attempt to project excessive time periods into the future. Present shipping demands
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for deeper channels will undoubtedly continue to escalate, placing more demands on ocean
dumping.

The EIS on ocean disposal is unfortunately confusing and inadequate in its presentation of “valid”
information to support experimental broad-based ocean disposal of dredged sediments over an
area of 75 square miles of productive crab habitat. This excessive habitat alteration is highly
controversial.

Section 4.4.3.8. of the sponsor’s preferred disposal alternatives, bullet #3 states, “ enhance
feasibility by avoiding controversial sites.” Sponsors are willing to incur some additional project
cost to satisfy the above local guidelines. This draft is inadequate in not exploring fully this
avenue to reduce controversy in the ocean disposal site selection. This action to reduce competing
uses will greatly enhance the probability for success of the over all project. The Corps and EPA
could have reasonably anticipated extreme controversy by selecting sites that effect 75 square
miles of productive marine habitat especially with the resulting actions pursued to protect the
1997 expansion at site B. Alteratives to this controversy will be explored later.

CRCFA and agencies have requested field investigations of thin-layer disposal practices in
areas off the Columbia River. Expanded site F could have been used for testing as early as mid-
1997. Studies were promised and never produced (‘97 EA). Adverse impacts are not just limited
to direct crab mortality, but must include impacts to the ecosystem that supports a healthy and
economically viable crab resource. Without this critical information this project has no basis for
moving ahead. The Corps’ definition of thin-layer must be redefined. The present definition of
12” causes high mortality to most marine ecosystems. Thin-layer, must find a depth the marine
environment can deal with, probably measured in a very few millimeters.

The potential marine habitat loss is too great a loss for this nation to assume. Thirty years ago
when ocean salmon fishermen were being severely curtailed the West Coast Troller’s Association
requested the managing agencies to look at preserving salmon habitat as the critical key to fish
survival, In the past, dam construction and forest practices were allowed to progress unabated )
“since mitigation appeared easy. Abusive hatchery practices allowed continued environmental
degradation, eventually causing the extinction of the ocean salmon troll fleet in the state of
Washington. Elimination of 75 square miles of productive crab fishing grounds is a large
cumulative step that will contribute to the extinction of the crab habitat. Essential Fish (Crab)
Habitat must be preserved. Today our nation, and especially the northwest states of Washington
and Oregon are spending 400 millions dollars annually for salmon restoration. This nation can
not afford to continuatly ignore important environmental lessons of the past. Burial of 75
square miles of productive marine habitat is unconscionable. CRCFA will continue to
aggressively protect the marine environment and pursue all avenues available to minimize
adverse impacts to the crab fishery.

CRCFA challenges the 1998 draft decision by the Corps / EPA to vastly expand two ocean
disposal sites for dredge spoils Sites North & South off the MCR in areas where Dungeness crab
and Dungeness crab fishing abound. The Corps made this decision without acquiring
adequate data and even attempting to determine how their plan to dump dredged sediment in
these areas will affect Dungeness crab populations, and without fully considering all reasonable
alternatives to these disposal sites.
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Section 4.5.1.2. is woefully inadequate in its statement on ocean disposal, “impacts are not
expected to be significant.” This statement must be scientifically supported or removed from
the document. Deposition of 230,000,000 cy of sediments in rearing, spawning, and nursery areas
of Dungeness crab is a highly substantial negative invasion of this productive marine
environment. This invasion can not be dismissed with cursory subjective judgements of the
Corps without reasonable substantiation of fact, Many commentors, as far back as the 1983 EIS
on ocean dumping have stated that information on Dungeness crab is inadequate and that field
investigations are necessary to make relevant conclusions (see attached letters in appendix for
more recent requests). Statements of this nature must be removed from the draft EIS. Section
4.5.1.2.and Section 6.6.1.3. make similar statements, “Since they [crab] are present over most
of the coast, those from MCR are not critical to the overall coastal population,” Non-critical
analysis and blanket statements of this nature, which mean relatively nothing cause continual
habitat destruction. This type of subjective judgement is totally inadequate and has no place in an
EIS document, and must be removed. Statements of this nature are meant to mislead and do
nothing but confuse the general public as to the true nature of the relevant facts, which are not
presented.

Section 4,5.1.2. Corps analysis as to impacts on Dungeness crab is inadequate in its statement, “

None of these species will be impacted by the use of the proposed ocean sites.” This

statement is untrue and must be removed from the draft. See Armstrong declaration from recent

federal court case, Civil Case Number C98-0359D. Adverse impacts to species (not just

Dungeness crab must be fully considered and quantified. Life history needs and areas of use by

crab especially breeding, spawning, rearing, and nursery areas must be addressed prior to

any new ocean disposal. Current crab information is limited to 6 Y% * legal male crab, a very

small section of the overall MCR crab population. Population dynamics associated with

segregation of the sexes, YOY, and juveniles is largely unknown at MCR. Ecosystem

requirements for sustained maintenance of the species including food, shelter, and reproductive

requirements are unknown.

Section 5.2.4.7, indicates little is known about the interaction of predator-prey relationships.
Example, the amphipod, Corophuim salmonis is a prey species that is noctumal, migrating into
the water column at night and burrowing back into the sediments during the day. What other daily
habits of prey could effect most epibenthic populations? Without the facts, area of habitat
alteration must be kept to a minimum to reduce adverse impacts to the marine ecosystem as a
whole.

Section 4.5.1.3. and Section 6.8.1. associated with Corps avoidance of high income producing
arcas are inadequate. Table 4-9 is inadequate in its portrait of economic impacts to local crab
fishing communities. The Corps has repeatedly ignored crab fisherman reports that ocean
disposal of dredged sediments sterilizes the crab grounds for commercial purposes over extended
periods of time. CRCFA has repeatedly expressed this concern for nearly 10 years.(Sheldon ‘92
letter) The Corps needs to seriously address commercial sterilization of crab grounds before
massive destruction of fishing areas occurs. Refusal of the Corps to investigate through baseline
studies on Dungeness crab population dynamics and follow up monitoring pre and post disposal is
not acceptable. Loss of the crab grounds in the ZCF will increase the risk of mortality to the
fishing fleet as a whole. In the conclusions the statement, “ Ocean disposal, these impacts are not
expected to be significant,” must be removed from the EIS, for the reasons just sighted.
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Based on the findings of a single 1978 laboratory study investigating the ability of adult hard-
shell crabs to dig out of various depths of deposited sand, (Chang and Levings), the agencies
proposed a mitigation measure in the ‘97 EA, which they claimed would “lessen and avoid if
possible, negative impacts on fauna.” Dredged material would be deposited at the new expanded
sites by the “thin-layer disposal” method. According to the ‘97 EA, this method would release the
dredged spoils over a large area and attempt to keep 90 percent of any mound thickness to 10
centimeters or less. Since the ‘97 EA on ocean disposal the Corps has realized that under current
disposal methods, 10cm of deposition is impossible. No ocean analysis of actual deposition
depths has been accomplished. This analysis has to include all the size dumping devices which
are now available for ocean disposal and all size and configured dumps available over the life of
the project, 50 years. Theoretical computer generated models indicate hopper dredge disposal of
thirty or more centimeters from three thousand yard dumps. These models as well as this current
draft EIS dated October 1998, does not account for modemization of dumping capacity over the
next fifty years. The most modem hopper dredges in the world are now completed in the
Netherlands with hopper capacity of 10,000 cubic yards. Barge capacity will not remain static,
as demands on volumes increase, economic efficiency will drive disposal just as surely as a 43
foot channel will not suffice for the coming 50 years. Many ports around our nation and the
Northwest currently have depths of 55 feet or more. To remain competitive the Columbia will
continue to need deepening. This draft is inadequate in its analysis of disposal footprints over the
life of the project and must be corrected. No ocean field verification of computer modeling is
offered in this DEIS. Computer modeling is helpful but field tests are necessary.

Recently the Corps has attempted to study the effects of disposal on soft-shelled Dungeness crab.
The study was to be done at Scripps Oceanographic Institute in Southern California. This study
was to be designed and reviewed by selected members of the Corps® Ocean disposal work group,
including a number of participating fishermen. This design phase became greatly abbreviated and
half the design team was arbitrarily removed by the Corps. Design requirements were omitted. A
draft design was to be written up and circulated to the group for review prior to commencement of
the tests. Preliminary tests were to be conducted and reviewed for test modification prior to
actual testing. This did not happen. Objectivity was lost. Scripps institute did not use soft-shelled
crab at all, yet the conclusions were broadly applied to all crab. Crabs during a large portion of
the dredging season are in the molt or soft-shelled condition.

The Corps must recognized the Scripps hard-shell study would not answer questions related to
potential mortality of crabs in the molten and soft-shelled state therefore, commissioned Battelle
Northwest to look as burial effects on soft-shelled crab. Battelle did a preliminary pilot study,
which resulted in high rates of crab mortality. The Battelle preliminary study should have come
back to the Original design group for review and modification for further design testing that
would more closely replicate ocean conditions at the Mouth of the Columbia River. The test
should have investigated a full range of conditions to alleviate as many uncertainties as possible.
At this time that has not been accomplished. The preliminary test does however, find burial dead
loss to dungeness crab about to enter the fishery as high as 80%. This draft EIS also failed to
adequately acknowledge that crabs that were buried in at the time of deposition stayed buried and
suffered near 100% mortality. Details of CRCFA suggestions that need consideration to the
preliminary Battelle crab study are on page 11. CRCFA was not allowed to communicate these
suggestions in the design phase of the soft-shelled crab study through selective omission by the
Corps.
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Section 6.6.1.3. The Corps’ unsubstantiated conclusion that, “most crabs.....tested moved into the
water column, consequently, the impacts to these organism is expected to be minimal." Must be .
removed from this EIS because the Corps fails to expose high rates of mortality in over 100 mm
crabs that recently molted and buried crabs a common occurfence in the ocean had even higher
mortality rates. High rates of mortality would not lend well for broad based disposal options.
Selective omission seems to be a continual problem associated with study analysis. Further, in
Section 6.8.1. the Corps’ statement “that most of the crabs can survive disposal up to 10 inches
(the maximum depth expected during any single disposal event)”, must also be removed for the
reasons sighted above. This is strictly a subjective conclusion based on selective omission of fact
to make a point needed to support broad based disposal. Additional information is also
inadequate in this draft to support a 10” maximum dump depth. Section 6.2.3.4. is inadequate in
its assessment of hopper dumps of over 3000 cy. The 6000 cy is discussed but no burial depths
associated with these volumes. No Corps or EPA field studies have verified dump depths and no
consideration was given to increased hopper capacities being used in the future (refer to increased
hopper capacities elsewhere in this document). Conclusions without all the relevant facts being
presented (table of Battelle study selectively omitted) are an attempt to defeat the NEPA process
of informed decision making. As of this writing a final version of the preliminary Battelle study
is available and does not change the prior comments of CRCFA.

CRCFA, numerous state agency officials, and others voiced strong opposition to the expansion of
sites B. USFW, ODLCD, ODFW, PFMC, WDFW, WDOE, WFWC, ODCC, ODEQ. These
comments reflect a broad consensus that the expanded sites would cover areas that are
particularly productive for Dungeness crab, that very little scientific study of the effects of
dredged material disposal on crabs had been done, and that until more was known, such a broad
expansion of the disposal sites should not be implemented. This opposition of a broad area was
for eight square miles of very productive ocean environment, not 75 square miles as presently
proposed. Despite this opposition, and lack of information, the Corps and the EPA expanded the
sites. On 4 December 1997 the Corps announced its intention to use expanded site B during the
1998 dredge season despite its statement in the ‘97 EA that biological monitoring would be
conducted before any dredged material was deposited in the ‘97 expansion of site B. CRCFA
again requested of the Corps, please reconsider its position related to dumping in expanded site B.
We reminded the Corps that the crab fishing fleet relied heavily on this area for a large portion of
its annual crab production. That the area was the most productive area at MCR. The Corps
refusal to reconsider their position on burial of prime crab grounds prompted a successful legal
action to enforce the public's interest and protection of the marine environment by Earth Justice
on behalf of the fishermen whose livelihoods depends upon quality and quantity of productive
crab habitat. As a resuit of that suit, site B is no longer an option for ocean disposal. With the
introduction of this draft EIS on ocean disposal, lessons of the past should guide us into the
future. Quantity and Quality of the marine habitat is extremely important to maintaining the last
viable small vessel ocean fishery capable of sustaining healthy coastal communities. This has be
the guiding principle in establishing any ocean disposal site.

Life Cycle and habitat of the Dungeness Crab (Ammstrong, and LaRiviere)

The Dungeness crab is the most valuable commercial species in both the states of Oregon and
Washington.  Millions of dollars worth of crab are harvested near the MCR each year,
contributing tens of millions of dollars to the local economy. Dungeness crab lives primarily on
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sandy and silty bottoms from the intertidal zone to depths of more than 600 feet.

Sexual reproduction in Dungeness crab be 'ns in April or May, when the female crabs molt. The
hard-shelled male crab fertilizes the-molten female in the gelatinous stage in a very short 24 hour
window. The male often remains to guard the female until her shell has hardened sufficiently to
fend for herself The female can retain the males sperm for up to six months. The female crab
broods the eggs on her abdomen for 60-90 days with peak egg release in late January or February
(LaRiviers, WDEW, 1998) Crab eggs are bright orange in early December and turn brown with black
spot after fertilization by the female some weeks before release.

Dungeness crabs begin life in the water column as larvae transported primarily by ocean currents.
After approximately three months they reach about seven millimeters in size and settle out of the
water column onto the ocean or estuary bottom. Survival rates are significantly higher for
those that settle out on bottoms that contain woody debris, shells, eelgrass, or other detritus
that offers shelter from predators, rather than on clean sandy sterile bottoms. It should be
here noted that the DEIS contains information about increased volumes of debris and marine
growth in the north dump site area and that the DEIS is inadequate in its acknowledgement of the
value of the debris to juvenile crab increased survival.

Throughout its life, as a crab grows, it continually outgrows and sheds its shell, in a process called
“molting.”  For the first 24-48 hours after molting, the crab is extremely vulnerable. Its
gelatinous shell has no rigidity. At this time in the crabs life cycle it is extremely susceptible to
mortality. During this time, the crab remains sedentary, does not eat, and often burrows into
the bottom to protect itself. After this initial period, it begins to feed again, and over the course
of the next several months, its shell gradually hardens. The gelatinous shell condition is a prime
concern of CRCFA, and untested by the Corps & EPA. The crab’s habit of burying-in at time of
molt is of extreme importance for consideration in connection to broad base disposal.

After initially settling to the bottom, crabs attain maturity after approximately ten to eleven molts
over the course of two to three years. Male crab mature sexually prior to entering the fishery.
This is unique to Dungeness crab, in that this has helped prevent the species from over harvested
by the fishing industry. Mature adult crabs usually only molt once a year, males from mid-
summer to early autumn and females in late spring or early summer. Mating occurs during a
short 24-hour window of opportunity immediately following the female’s molt, while her shell is
still extremely soft. The hard-shelled male generally guards the soft-shelled female that he has
just fertilized.

Dungeness crab population dynamics are largely unknown in the Pacific Ocean around the MCR.
Information gathered from fishermen, by the Corps related to crab was restricted to legal male
crab over 6 1/dinches in length during the crab season. Areas of juvenile and female populations
are largely unknown at this time. Tuvenile crab are known to congregate in huge numbers for
protection. Ocean disposal on these pods of small crab could be devastating to the resource. In
addition to the fine organic sediment that supports a rich food supply for the Dungeness crab, the
bottom needs to be littered with larger debris, which offers shelter and protection to juvenile

crabs.

Crab abundance, particularly of soft-shell crabs, increases markedly nearshore in and around
expanded site E in late summer. In August and September in expanded site E and surrounding
waters fishermen report catching 30 to 40 crabs per pot, mostly soft-shells, after leaving their pots
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in for just a few hours.

Effects of dumping dredge spoils on crabs and crab habitat (Armstrong)

Dr. David Armstrong, an expert in the physiology and ecology of the Dungeness crab, has
enumerated the many adverse effects that dredged material disposal in areas where crabs live is
likely to have on this species. These adverse effects include:

1) Mortality through direct burial: Deposited sand can be too deep for a crab to escape
and accordingly can smother and kill the crab. Although one frequently cited
laboratory study (Chang and Levings, 1978) found that adult hard-shell crabs could
escape from 10 centimeters or less of sediment, those results may not hold true even
for adult hard-shell crabs in the wild. Moreover, Chang and Levings did not study -
molting, soft-shell, or juvenile crabs, which would be significantly more vulnerable to
suffocation even from thinner layers of sediment. These tests did not examine other
unacceptable adverse impacts to crab; effects of disposal on food web dynamics,
habitat, life-cycle needs and behavior.

2) Impaired respiration: Sediment deposited on top of § crab or suspended near the
bottom will settle into the gill chamber and may clog respiratory surfaces. Juvenile
and soft-shell crabs would be especially vulnerable to such impacts because of the
juveniles® higher metabolism rates and the soft-shells' extremely fragile gills and gill-
rakers.

3) Burial of food and protective habitat: Deposition of sediment could kill or render
inaccessible the benthic organisms and other high food web that form the main part of
the crabs’ diet and bury surface debris that provides important shelter from predators,
especially for juvenile crabs.

4) Impaired reproductive activity: Male and female crabs have a 24-hour window of
opportunity for mating each year immediately following the female’s molt and rely on
chemical cues to pair off during this time. Disposal could directly perturb the
chemosensory location and behavioral communication between the sexes and thus
impair reproduction. Over much of the year the sexes are found at distinct areas in the
ocean, often separated. Large fragmented, sterile areas could interrupt successful
mating.

The Corps and EPA have relied on studies with significant limitations. Siting results of Chang
and Levings (1978) which did not accurately replicate conditions in the field, Durkin and
Lipovsky 1977) no findings at all on impacts of dredging on crabs, Scripps (1998) which was to
study molting crab, but did not, and Battelle (1998) which considered their test results
preliminary, must account for the limitations and treat conclusions as preliminary and
tentative only. According to Dr Armstrong, dredge material disposal is likely to have numerous
adverse effects on crab. The impacts are not considered or explained in the DEIS in connection
with designation of ocean disposal sites off the MCR. In addition to impacts, consideration of the
portion of the local crab populations affected were not considered. . No studies have yet been
done on molting crabs which are very likely to be suffocated by even thinner deposition of
sediment. Furthermore, even to the extent that deposited sediment is thin enough to allow crabs
to escape, they are likely to suffer indirect effects from gill-clogging, burial of food supply and
protective habitat and impairment of mating. In sum, disposal of dredged material in areas of
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Dungeness crab habitat “is likely to have numerous adverse effects on this species.” Additional
stress on the species will occur from over crowding surrounding habitat which is most assuredly
fully utilized.

The findings of Chang and Levings notwithstanding, deposition of just 10 centimeters of
sediment may, in fact, be directly lethal even for adult hard-shell crabs in the wild.

Many of Dr. Armstrong’s remarks related to the Chang and Levings study and Dungeness crab

habit can be applied to the Corps’s current crab burial studies. Battelle’s own preliminary report,

Quote... "These tests should be considered preliminary for a variety of reasons:

+ The sample size is relatively small

« The test tanks were relatively small

. Opaque tank walls and turbidity created by sand prohibited direct observation of crab
behavior during dumps

+ Type of sand, white, dry quartz sand was likely to have affected test results (hour glass type
sand was used)

«  Sand remained relatively fluid after a test dump and could easily be penetrated

«  All crab that remained buried under accumulated sand were found dea

The preliminary Battelle soft-shelled study and Scripps hard-shell study can not be used to

support unrestrained ocean disposal for the following reasons:

The prime concem was not studied; gelatinous soft-shelled crab

It is the nature of crab to bury in at the time of molt

All crab, except one, buried in the bottom sediment at the time of disposal and died

Larval stage crab just settling to the bottom was not considered

Small juveniles tend to hide under debris & was not studied

Temperatures should replicate sea bottom temperature at the sites

No ocean field testing has been done to determine the % of crabs buried in at any one time

Effects to egg bearing females were not tested

Time and conditions was not allowed for crab to bury in all tests

Many crab were tested while extremely agitated

Effects of ocean bottom pressures were not considered

Characteristics of the sand used was not representative of MCR sediments

The clumping nature of the MCR sand was not studied

Wet sand should be tested

The mineralogy of the sand was not studied, magnetic sands have higher specific gravity
and would be expected to increase rates of deposition

Grain size and shape was different and would affect accumulation rates

«  Actual bottom sediments are more compact than test tank sediments (harder for buried crab to

dig out)

Mortality effects of accumulative dumps needs additional analysis

Effects of bright lights in Scripps study may affect agitation leading to increased survival

Scripps crab study used hard-shelled crab & is not applicable to soft-shelied crab

Selective omission of Battelle mortality tables defeats the NEPA informed decision making
process

« The sites selected required an acceptable levels of crab mortality to move ahead

e o & o ¢ o o o6 & o o o a s o
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+ No acceptable mortality thresholds for crab were ever established by agencies responsible for
management of the crab, as done else where in the Northwest at Grays Harbor.

Observations related to crab at active ocean disposal areas find the sites are void of commercial
concentrations of Dungeness crab, as reported repeatedly by numerous fishermen.  Ocean
disposal adversely alters productive crab habitat. That ocean disposal of dredge spoils alters the
marine environment to the point of becoming a waste land. Recovery of this waste land for
commercial purposes does not happen in 6 ~12 months as the Corps purports in Hancock’s,
summary of benthic data (page9) “Recovery from disposal impacts for benthic invertebrates and
Dungeness crabappears to begin after disposal and often exhibits higher densities within a year”,
His comments must be removed if not specifically cited (raw data source and page #).

In the winter of ‘97-98 CRCFA again reaffirmed its assertion that recovery is much slower than
the Corps would erroneously lead everyone to believe. CRAB gear was purposely fished over the
top the ocean disposal site B, on top of Corps disposal activity in the summer of ‘97. Of the eight
pots fished across the 6 — 8 months old spoils, 5 were lost to burial by soft bottom . Crab
production out of the remaining pots was commercially non- existent. Lost pots, lost production,
and lost time was the only result of that actual ocean test on current dredge spoils deposited in the
ocean envirom-nent. Again in the winter of ‘98 — ‘99 CRCFA fished crab gear over the disposal
area 19 months after the last spoils were deposited at the ‘92 expanded site B with the same result,
No commercial quantities of crab (see Greenfield letter in Appendix). The area around site B is
still highly productive and supports a large fishing effort. Over the years this is all fishermen
have ever found.

At the recent public hearing held on 5 November 1998 in Astoria, Oregon, Jim Nichols, a fifty
year crab fisherman out of the Columbia River gave the supreme example of excessive dumping
in the open ocean. In 1956 the Corps dumped 14,000,000 cy of material on the crab grounds that
Mr. Nichols traditionally fished. The resulting commercial crab production from that area was so
poor it forced Mr. Nichols to move away and find another port to fish from for the next several
years. The Corps’ current EIS ocean disposal options is asking fishermen to quit fishing, abandon
their homes and life time communities to which they contribute greatly. We as a nation, should
question this option very seriously. Is this nation ready to abandon a large section of commercial
crab grounds unnecessarily. Altemnatives will be discussed later in this document.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) on any
major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human cnvironment. An EIS is a
“detailed statement” addressing “the environmental impact of the proposed action,” any
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, altematives to the proposed action, consideration of
short-term local uses and long-term productivity, and any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resource.

The Ninth Circuit has repeatedly held that:

an EIS must be prepared if substantial questions are raised as to whether a project may cause
significant degradation of some human environmental factor. To trigger this requirement
individuals need not show that significant effects will in fact occur, raising substantial questions
whether a project may have a significant effect is sufficient.
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Moreover, it is “crucial” that the agency “’supply a convincing statement of reasons why
potential effects are insignificant’” and its failure to do so renders a FONSI or EIS
unreasonable.

Available evidence and comments by the relevant state and federal agencies, research scientist, and
experienced crab fishermen indicate that dumping at North/South disposal sites of the MCR can be
expected to have many significant adverse effects on Dungeness crab and the ecosystem. As detailed
by Dr. Armstrong, dredged material disposal in areas where crabs live “is likely to have numerous
adverse effects on this species,” ranging from direct mortality through suffocation and impaired
respiration to destruction of food supply and habitat. These concerns about the impact of disposal on
Dungeness crab were expressed by every state and federal agency that commented on in the ‘97
expansion of site B and remain relevant. Moreover, the crabbers who have seen these impacts first
hand, report that the area within the old ‘93 boundaries of site B, where the Corps has already dumped
dredged material, is now “virtually void of crabs.” As early as ‘92, CRCFA sent letters warning of
sterilization of the fishing grounds by ocean disposal (Sheldon letter ‘92). '
Even putting this evidence aside, one need not look beyond the Cofps’ own NEPA documentation to
see that there are, at a minimum, “substantial questions” as to whether disposal of dredge spoils in
North/South sites may cause significant degradation of the Dungeness crab resource. Yet the Corps
has failed to acknowledge the existence of many of these potential effects and failed to supply a
convincing statement of reasons as to why they are insignificant.

In the ‘83 EIS, the defendants frankly acknowledged that they had no idea what impact dredged
material disposal would have on crabs. “the impacts of dumping on larval crabs are unknown”.
Fourteen years later, the ‘97 EA offered no additional evidence to warrant a change in that
assessment. Indeed, the discussion of crab impacts in the ‘97 EA was largely cribbed from the ‘83
EIS. The only two studies cited in the ‘97 EA in connection with Dungeness crab were the exact
same studies cited in the ‘83 EIS.. While the ‘83 EIS admitted that based on these studies the “effects
of disposal on shelifish, particularly Dungeness crabs, are unclear, the ‘97 EA changed that sentence
to read, “direct burial effects on shellfish, particularly Dungeness crabs, has been evaluated,”.

In fact, neither study provides a basis for the Corps and EPA FONSI in ‘97. Durkin and Lipovsky
(“77) drew no conclusions whatsoever about the effects of dredged material disposal on crabs. This
study was based on field research at ocean sites off the mouth of the Columbia River and purported to
examine changes occurring in finfish and shellfish communities as a result of dredged material
disposal. Although the study found significantly more Dungeness crabs--including numerous juvenile
crabs-at site B than at other sites south of the entrance channel, it’s conclusions concerned finfish
only. The other study cited, Chang and Levings (‘78), found that adult hard-shell crabs could escape
burial by up to 10 centimeters of sediments in the laboratory, but this study had numerous limitations
that render its conclusions questionable, including the fact that it made no findings as to juvenile or
soft-shell crabs. The Corps interpretation of more recent laboratory crab studies by Scripps Institute
and Battelle Northwest would lead uninformed investigators to a subjective opinion that most crabs in
the ocean survive burial. Most is a very subjective word and is not defined in the DEIS. The Scripps
study was on hard shelled crab because the Corps did not do its homework and find a way to deliver
crabs ready to molt to Scripps. The Battelle Northwest preliminary investigation found mortality
rates as high as 80%. CRCFA would challenge the Corps’ subjective opinion that most crabs survive
and further request that further independent scientific review not directed, orchestrated, and
filtered by the Corps be obtained before the future of the crab resource at MCR is put at risk.
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Thus, the ‘98 DEIS on ocean disposal, the ‘97 EA, ‘93 EA, and the ‘83 EIS before it - cite no
field studies investigating the effects of disposal on crabs, no studies of any kind investigating
impacts on crab habitat and food supply via burial and/or changes in sediment texture, no studies
on burial of woody debris and other detritus which supply protective cover, and no studies of any
kind investigating effects on larval, or molt-stage soft-shell crab, egg-bearing female crabs, and
interference with other reproductive functions. Indeed, the only thing that changed between the
<83 EIS and the ‘98 DEIS was the amount of area that would be effected by the dumping.

In ‘83, it was the small size of the total crab fishing area affected by the disposal site designation
(the corps estimated it was only 5 percent)' that provided the rationale for going forward with site
designation despite the substantial and acknowledged scientific uncertainty about the effect that
dumping would have on Dungeness crabs. Instead, it simply cribs the ‘83 EIS’s discussion of
crab impacts almost word for word, and glosses over the acknowledged uncertainty about the
impact of dumping on crabs with the blithe and unsubstantiated assertion that “disposal at
current rates have been occurring in the MCR offshore area for nearly 50 years and overall crab
abundance at MCR remains high. This indicates that disposal impacts have not been significant.”
Without any historical or current population studies it is_impossible to assert significance or
insignificance of disposal impacts If the Corps is referring to commercial harvest rates of
Dungeness crab in relation to historical information the Corps has not accounted for how this
production has been maintained. The amount and size of vessels, gear, extreme weather, and
area fished has greatly expanded over the years. In relation to the effort expended today the crab
resource has shown extreme adverse effects, some most assuredly related to dredging operations.

As the above discussion shows, there can be no question that in ‘97, when the Corps and EPA
proposed to expand site B to cover 8 square miles of prime Dungeness crab habitat despite
objections from the crab fishermen and relevant state agencies, without a single study having
been conducted on the effects of dumping on juvenile, larval or soft-shell crabs, “substantial
questions” were raised as to whether that action would have significant environmental effects. In
the face of these substantial questions, the Corps and the EPA failed to supply a convincing
statement of reasons why the potential effects would be insignificant.

Then as now, there are certainly “substantial questions” with respect to thin-layer disposal. See
Armstrong Discussion and letters from state agencies. The method is entircly experimental and
untested with respect to Dungeness crab. The studies that forms the basis for the Corps’ theory
that crabs will not be harmed by disposal of thirty or more-centimeter layer of sand is
questionable and has no basis in fact. The preliminary study done by Battelle Northwest may
indicate that juvenile crab and sub-legal crab have different habits related to self-burial (needs
further investigation) and that mortality rates of larger crabs are higher. This may also be related
to the fact that the larger molt crabs are weaker as growth within the shell is expanded with
increasing size. For better understanding this and other investigations need to be conducted,
many questions about mortality by burial currently are left unanswered. The current studies by
Scripps and Battelle fail to acknowledge the very important fact that crabs that are buried in at
the time of disposal remain buried and die. This selective omission of fact consideration, must
be corrected and acknowledged as extremely important. Field studies must be conducted to
establish rates of burial associated with the marine environment. These and other defects in the
analysis leave the conclusions that the corps has attempted to draw from the studies suspect and
ineffective for relative ocean comparison. Peer review by the independent scientific community
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also needs to be done to add credence to the studies.

As Dr. Armstrong details in his discussion, areas of study had many limitations and its
conclusions are not reliable, even for adult hard-shell crabs let alone soft-shelled and molting
crab. Furthermore, the Corps cited studies evaluating the ability of juvenile or soft-shell crabs to
survive burial, even though their ability to dig out of a layer of sand is likely to be significantly
less than that of adult hard-shell crabs rest solely on their subjective interpretation that most crabs
in the water column survive burial. This subjective interpretation did not mention that crabs that
were buried in prior to test dumping failed to survive. No field ocean investigations have been
done to establish normal habits which include burial for substantial amounts of time. Nor did
they cite studies evaluating adverse impacts to food supply or habitat. (Armstrong)

The Documents that were Prepared are Inadequate

The ‘98 ocean disposal EIS documents prepared in connection with the expansion decision fail to

meet the full disclosure and informed decision making requirements of NEPA in at least the

following ways:

1) fail to adequately discuss and disclose impacts of the proposed action on Dungeness crab,

2) fail to fully examine all viable alternatives;

3) fail to gather obtainable information,

4) fail to disclose how the site management plan would avoid fishing areas and preserve marine
habitat,

5) fail to keep the size of the sites small as required by MRPSA,

6) fail to conduct a qualitative and quantitative assessment of potential effects on the marine
environment and commercial fishing,

7) fail to consider that in the State of Washington after July I of each year it is illegal for
fishermen to fish outside of 4 miles from shore and the current proposed north dump site is
the only place they have to fish,

8) fail to provide full disclosure to the site selection workgroup

9) This document failed to recognize Pacific County Shoreline Master Program goals and
provisions for meeting permit requirements, '

10) compensation is not provided to mitigate adverse effects of ocean dumping (in fact this

document does not indicate any adverse affects form ocean disposal at all),

11) The Ocean Dumping Act imposes an affirmative duty on the Corps & EPA to demonstrate
that the statute’s standards and criteria have been fully met. They may not simply wait for
stakeholders and agencies to prove that their actions will cause adverse effects. Rather, the
burden is on the government to determine what impacts will occur.

Environmental Laws

The twin aims of NEPA are to:

« Ensure that the agency, in reaching a decision, will have available and carefully consider
detailed information concemning the significant environmental impacts of the proposed action,

« Guarantee that relevant information will be made available to a larger audience that may also

play a role in both the decision making process and the implementation of the decision.

In order to accomplish these aims, the agency must provide a “full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts,” which “shall be supported by evidence that the agency has
made the necessary environmental analysis.” “Accurate scientific analysis is essential to
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implementing NEPA” 40 CFR 1500.1(b). Prior to release of the ‘98 DEIS the Corps never made
it known that 50 year disposal options were necessary or that 230,000,000 million cubic yards of
capacity would be needed for disposal. The largest requirements purported by the Corps at the
workgroup meetings was 20 years and 100,000,000 million cubic yards. Had this expanded
option been presented additional candidate sites would most assuredly been presented and looked
at in an entirely different manner by the entire workgroup. Hopper sizes of over 3000cy were not
discussed. Cost-benefit analysis of individual sites were not discussed. Site matrix analysis was
not considered until the eleventh-hour and never in conjunction with candidate site-selection.
Matrix analysis and the overlay process on completed overlays should have been analyzed in
evaluating each individual candidate area before the area was given candidate status. Methods of
accurately controlling burial depths were not analyzed. The soft-shelled study design was not
openly discussed. Major stakeholders were removed from participating in design of the soft-
shelled study by arbitrary & capricious action. Local economic losses were not studied. Final rule
for site selection was never considered because more requirements would have to be met. No
RFA has been considered in this process and final rule purposefully avoided. EO 12898 was
summarily dismissed without adequate analysis or explanation. Large sites totaling 75 square
miles were never contemplated by the site selection work group. Information requested was often
not delivered. The Corps’ library was never mentioned as a source of information. The repeated
selective omission and unsubstantiated broad-brushed conclusions are in the opinion of CRCFA
an ineffectual presentation of the facts, and brings into question the entire EIS process.

Thus, a NEPA analysis on the designation or expansion of an ocean disposal site must evaluate the
ODA criteria. Additionally, conclusions must be explained and supported by reference to
scientific studies or other relevant information. “A conclusory statement unsupported by
empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or explanatory information of any kind not
only fails to crystallize issues, but affords no basis for a comparison of the problems involved
with the proposed project and the difficulties involved in the altemnatives.” Violation of NEPA
occurred where FONSI, EA, and draft EIS failed to discuss any studies concerning potential
effects of dumped sediment on marine ecosystem at ocean dump site. In recent field testing in the
*90’s only one sample of past disposal sites could be found out of the last 5 years testing.

The use of averages distorts the available information. This definitely must be addressed. A
good example is the Corps sediment data in and around dump site B. The difference in sediment
grain size (Corps data) between ‘92 and ‘96 shows that some coarse grain sediment placed in
dump site B migrated to the SSW and covered and bisected finer grained sediments lowering
biologic productivity in an area 6 to 8 times the size of the dump site.The Corps used the average
of sediment size over the ‘92-°96 time frame in the ‘98 DEIS. Direction of transport, coverage
area, and dissection of the sediments are distorted and not displayed. This is inconsistent with
the NEPA process by keeping vital information from the public and agencies so that adequate
responses are unable to be made, Other averages that need exposure and correction are the
current information, sediment grain size and characterization including mineralogy. A large
portion of the proposed dump sitcs has no grain size analysis readily apparent to the public,
especially lacking in the overlays. Other information has been watered down including the wave
amplification data presented in the draft. The 1.7 amplification has been removed and only 1.5
appears in the draft. This equates to a 12% reduction in wave height intensification information , -
a serious selective omission that compromises the integrity of the information presented and
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understates the seriousness of the navigation hazard presented by disposal at dump-site B.

Additionally, CRCFA believes wave intensification analysis at site A should be re-evaluated as it
appears to be considerably lower than actual field observation indicate. Sites A & B have claimed
a number of lives and property and responsible actions must to taken to lessen their continued
death potential. Further analysis in this area is warranted so that future sites will never present
similar navigational hazards. Lessons leamed in the past must be applied to expanded site E and
surrounding areas, full responsibility for safe navigation must be guaranteed. Wave
intensification pattems in the area south and west of buoy #3 appear greater than north and-east of
the buoy, further investigation may need attention in these areas also. Wave analysis over the
extended area beyond expanded site E across Peacock Spit in areas out to 15 fathoms and 2 miles
to the north have not been accomplished as agreed upon by the Corp. Without this baseline wave
analysis (and on going analysis, at least on an annual basis, more frequently if conditions
warrant), evaluation of expanded E as a viable disposal option is inadequate to guarantee
continued safe navigation. Site E mounding could adversely impact historical navigation routes
and cause additional crowding in the main shipping channel and further continue to reduce fishing
time for the local crab flect as site B continues to do. Wave intensification modeling displays
wave amplification beyond the sité in the direction of wave advancement. This model should be
re-evaluated. In actual ocean conditions wave intensification begins in advance of the mound or
shallow area. Wave break on top of sites A & B as well as in advance of the shallow hook area
outside buoy #3. Modeling results do not show this.

Where there are no scientific studies, or those that exist are inadequate to support a conclusion
about the nature or extent of potential environmental effects, agencies must disclose and address
the existence of scientific uncertainty regarding the environmental effects of a proposed action.
40 CFR 1502.22. “When uncertainty exists, it must be exposed. “Conclusory statements which
do not refer to scientific or objective data supporting them” are insufficient to satisfy NEPA.
Here, the ‘98 DEIS, the ‘97 EA, ‘93 EA, as well as the ‘83 EIS to which it tiered, fails to discuss
and disclose the significant impacts that dredged material disposal is likely to have on Dungeness
crabs in expanded sites North and South of MCR, and specifically fails to acknowledge the
considerable scientific uncertainty surrounding such impacts.

Based on what is known about the physiology and ecology of the Dungeness crab, dredged
material disposal on areas where crab are living can be expected to have numerous adverse
effects, including mortality through direct burial, impaired respiration, burial of food and
protective habitat, and impaired reproductive activity. Additionally, most of these effects would
be exacerbated for juvenile and soft-shell crabs. Despite the acknowledged importance of the
Dungeness crab fishery in the vicinity of sites North and South of MCR, and the recognition that
disposal of dredged material there “will have both direct and indirect effects on crabs,” the corps
failed to discuss any of these likely impacts, except direct burial. And that discussion was
cursory at best. The only studies cited that actually examined any effects of dredged material
disposal on crabs was Chang and Levings,, Scripps hard-shell and a preliminary pilot study by
Battelle. The EIS made no acknowledgement of these studies substantial limitations. Since
CRCFA was excluded from the design and interaction necessary the corps and EPA were
unaware of CRCFA ocean disposal research finding 100% mortality of Dungeness crab within
1500 feet of the dredge spoils disposal activity near expanded site E. (See Section 6.3 discussion)
It is certain that testing in the ocean will be more revealing of actual mortality rates than those
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found in the laboratory. (Gray letter)

Concerns about the impact of dumping on Dungeness crabs were raised by every government
agency that commented on the proposed expansion in ‘97. The Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife objected that “no compelling evidence for the conclusion that thin-layer disposal will not
result in biological impacts has been presented,” and noted that “there remains a substantial
degree of uncertainty as to the risk to crabs from disposal at expanded areas and the significance
of that risk”. The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development, in a strongly
worded letter, initially withheld CZMA certification, expressing grave concemns about the impacts
of thin-layer disposal on crabs:
DLCD cannot conclude from the information provided by the CE to date that impacts to
crabs, benthic habitat, and crab fishing operations resulting from disposal at site B will be
minimal. . . . The EA does not explain whether the 10 cm. threshold applies to both adult
crabs and soft-shell juveniles. The EA also does not evaluate the potential effects of
substrate changes (i.e., sediment type and average grain size) on crabs and benthic
communities. Without more specific evidence to the contrary, the state must conclude that
disposal in the near-shore portion of site B has the potential to directly impact an
economically important species and the habitat on which the species depends.

In a subsequent letter, the Department issued the CZMA certification, but for one year only. The
certification was accompanied by the “strong recommendation” that the Corps avoid disposal at
site B if at all possible.

This was not the first time the Corps and EPA had been criticized for inadequately evaluating the

potential adverse impacts to crabs from disposal of dredged material in areas of prime Dungeness

crab habitat off the mouth of the Columbia River. Comments submitted to the draft EIS in 1983

by the National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) expressed concem about the potential

adverse biological impacts of dumping at the proposed sites and stated the agency's belief that the

EIS had failed to substantiate its conclusions that such impacts are nonexistent or minor:

' We question whether benthic populations will continue to replenish themselves at the sites on
a regular basis, particularly at Sites A, B, and F. If material is deposited at these three sites
on a regular basis (during the dredging season) and the material is not transported out of the
areas, one could assume that recurring populations of benthic organisms would be
smothered.  Population losses, mounding effects, and sediment texture changes could
combine to prevent recolonization at some point in time, at which time aquatic food chains in
the area could be affected.

NMFES concluded that “the DEIS provides little basis for some of the conclusions put forth
regarding the potential adverse environmental impacts of long-term dredged material disposal at
the chosen sites.” The U.S. Department of the Interior similarly wamned: “The limited biological
data available is not sufficient to support the conclusion that 20 years of dredging has caused only
minor and reversible effects and did not even give a clear picture of what was happening at the
time of the study.”

Despite this chorus of voices raising concems about the impacts of disposal on Dungeness crab,
the ‘08 EIS failed to even acknowledge the scientific uncertainty surrounding this issue, asserting
instead that no significant impact on crabs is “evident.” This blatant failure to disclose and
address the obvious risk and uncertainty surrounding the impact of dredged material disposal on
crabs renders this current EIS patently inadequate. Moreover, this document failures to even
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acknowledge the fact that the thin-layer disposal method is experimental and largely untested,
especially in the ocean environment Here, the corps’ failure to adequately disclose and address .
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed north — south sites and the scientific
uncertainty regarding those impacts violates the purpose of ensuring informed government
decision making, but also defeats the public participation process. (See CRCFA test results of
Site E dumping where near 100% crab mortality occurred). Recent NMFS benthic and sediment
studies of MCR (°92,’93,94,’95,&°96) have a singular lack of samples at sites AB.E,&F.
Valuable opportunity for studying re-colonization over time is forever gone.

Further Section 6.6.1.3. the statement, “The proposed ocean sites are located in areas that have
generally lower densities and numbers of species of benthic infauna,” is inadequate. See Hinton &
Emmett ‘94. What factual data is the Corps using to draw this conclusion. Please include raw
reference data, name of the study, and page number. According to NMFS study it appears that
both the North & South sites have one of the highest numbers of infauna at MCR, refer to ‘92
NMFS study sample sites 10, 15, and 51. These large sampling were larval clams, potential
future food source for crab and ocean disposal most assuredly would cause mortality to the
larval.

Section 6.4.3. the Corps statement, “disposal in the proposed ocean sites is not expected to have

a significant impact on the existing bottoms sediments.” is inadequate and needs to be removed
from the draft, (Hancock). Recognize as grain size increases dramatic decreases biologic
productivity occur.

Section 5.2.4.7. The Corps needs to expose information at their disposal, “benthic invertebrate
productivity is higher in areas of finer grained sediment than in coarse grained areas (McCabe,
‘96). The north site has grain sizes of 0.11mm the average upriver grain size that could be
dumped in the North site has average grain sizes 200%-300% larger, see table in draft on grain
sizes and recalculate according to averages weighted by volume. Also refer to Technical Report
D-77-30. Insitu sediments at the North-South sites are more homogenous as opposed to barged in
upriver sediments which have a much broader range of sizes. The individual grains in the beach
sediments are rounded while those of upriver are more angular and irregular. Additionally,
explanation and extent of the unique area known as the “Mudhole” must be expanded to include
the area known to fishermen as the “Seaview Mudhole.” This area comes in shallow in the area
of North Head and may extends up to mid-Long Beach. See Corps overlay data of ‘77 sediment
textures. This information is old and needs to be updated, but at least gives relevant information
as to area that needs investigation. The “Seaview Mudhole” extends well into the Corps present
proposed North disposal site option. This unique area needs to have at least a two mile buffer
zone to protect it from predominant North current. This current flows to the south the majority of
the year (300 days or more) which will deliver coarse grained sediment and reduce productivity of
the fine grained sediment deposited by natural means at the edge of the tidal interface zone.

Estimates of how much sediment will be transported to the ocean may be unrealistic. It is
proposed to close the current dump site at RM33.4 and use in lane disposal at this point. This
means that additional upriver, large grained sediment will be taken out of beneficial use at the
Skamokawa Vista Park and transported to the ocean, from how far up river this will happen is not
clear in this document. This must be delineated to accurately determine over all volumes the may
end up in the ocean. Current uses of sand at Skamokawa include a tourist attraction, filter bed
sand for Astoria municipal water supply, fill material, and cement sand for many cement
companies. The disposal site at RM33.4 should be reconsidered as a beneficial use site.
Additional costs to down river communities are again assigned by removal of the shoreside site at
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RM33.4.

Section 6.4.1. the Corps claims all sediments beaded for the ocean are clean sands, there is no
need for testing, and will have no significant impact to the ocean is inadequate. Testing will be
required. Analysis of sediments at site B indicate high concentrations of oils & grease. These
carcinogens are known to cause high rates of mortality to YOY crabs, Ippm kills haif the YOY
contacted. It can be assumed that dredge disposal concentrated these [ lethal hydrocarbons. See
Sea Grant circular. Oil and grease concentrations must be considered in any new ocean disposal
site. There are contaminants in sediments in the river. Levels in themselves may not trigger
newer, lowered standards but bioaccumulation has occurred in river species that may be
consumed on a regular basis. No mention with concerns of radioactivity, even though the
Columbia is known as the most radiated river in the world.

Section 5.1.7.3.says the lower Columbia River below Astoria Bridge regularly exceeds screening
levels for metals, chlorinated hydrocarbons, volatile solids, pesticides, polychlorophenols and
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. Considering these accumulated irregularities some testing
must be preformed to prevent bioaccumulation in the marine ecosystem. Without testing
carcinogenic accumulations can occur undetected. Certainly a coverage area as large as 75
Square miles warrants at least a cursory testing.

Section 6.3 needs to be clarified in its assessment of water quality. “No significant....or
suspended solids release is expected. CRCFA research in the vicinity of expanded site E, in the
summer of ‘98, found off -site movement and accumulations of sediments in excess of 12” per
day up to 1500’ beyond the edge of the site boundary. Crab pots were buried to the point of
losing them, further it should be noted that 100% mortality of crabs in the pots occurred in this
1500’ area. This mortatity of Dungeness crab from burial of dredge spoils substantially beyond
the site boundaries is in need of assessment and must be addressed. -site migration of suspended
solids may become an issue and needs further investigation.

The ‘98 DEIS is inadequate in its selective omission of mitigation for New disposal options near
the MCR. Section 6.10 and Table 6-1 , mitigation requirements are inadequate relative to ocean
requirements. The NO mitigation required is based on the erroneous assumption, with no factual
basis, that impacts to crab is insignificant. The effect of loss of use of 75 square miles of
productive marine habitat for 50 years could cost the local economies up to $500,000,000 not
adjusted for inflation, at the present value of $15.00 to $20.00 per crab to the local economy,
assuming a 25% loss of productive fishing grounds. The displaced crab will reduce overall
capacity of the surrounding habitat which is already utilized to capacity. This full utilization of
capacity is evident on large resource years when the meat count never reaches normalcy, resulting
in severe resource declines the following year. The current DEIS fails to disclose other adverse
environmental impacts to the life cycle of Dungeness crab and is inadequate in this regard. .
Those losses and others include: burial of established and mature food source, burial of debris
which provides shelter from prey for YOY and small juvenile crab, added stress to surrounding
habitat through displacement, potential effects to egg-bearing females, impaired sexual function,
burial of spawning, rearing and nursery areas, decreased productivity through dramatic increase in
sediment grain sizes, and overall stress placed on the species from disposal.

Section 6,11 admits adverse impacts to the marine resources but the assessment is inadequate,
since nothing is quantified. The overall assessment and for mitigation must be based on the
overall assessment of the proposed disposal of dredged material and of the alternatives to the
proposed ocean disposal must be based on the effects on esthetic, recreational, and economic
values, including enhancement of these values, when applicable. Whenever possible, results
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should be expressed quantitatively, such as percentage of a resource lost, deduction in a use days
of a recreational area, dollars lost in commercial fisheries profits, or profits of other commercial
enterprises. A HEP team must be assembled to consider adequate necessities associated with any
NEW ocean disposal sites. This HEP team must consider all cumulative effects, including, but
not limited to, dredging entrainment losses. These losses must be exposed so that the public can
adequately respond to the problem. It should also be explained why entrainment losses are so
much greater at Grays Harbor than the Columbia on the same dredges.

Mitigation should extend to the erosion problem at Fort Canby State Park. Section 4. 4.3.6. is
inadequate in its presentation of beneficial use sites at Pacific Ocean beach sites, especially on the
Washington shoreline. Local sponsors should not be need for beneficial beach nourishment,
Severe erosion at Fort Canby is direct result of Corps historic activities and must be addressed for
mitigation purposes:

« failure to maintain jetty lengths

« disruption of normal ocean circulation patterns adjacent to North Jetty

. increased wave intensification at dredge disposal sites B & E causing excessive erosion at

the park !'

failure to identify sand transportation analysis local to the p k
failure to examinee effects of artificial submarine canyon dredged to 55 feet
failure to expose sediment supply reductions up river
failure to expose dam construction sediment entrapment
failure to expose pile jetty construction which entombed large sediment supplies in bays
failure to expose dredging permits to depths of 80 feet near Portland
failure to expose and other parameters which may exacerbate erosion at the park

o o o o o o

There are viable ocean disposal alternatives :

Informed and meaningful consideration of alternatives” is an “integral part” of the statutory
scheme. Thus, an EIS must look at “every reasonable alternative in a fair and full manner. In the
‘98 DEIS, the Corps and the EPA considered some alternatives. Many alternatives were simply
not considered or summarily dismissed by the ‘98 DEIS. These include:

1. Sites beyond the self-imposed “zone of siting feasibility”

Direct beach disposal - Benson Beach

Disposal of barged material to erosion hot spots on Washington/Oregon Coast

Use of sidecast technology (mm thick)

Relic beach sands deposits on the edge of the continental shelf (500-600°)

Dredging and disposal by the “sidecasting” method, including sidecasting out of the hopper
dredge and/or barge at remote sites

Punaise technology .

Beneficial use in development of artificial sport fishing reef(s), Candidate site 8-rejected by
capricious and arbitrary action, unsupported by scientific fact.

9. Astoria Canyon option needs thorough investigation

10. White or near white holes in the composite overlays need review.

Al o

fadi
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Summary rejection of viable offshore sites, including Astoria Canyon and CRCFA's proposed site
through invocation of an arbitrary and capricious has excluded reasonable alternatives that had
met the requirements of the proposed action. Sand in the littoral drift maybe a desired result (and
may be attainable) of disposal but is not a legal requirement like avoiding fishing areas.

Dr. Vladimir Shepsis, an expert in coastal engineering including dredged material disposal,
demonstrates in his analysis that disposal at both Astoria Canyon and CRCFA'’s proposed site are
viable altematives that should be further evaluated by the Corps and EPA.

Section 5.1.1.1. calls the shale area, a unique area. This assertion is inadequate since, no definite
identification of its existence or reliable boundaries are included in the ‘98 DEIS. The Corps’
discussion or lack there of presents no characteristic or biota at the site and is void of any other
relevant information. Further it should be noted that the majority of sediment transport in the
area of site 8 is to the SSW, not north the direction of the “shale area”. No reasonable attempt to
find what natural resources commonly frequent the “shale area” were undertaken by the Corps.
No biologic assessment, no boundary definition, no current study, no sediment transport study,
no reasonable information at all, just arbitrary rejection of site 8. Site 8 is the only ocean site that
has no known opposition from any user of the ocean. Additionally, it was suggested to the Corps
that Candidate site 8 could be slightly enlarged and moved to the south to further insure no
degradation of the “shale area”. Tt should also be pointed out that the “shale area” referred to in
this response to the ‘98 DEIS is not confused with the SHALE PILE that is SSW of Tillamook
Head. Some confusion may already exist in the ‘98 DEIS document and process. The DEIS
claims there is no bedrock outcrops north of Tillamook Head to be worried about conceming
possible disposal options, something here in inadequate and needs addressing.

Direct Beach Nourishment Alternative

For years, the State of Washington has expressed concem to the Corps about severe erosion
occurring on the beaches north of the Columbia River, and has urged the Corps to evaluate the
possibility of disposing of materials dredged from the mouth of the Columbia River directly on
those beaches to help counteract erosion. In 1998 the Corps deposited about 3.5 mcy of dredge
spoils in site E, directly offshore of Fort Canby State Park. This massive quantity of sediment
placed on the door step of Benson Beach has not abated that erosion. The area appears to be
eroding at a faster rate than in the past few years. Near shore dumping is not solving the erosion
problem and the primary dune is now gone. This has not been recognized or dealt with in the ‘98
DEIS. It should be further noted that transport of sediments deposited by current disposal
methods remain where deposited with some shift offshore. For years CRCFA wamed the Corps
that sites A,F, &B were not dispersing as the Corps stated they would. Most ocean deposition by
artificial means (dredges) tend to remain in the immediate vicinity of deposition. Old site E
seems to be an exception to this rule. Site A (70°) is a near shore site that mounded and did not
contribute significantly to the littoral drift system. Past experience strongly indicates the majority
of sediments will stay put. Further, the Corps’ own coal study indicates strongly that the zone of
interaction between the shore and the outer limits of potential for sediment to interact is 40 feet.

Through a study of grain size analysis and mineralogic composition of the Long Beach Peninsula
including statistical analysis of sediment standard deviations including sediment transport as far
north as Wash-a-way Beach and further analysis of areas of erosion and deposition offshore of the
peninsula for 25 years it is this author’s strong opinion that the significant interactive zone of
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the littoral drift and the beach is 30 feet or less. This conclusion is further supported by
preliminary data analysis of the USGS Bathymetric Exchange work done by Ann Gibbs of
California, Sediment deposited greater than 50’ in the nearshore will be hard-pressed to reach
the shore in any meaningful time frame. Prolonged storm events with seas in excess of 30 feet
are required to move any significant amount of sediment deeper than 40°. These types of events
may occur 1 to 3 times per decade, and in general these prolonged severe storm events cause
coastal erosion, not deposition, suggesting the lack of inshore movement.

In a ’97 letter to the Washington Department of Ecology, the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife expressed concem about the severe erosion occurring on beaches just north of the
Columbia River and described in detail an alternative proposal for depositing dredged sand
directly onto these beaches through a pipeline dredge in order to help alleviate the erosion
problem. Direct beach disposal through a pipeline dredge is a viable alternative. Indeed, it is a
method of disposal that the Corps has used in similar conditions at Grays Harbor, Washington.
Moreover, it is apparently the policy of the Corps to seek out beneficial uses for dredged material
in developing altematives. The Corps never fully evaluated this alternative. Further, CRCFA
suggested to the Corps that a pipeline and repump station could be placed above A-Jetty and end
on Benson Beach. The pluses for this site are enormous and should be further considered.
Current sediment starvation of the ocean beaches is directly related to Corps management of the
Columbia River sediment budget. It is acknowledged within the Draft that 67% of all sediment
entering the Pacific Ocean is transported beyond the littoral drift system. The Corps failed to
mention the vast quantity of material it has allowed to be entombed in upland sites over the
history of the river maintenance. Building dikes and jetties has channeled the sediment budget and
filled in bays and back waters trapping more sediment and deteriorating historic estuarine
environments. No mitigation has ever occurred to compensate and/or mitigate for these and other
historic and continuing losses, including the loss of in excessive amounts of sediment from
Peacock spit at the time of jetty construction. Direct beach placement without a sponsor would
be entirely reasonable to replace the sediment lost through past dredging practices. This
needs to be addressed in a significant and meaningful manner.

Near shore disposal of dredged material off the beach north of the Columbia River

Despite repeated requests by Washington agencies that material dredged from the Columbia River
entrance channel be disposed of near shore so that it will remain in the littoral drift system and
help to nourish the eroding beaches, the Corps and EPA have not considered how such a site
would be highly dispersive, A very small area would suffice to dispose of large quantities of
material, therefore minimizing biological impacts. . Disposal of dredged material within the
proposed sites, just off the beach in 25 to 40 feet of water north of the north jetty may offers a
viable alternative for disposing of dredged material while also providing beach nourishment. The
Seattle Corps has dumped dredge spoils in shallow depths south of the South Jetty at Grays
Harbor. I believe that some dumping has occurred as shallow as 25°. The 25’ material
disappeared over the winter, while material dumped at 40’ depths did not disperse as well. This
method needs further scientific investigation. Accretion rates onshore, as a result of near-shore
spoils disposal must be quantified. Is the accretion rate high enough to justify any degradation of
the marine environment. Thresholds must be established. ~ Time frames should be associated
with beach accretion rates that are deemed acceptable, If the accretion rates are measured in
geologic time (not years), this must be considered. Removal of sand from the beaches by
contractors using sand for fill (in excessof 100,000cy per year may well be more than the
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accretion rate ever obtainable by placing sand in the littoral drift. Direct beach placement could
give contractors an additional source of sand for local construction needs without jeopardizing
coastal erosion. If all these speculations can be removed, then near-shore dumping can remain a
viable alternative provided the area is restricted in size, depending on dispersion rates. Biologic
and mounding criteria must be applied to any near shore sites. Overall habitat alteration has to be
a paramount concemn.

Disposal of additional material in original site E

The Corps and the EPA should consider disposal of dredged material in original site E as part of
the capacity needed for ocean disposal over the next 50 years. A conservative estimate, original
site E has a 1 mcy per year capacity. This is 22% of the capacity requirement for the duration of
the ‘98 DEIS on ocean disposal and 50% of the capacity examined by the site selection work
group. If 1.5 mcy per year can be dumped on a sustained basis in original site E, 33% of the
capacity requirement of the ‘98 DEIS are met, thus questioning the site capacity requirements the
Corps and EPA have set forth. Again, all information must be examined in order to make
informed decisions. ’

Dredging and disposal by the “sidecasting” method

Sidecasting out of the hopper dredge at remote locations to control accumulation depths to a truly
thin layer should be investigated as a biologically acceptable method. This method will need to
redefine thin layer as something considerably less than 127,

Punaise dredging technology

The Punaise dredging technology is submerged dredging machinery placed on the bottom of the
ocean and controlled from a remote station. This is being done in the Netherlands and was
discussed at a site selection work group meeting. This alternative maybe viable for Benson Beach
or even as far away as Wash-away beach near Tokeland, for barged materials Calculations
should be done on the trench near Wash-a-way beach and consideration should be given to barged
sediments being placed here. The holding capacity of the area maybe unlimited. The initial cost
of acquiring Punaise could be offset by using it in conjunction with other erosion hotspots coast -
wide. This needs further consideration and evaluation. :

Conclusion

Many viable alternatives exist to North/South sites at the MCR that have not been fairly and fully
evaluated. Accurate cost estimations of each disposal option must be fully explored. Current
costs associated with the proposed North/South sites are not fully exposed. Full and accurate
baseline studies, pre, during, and post disposal monitoring, mitigation for adverse effects to the
habitat and resource, thin layering verses dump & run, all this and more has to be figured into the
cost per yard of the sites.

The Corps failed to gather obtainable information

NEPA

The purpose of NEPA is to “ensure that an agency has at its disposal all relevant information
about environmental impacts of a project before the agency embarks on the project.” Where
information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse environmental effects is
incomplete, a federal agency has a duty to obtain new information. An EIS is to be prepared for
all actions that may significantly affect the environment so as to climinate the need for
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speculation by insuring that available data is gathered and fairly analyzed prior to the
implementation of the proposed action.

Additionally, information must be collected and studies conducted early enough to allow the
agencies to integrate consideration of environmental impacts into the decision making process at
the earliest possible time. An assessment must be prepared early enough so that it can serve
practically as an important contribution to the decision making process and will not be used to
rationalize or justify decisions already made.

It certainly would be feasible for the Corps and the EPA to collect more accurate data on crab
distribution in and around the mouth of the Columbia River, and, indeed, they have done so in
other locations, including within the Columbia River estuary. (study of distribution and
abundance of Dungeness crab in Columbia River estuary using trawl sampling); (letter from
WDFW: “The use of scientific sampling as a tool to designate disposal sites is essential. We are
appalled that the Portland Corps seems to feel that they can designate sites without any
investigation of the productivity of the area proposed for disposal.... The Seattle Corps has for
years used beam trawling to investigate sites proposed for proposal, and to monitor new sites
where disposal is conducted.” In the fall of ‘98 the Seattle Corps and the State of Washington
entered into an agreement for mitigation based in part on field investigations of the crab resource.
CRCFA detailed opportunities for biological data collection that the Corps recently passed up.
Additional laboratory studies could also be finished at reasonable expense which would shed
more light on the impacts of disposal on crabs, particularly in the YOY, juvenile, molten, and
soft-shell stages. :

Since at Jeast 1983, the Corps and the EPA have been aware that further study and monitoring of
the impacts of dredged material disposal on crabs was needed and yet, despite repeated requests
for ocean site analysis by other agencies and repeated promises from the Corps and the EPA, to
this day no further ocean analysis studies have been done. Nor has there been any attempt to
monitor crab presence at the disposal sites to determine distribution or evaluate disposal impacts.
In the lawsuit filed against the Corps and EPA in ‘98 they repeatedly refused to monitor for crab
presence and or effects of burial, instead agreed not to dump after a specific date to minimize
adverse impacts to soft-shelled crab in and around expanded dump site E. This provision of the
federal court ordered agreement must become part the related to site E.

In ‘83, in comments submitted to the EIS, NMEFS noted that further study of the long-term
impacts of dumping was needed, and recommended that the final EIS include plans for a long-
term monitoring program to assess potential adverse impacts to living marine resources at the
disposal sites. In response, the Corps and EPA promised to develop and implement a monitoring
program. However, in the section entitled “Guidelines for the Monitoring Plan,” the final EIS
simply stated that most parameters did not need monitoring because the effects of the dredging
would be minimal. It vaguely stated that the Corps and EPA “may sefect appropriate species to
monitor” but offered no further specifics. To date, no monitoring of the effects of dredged
material disposal on ocean crabs has been conducted. Cumulative effects including entrainment
of crab while dredging is not in this document.

Cumulative effects of the dredging operation on the marine environment have not been
adequately considered. Entrainment, impacts on food-web dynamics, life-cycle needs, habitat
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alteration, fragmentation of habitat, impacts on juvenile refuge areas, sexual dysfunction, and
respiratory impacts, all of which will lower overall productivity of a valuable ecosystem Several
govemment agencies commenting on the ‘97 EA urged the Corps and EPA to conduct further
studies on crab impacts and monitor for crab distribution and abundance:
We have requested in previous correspondence that the effects of thin-layer disposal be
examined with objective scientific studies, these requests stand. We are particularly
concerned about the potential impacts to Dungeness Crab especially in juvenile and molting
stages that have a reduced ability to escape once buried by sediment.

In response to the suggestion of one commentor to the ‘97 EA that “a formal monitoring
methodology examining biological effects of disposal in area B should be devised and
implemented,” the defendants were unwilling to commit to implementing any biological
monitoring program. In the section discussing monitoring, the ‘97 EA provides only for
bathymetric monitoring, not monitoring of biological effects. In another part of the document,
however, it promises that “additional biological evaluation, which would include determining
whether impacts to crab populations are measurable, will be initiated prior to disposal in
expanded Site B." Despite this language, the Corps announced its intention to dispose of
dredged material in the ‘97 expansion of sitc B during the ‘98 season without announcing any
plans to initiate a biological monitoring program, once again prompting the relevant state
agencies to voice objections.

In sum, the Corps and the EPA have been on notice since ‘83 that their data on the effects of
disposal on crabs was deficient, and at least since ‘93 that mounding would make the designation
of new disposal sites necessary.

ODA

The Ocean Dumping Act requires the Corps and the EPA to develop site management plans for
all designated sites. Such plans must include a baseline assessment of conditions at the site, and
a program for monitoring the site, In this instance, such a plan could provide a useful vehicle to
collect the information necessary to prepare an adequate EIS that takes the requisite “hard look”
at the impact of dumping dredged materials in/on crab habitat. The ninth Circuit has observed
that “without establishing the baseline conditions which exist in the vicinity of the disposal site
before ocean dumping begins, there is simply no way to determine what effect the proposed
dumping ... will have on the environment and, consequently, no -way to comply.”

However, not only has the government failed to meet its obligation under the ODA to develop
such a plan with necessary crab information , it has violated public notice and comment
provisions by this failure. Additionally, the Corps held many so called “Round Table” meetings
where untold numbers of public comments were made. These comments are not included in the
record for consideration of this draft EIS. What happened to all that body of information that has
been solicited, but not adequately shared. It should be available for review and considered in this

DEIS.

It should be noted that much information available was specifically withheld from CRCFA
during the last two years which in tum has delayed and impeded the process:
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Contact with Battelle NW to discuss soft-shelled study

Contact with OSU researchers to discuss current study

Contact with Daniel Hancock to discuss benthic analysis

Denied a video tape copy of the Battelle NW soft-shell study, which was noted in the

meeting notes of 8/19/98 page 11.

+ Request for quantified socio-economic data related to ocean disposal sites and it’s effect
on local communities and fishermen

+ Request for a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (RFA)

« Request for outside impartial council to review potential law conflicts during the work
group process

+ Request of oil spill risk analysis of potential sites (stemming from concerns with site B)

«  Analysis of E.O. 12898 and its application to low income areas (Pacific County is the
lowest median income county in the state of Washington)

« Request for additional biologic data collection (including baseline studies) on all
commercial resources in and around proposed sites

« Request Tech guide manual for designation of ocean dredged material disposal sites

+ Request a copy of the Green Book

«  Request consideration of black box use to monitor all ocean disposal to track dumping of

material :

Request of a feasibility study for dumping beyond the continental shelf

Request of beneficial use analysis — Benson Beach

Request of ocean field analysis of hopper dredge footprints

Request for “at sea” broad-base ocean disposal analysis as early as July 1997

Analysis of restoring the jetties to full length

Site maps for sharing with Congressmen — told to use FOIA, yet did not respond

Request of material and was never even informed that the Portland Corps had a library,

whereby material could be checked out

¢ s o o o o o

For these reasons and others this EIS process is inadequate to meet NEPA requirements for full ’
public disclosure and informed decision making. :

Every government agency that commented on the ‘97 expansion decision raised concern about
whether the site expansions would adversely affect Dungeness crab. These letters, in conjunction
with Dr. Armstrong’s declaration explaining and clarifying the scientific basis for this concern,
amply demonstrate that there are, at a minimum, substantial questions as to whether the
expansions of North/South sites may cause significant environmental degradation. Accordingly,
the Corps and EPA are not insuring informed decision making and public disclosure. They have
dismissed the issue of crab impacts as minimal. Crabs impacts are definitely unclear,”but the
Corps and EPA refuse to acknowledge the considerable scientific risk and uncertainty
surrounding crab impacts. The Corps’ decision to Expand Sites North/South of MCR is clearly at
odds with Federal, State, and Local laws.

The Ocean Dumping Act prohibits ocean dumping of any material except as authorized by permit,
and designates the Secretary of the Army (in practice, the Corps) as the permitting entity for the
dumping of dredged materials. Before issuing a permit, the Corps must insure that “the dumping
will not unreasonably degrade or endanger human health, welfare, or amenities, or the marine
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In making this determination, the Corps must apply specific criteria established by the EPA.

These criteria require the Corps to:

1. Select sites particularly to avoid areas of existing fisheries or shell fisheries 40 CFR
228.5(a)

2. Conduct a qualitative and quantitative assessment of potential effects on the marine
environment and commercial fishing, 40 CFR 227.17(a) (2), 227.19, 227.21

3. Limit the size of sites in order to localize any immediate adverse impacts 40CFR 228.5 (

4. Dump only at disposal sites and under conditions that will insure no unacceptable
interference with fishing 40 CFR 227.10(a)

5. Locate dumping sites beyond the edge of the continental shelf wherever feasible 40 CFR
228.5(¢).

Before a permit can be issued, the EPA also must be given an opportunity to review the

application and relevant information, and if the EPA declines to concur in the Corps’ finding, the

permit cannot be issued.

The ODA imposes an affirmative duty on the Corps and EPA to demonstrate that the statute’s
standards and criteria have been met. They may not simply sit back and wait for the stakeholders
to prove that their actions will cause adverse effects. Rather, the burden is on the government to
determine what impact the dumping will have. The ODA “by its terms contemplates™ that projects
like this, involving the dumping of millions of cubic yards of dredge spoils in the ocean, “be
carefully analyzed.” _In lieu of issuing a permit to itself, the Corps prepared a document entitled
“Section 103 Evaluation” purporting to demonstrate compliance with the ODA criteria. Based
on this document, the EPA concurred in the Corps’ finding that the ODA criteria were met. On
its face, this document demonstrates that the Corps failed to comply with the ODA, and the EPA
should not issue a concurrence.

The Corps has violated the ODA’s clear command to avoid areas of existing fisheries in
selecting a site.

The ODA criteria makes several affirmative commands to the agencies to locate disposal sites in
areas where they are not likely to interfere with living marine resources, particularly fisheries.
The regulations are unequivocal in this regard: “The dumping of materials into the ocean will be
permitted only at sites in areas selected to minimize the interference of disposal activities with
other activities in the marine environment, particularly avoiding areas of existing fisheries or
shellfisheries .

The admonition that sites be located away from existing fisheries is unqualified. Thus, regardless
of whether an agency concludes that disposal in the arca of a fishery will actually have an adverse
impact on marine life, the regulations require the agency to locate the site outside the area of the
fishery. This means that in this instance, the Corps and the EPA are required to_locate the
disposal sites for Columbia River dredge spoils outside the area of the existing Dungeness crab

fishery regardiess of their belief that thin-layer disposal will not adversely effect crabs.

Far from complying with this requirement, the Corps failed to avoid the location of
fisheries or shell fisheries in the ‘98 DEIS. This omission is particularly glaring in light of
the broad consensus among state agency officials, scientists, crab fishermen, and the
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Corps themselves that sites North/South of the MCR are areas of productive Dungeness
habitat and a productive crab fishing ground. The Corps’ failure even to give lip-service
to the explicit command that disposal sites be located “particularly” so as to avoid “areas '
of existing fisheries or shell fisheries,” clearly violated the ODA.

At 40 CFR 227.10(a), the ODA criteria contain another affirmative command to protect fisheries.
That section provides: “Wastes which may present a serious obstacle to fishing or navigation
may be dumped only at disposal sites and under conditions which will insure no unacceptable
interference with fishing or navigation.”. This requirement is clearly not met in this ‘98 DEIS.
Yet the Corps cannot contest that dumping even 10 centimeters of sediment may kill crabs, and
thus the disposal of dredged materials at the North /South sites presents a substantial risk of
harming the Dungeness crab population and the fishermen that depend on it. Accordingly, the
only way for the Corps to “insure no unacceptable interference with fishing” is to avoid all
dumping in any sites, which are acknowledged to be in a productive Dungeness crab fishery, and
to limit disposal in site E to periods of low crab presence, generally acknowledged as mid-August,
even this is the Corps” responsibility to investigate, monitor, and avoid.

As a further safeguard against the location of disposal sites in or near fisheries or other areas of
high biological productivity, the ODA criteria also require that the size of the sites must be kept
small. The ODA criteria requires the agencies to assess the “potential of the dumping for
affecting the recreational and commercial values of living marine resources,” specifically
including the impact on commercial fishing. The*98 DEIS purports to demonstrate compliance
with them simply by reciting a few conclusory sentences. Specifically, it states that “the proposed
ocean disposal would have minimal impact on crab. This analysis is grossly inadequate in light of
the acknowledged importance of the Dungeness crab fishery in this area, and the widely-shared
concern of experts from state agencies and elsewhere that disposal of dredged material at
expanded North/South sites is likely to have significant adverse effects on this species. The site
selection criteria reiterate the need to assess potential impacts on fisheries and direct the Corps
and the EPA to consider those impacts in selecting a site. Thus, the agencies must consider the
site's “location in relation to breeding, spawning, nursery, feeding, or passage areas of living
resources in adult or juvenile phases.” Extended discussion of impacts to Dungeness crab was
clearly warranted here, especially since expanded North/South sites are in areas that offers
valuable refuge habitat to juvenile crabs, and expanded site E is an area that becomes dense with
soft-shell crabs in late summer. These considerations are particularly important in light of the fact
that the impacts of dredged material disposal are likely to be especially severe for juvenile and
soft-shell crabs and the deficiency of those documents do not adequately assess the site’s location
in relation to crab habitat.

The ODA’s mandate to assess the impacts of dumping includes the requirement that the agencies
conduct a site-specific survey of a disposal site before deciding to dump there. (requiring
evaluation of “the impact of dumping on esthetic, recreational, and economic values ... on an
individual basis”). Here, despite repeated requests from CRCFA, state agencies and others that
the Corps and the EPA monitor the sites for crab before dumping, and despite the Corps’ and
EPAs’own promise to do so at least in site B, no such survey or monitoring has been conducted or
planned in this ‘98 DEIS.
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Not only do the ODA criteria repeatedly direct the agencies to evaluate the impact of the
proposed dumping on the marine environment, but in two separate places, the regulations
specifically require the agencies to express that assessment in quantitative as well as qualitative
terms. Thus, the “potential of the dumping for affecting the recreational and commercial values of
living marine resources,” “will be expressed, where possible, on a quantitative basis, such as
percentage of a resource lost ... or dollars lost in commercial fishery profits,” Additionally, “a
quantitative and qualitative evaluation will be made, where feasible, of the impact of the proposed
dumping on each use including commercial fishing.”

Yet the’98 DEIS is devoid of any quantitative analysis or any explanation for the failure to
conduct such analysis, as are the ‘97 and ‘93 EAs and the ‘83 EIS. In his declaration, Dr.
Armstrong describes studies that the Corps and the EPA could conduct that would provide far
more accurate measures of crab distribution and disposal impacts than the information the
agencies currently have. Indeed, the Corps itself has conducted some similar studies on
Dungeness crabs in other locations including inside the confluence of the Columbia River Mouth.

The Corps needs to develop a adequate Site Management Plan for new sites
in the Water Resources Development Act of 1992, Congress amended the Ocean Dumping Act to

require the EPA, in conjunction with the Corps, to develop a Site Management Plan for each site
designated.  Such plans must include a baseline assessment of conditions at the site, a
program for monitoring the site, and special management practices for each site aimed at
protecting the environment. No site designated after January 1, 1995 shall receive a final site
designation without a plan; and sites designated prior to January 1, 1995 must have Site
Management Plans no later than January 1, 1997. ’

In this instance, where so many unanswered questions remain about the effect of dredge spoil
disposal on crabs and other marine organisms, the baseline assessment and monitoring required
by such a plan would be a particularly important tool in collecting information critical to

complying with the ODA’s environmental protection mandates. The Corps, however, have not ‘

“issued a Site Management Plan for North/South sites and that use of the sites are illegal without
an adequate site management plan

In short, the Corps has blatantly disregarded the clear commands of the ODA that they avoid
areas of existing fisheries and shell fisheries in designating sites, that they assess the potential
impacts on living marine resources and fisheries before commencing use of an ocean disposal
site, and that they develop a site management plan including plans for a baseline assessment and
continued monitoring of biological resources. The comment letters submitted to the Corps and
the EPA reveal a broad consensus among state agency officials, scientists, fishermen, and others
that North/South sites cover areas of Dungeness crab habitat that are heavily used by crab
fishermen and that the disposal of dredged material in these areas is likely to have significant
adverse effects on this important marine resource. This view is confirmed by the declaration of
Dungeness crab expert Dr. David Armstrong. Yet despite this chorus of voices expressing
concern about the impacts of the Corps’ & EPA’s dredged material disposal plans on Dungeness
crabs, the ‘98 DEIS dismisses adverse impacts as minimal.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Mangement Act — EFH

E
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New provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act recently
enacted by Congress have not been considered in the ‘98 DEIS. With implemention the States of
Washington and Oregon will have full authority to manage the entire crab resource out t0200
miles. This draft does not consider the new laws that will be enacted by the Coastal states that
will have direct effect on the ocean disposal of sediments. In January, 1999 CRCFA will join
with WDEW, and other state agencies to review, implement, and draft legislation to specifically
address crab management into the area of its jurisdiction out to 200 miles. Current and future
changes in the law will have to be considered in any 50 year plan. Today’s environmental laws
are quite different than in 1950. No one even suggests that society revert to that 1950 era. The
draft plan falls to address future requirements being placed on the dredging process. The State of
Washington currently has a Govemor’s Task Force established to evaluate and suggest courses of
action to abate coastal erosion. This governor's task force will suggest specific legislation to deal
with erosion. It has already been determined that the Columbia River is the prime source of
sediment necessary to maintain a steady supply of sediment to the beaches. One of the primary
recommendations of the Governor’s Task Force on Coastal Erosion is that “coastal solutions and
policies should not come at the expense of the state’s natural resources, e.g. solutions must
minimize interference with fishing areas and/or keep solution impacts to a minimum.”

CZMA

Under the CZMA a federal agency must prepare a consistency determination for any agency
activity if it either occurs inside the coastal zone or occurs outside the coastal zone but “affects
any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone.” Site E is clearly within the three- -
mile limit of the coastal zone. Although some of the North/South sites are outside the boundary
of the coastal zone, dumping there will “affect” the coastal zone within the meaning of the Act.
Crabs do not observe the coastal zone boundary. They live on both sides of it and move back and
forth across it. Thus, a crab that is killed by dredged material disposal outside the coastal zone in
the North/South sites, might otherwise have later moved inshore to be caught by fishermen in the
coastal zone. Dumping in any portion of North/South sites, therefore, will affect a natural
resource (Dungeness crab) and a water use (fishing) of the coastal zone. The Corps accordingly
has a duty under the CZMA to ensure that dumping in North/South sites and in site E is consistent
with the coastal zone management programs of Washington and Oregon.

Under Washington’s coastal zone management program, the Corps must take “all reasonable

steps ... to avoid and minimize adverse environmental impacts, with special protection provided

for the marine life and resources of the Columbia River ... estuary” and to “avoid and minimize

adverse social and economic impacts, including impacts to ... commercial . . . fishing.” (Pacific

County Master Shoreline Program 30.60.04 -.05); RCW 43.143.030(d),(e); WAC 173-16-

064(d),(e). Additionally, the Corps must ensure that “there will be no likely long-term significant

adverse impacts to coastal or marine resources or uses.”

Ocean Uses

3.90.02 The conservation and sustainable use of renewable ocean resources is given priority
over nonrenewable ocean resource use.

30.01 Ocean uses and associated on-shore facilities should be located, designed and operated to
avoid and minimize adverse impacts on the following:
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+ environmentally critical or sensitive areas such as breeding, spawning, nursery and
foraging areas

« areas of high productivity for marine and estuarine biota

« existing water dependent businesses; and

» transportation routes

17.06  Dredging and landfill operations should have the least possible detrimental effect on
the existing character of shorelines, including associated wetlands. and the land
underlying the water.

30.60.05 All reasonable steps are taken to avoid and minimize adverse social and economic
impacts, including impacts to aquaculture, recreation, tourism, navigation, air quality,
and recreational, commercial, and tribal fishing,

30.60.06 Compensation is provided to mitigate adverse impacts to coastal resources and uses;

30.60.07 Plans and sufficient bonding are provided to ensure that the site will be rehabilitated
after the use or activity is completed; and

30.60.08 The use or activity complies with all applicable focal, state, and federal laws and
regulations

30.61  The proponent of an ocean use development or associated on-shore facility that could
impact coastal waters or shorelines may be required to submit the following
information, and any other information deemed necessary by the Shoreline
Administrator, in the final permit application package:

30.61.01 An overall development scheme discussing the site plan and proposed management
techniques;

30.61.03 Analysis of potential impacts identified in a SEPA environmental checklist;

30.61.04 Mitigation plans to address environmental, social and economic uses and resources;

30.61.05 Analysis of the visibility of the proposed facilities and a plan to minimize of eliminate
such impacts;

30.61.11 Analysis demonstrating the proposed projects consistency with the Shoreline Master
Program

30.62  All proposed activities and uses with potential to significantly affect any of the
shoreline or waters user the jurisdiction of Pacific County may at the discretion of the
Shoreline Administrator require a socio-eonomic assessment and the development of
mitigation measures to analyze and describe the long and short-term effects of the
proposed action to directly stimulate or drain the local economy. This assessment
may include but not be limited to gains or losses of jobs and incomes, tourism,
agricultural impacts, increased governmental planning and management loads, effects on
construction and commercial activities, community support facilitics (such as schools,
hospitals, health and social services), tax structure, social changes in crime, mental
health, crowding, sense of autonomy, and other quality of life indicators.

Under Oregon’s coastal zone management program, the Corps must “develop inventory
information necessary to understand the impacts and relationship of the proposed activity to

continental shelf and nearshore ocean resources.” This includes:
« Developing scientific information on the stocks and life histories of commercially,
recreationally, and ecologically important species of fish [and] shellfish ...

+ Developing scientific understanding of the effects of man’s activities, including ... waste
discharge, on the marine ecosystem ...
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+ Identifying and protecting areas of important biological habitat, including . . . areas of -
important fish, shellfish, and invertebrate concentration ... .

« Providing for suitable sites and practices for the open sea discharge of dredged materials,
which do not substantially interfere with or detract from the use of the continental shelf for
fishing ... or from the long-term protection of renewable resources.

Statewide Planning Goal 19. ORS 196.425(1); OAR 660-015-0010. Additionally, the program
“requires that actions affecting the nearshore ocean and continental shelf areas be based upon a
sound understanding of the resources and potential impacts. . . . including the extent and
significance of . . . fish and shellfish stocks and important habitat areas. . . . and present and
projected uses, use patterns, and values associated with the ocean resource, including commercial
fishing.”

A federal agency’s consistency determination under the CZMA must:
include a detailed description of the activity, its associated facilities, and their coastal zone
effects, and comprehensive data and information sufficient to support the Federal agency’s
consistency statement. The amount of detail in the statement evaluation, activity description
and supporting information shall be commensurate with the expected effects of the activity on
the coastal zone.

The document does not even attempt to explain how the Corps has taken “all reasonable steps” to
avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the environment or to commercial fishing, or to develop
information necessary to understand the impacts of dredged material disposal on crabs. Nor is
the fact that the document refers to the Section 103 Evaluation and the EA sufficient, because, as
demonstrated in the previous two sections, these documents do not provide such information
either. Thus, on its face, the Corps’ consistency determination is inadequate to comply with 15
CFR 93039 and/or demonstrate compliance with the CZMA programs of Washington and
Oregon.

Conclusion

Fifty years from now we would like to be able to look back and know the right choices were made
for future generations. In the future our nation should not be paying an exorbitant price for
habitat neglect, as it is with the salmon. To achieve protection of our valuable resources we will
what is necessary to preserve marine habitat for future generations. Preservation is far superior to
restoration. We must get it RIGHT.

As previously stated, there are altemnatives:

1) Spend the resources necessary to more precisely identify and quantify the impacts of
dredged material ocean disposal on Dungeness crabs and the habitat that supports them.

2. Simply avoid fishing areas
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Thank you for your consideration. We appreciate the extended period of time for comment and
look forward to hearing from you in response to our concems and recommendations.

Sincerely,

Dale Beasley
Columbia River Crab Fisherman’s Assoc. (CRCFA)

On behalf of: .

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA)
POB 29910

San Francisco, California

Phone: (415) 561-5080

Fax: (451) 561-5464

Institute for Fisheries Resources (IFR)
POB 11170

Eugene, Oregon 97440-3370

Phone: (541) 689-2000

Fax: (541) 689-2500

e-mail: fishlifr@aol.com

Coast Alliance

215 Pennsylvania Ave SE
Washington, DC 20003
Phone: (202) 546-9554
Fax: (202) 546-9609
e-mail: coast@igc.apc.org
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We the undersigned concerned citizens find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engineers and the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover apprommatel) 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action negatively impact im portant crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercial crab industry, and its socio-economic importance to coustal
communities. We call on the Corps and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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We the undersigned concerned citizens find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engineers and the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover approxumateb 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action negatively inipact important crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercial crab industry, and its socio-economic importance to coasial
communities. We call vn the Corps and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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We the undersigned concerned citizens find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engiveers and the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover approximately 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action negatively impact important crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercia) crab industry, and its socio-economic importance to coastal
communities. We call on the Corps and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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We the undersigned concerned citizens find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engineers and the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover approximately 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action pegatively impact important crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercial crab industry, and its socio-economic importance to coastal
communities. We call on the Corps and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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We the uadersigned concerned citizeos find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engineers apd the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover approximately 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action negatively Impact important crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercial crab industry, and its socio-economic Importance to coastal
communities. We call on the Corps and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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¥e the undersigned concerned citizens find it unacceptable that the Corps of Engineers and the
EPA propose Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites that cover approximately 75 square miles off
Washington and Oregon. Not only will this action negatively impact important crab resources, and
habitat, but also the commercial crab industry, and its socio-economic importance to coastal
communities. We call un the Coros and EPA to consider more alternatives.
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COLUMBIA RIVER
CRAB FISHERMAN'S ASSOC.
P.0. BOX HHESEHWACO-WA-S86 4~

—~,

Bx 365 Ocean Park Wa. 10 September 1992

98640

Department of Environmental Quality

Water Quality Division

811 S.W. 6th Ave.

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Expansion of ocean disposal sites, A, B, F:
Mouth of Columbia River

Dear Sirs,

I received a late notification of this project by phone from your
department, and received the project description on 9/9/92 by mail. Having
been in contact with the Corps concerning the sites over the past two years
I welcome this opportunity to respond on behalf of our Association.

I will not restate our safety concerns on the mounding on the dredge
sites as they are addressed in both the Public Notice CENPP-PE-RP-~92-05 and
the Section 103 Evaluation.

Several other concerns that have a substantial impact on our industry’s
safety and economics have not been adequately addressed or have been ignored.

All of the sites proposed for "“temporary expansion" are also evidently
being considered for long term expansion. These sites are all in prime crab
grounds, historically fished by the Columbia River fleets. However, no
economic impact on the crab fishery by this proposal is included in the
matarial I received for review; and the statement "The proposed action is not
expected to adversely affect---economic values" (Pg 9 Sec 103 Evaluation)
is most certainly not true.

The brief consideration of disposal effects on the onsite crab ignore
the impact of potentially sterjlizing the expanded sites as our fishing
experience bears out, and totally ignores the impact of the dredging activity
in itself. While dredging is not a direct issue, an increase or continuance
of the activity has been shown to have a severe impact on crab populations
in estuaries (Grays Harbor).

The maps and description of the sites were inconplete as to the total
increased area of the proposal. Using the scale and information furnished,
it seems that the total proposed expansion would cover approximately 4.08
square miles of sea bottom, or about a 325% increase. If this does not
signal a significant impact on our fisheries, I can’t imagine what would.
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References to the continental shelf being an unacceptable dump site are
unclear. Is the shelf the 1000 fathom curve or the Columbia Canyon? The
canyon certainly is within reach as a disposal site. It seems the primary
driver of this proposal is the cost to the Corps of transporting the dredged
material. :

The support study for the project ignores or downplays a number of
factors, such as the economic impact on other than Corps priorities,
dismissal of alternatives, and nisleading conclusions as to impacts. .A
suspicion that conclusions came first, followed by support material is
unavoidable.

1 understand the Corps economic considerations, and the problems with
disposal cite certification. The so called temporary dump sites may be
temporary to the Corps, but pernanent to the crab and drag fleets.
pisplacement of thousands of crab pots is no small impact on an already
stressed industry and local economy.

The safety issue, considering the local fleet is mostly small boats
operating out of the most trecherous winter bar in the continental United
States on tidal schedules, is no small matter. The farther these boats must
travel the more chances they are forced to take

The building out of the present berms would seem to tend to stabilize
the existing conditions, which are admittedly dangerous. The Corps past

projections were found to be inaccurate as to dispersal rates in the areas,
and no information I have changes this factor.

In conclusion:
1. We do not consider five more years disposal as temporary.

2. HWe do not consider the magnitude of this expansion
inconsequential or necessary.

3. The impact on safety has not been addressed.
4. The findings supporting the project are biased and incomplete.

[ Economic impacts must address all affected - not just the Corxps.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

@S}ncerely,
Dic';c Sheldon i

President CRCFA

- 48> -
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Oregon

March 31, 1998

LAND
Mr. Thomas E. Savidge, Chief CONSERVATION
Construction-Operations Division AND
u.s. Anny_Cofps of Engineers DEVELOPMENT
Portland District
P.O. Box 2946 COMMISSION
Portland, OR 97208-2946
Dear Mr. Savidge, Attn: Eric Braun

SUBJECT: DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL * MCR 1998

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has considered the Corps of
Engineers’ plans for maintenance dredging of the mouth of the Columbia River (MCR) and
dredged material disposal during the 1998 season as described in your February 13, 1998
submittal. DLCD is responding to the Corps’ request for an extension of the coastal zone
concurrence issued for the 1997 season, pursuant to coordination procedures agreed to by the
Corps and DLCD last year.

In the development of MCR 98 plans, the Corps has made efforts to address concerns raised by
DLCD in the 1997 review of site B and E expansions. Specifically, the Corps agrees to
maximize, to the extent possible without further contributing to navigational hazards, the use of
site E. Site F will be used with material placement controlled to avoid mounding. Any use of
expanded site B would be restricted to the southwest comer, as was requested by DLCD and
others in 1997.WPhysical monitoring data from MCR 97 and revised modcling predictions of site
capacities have been provided. The Corps is also planning a laboratory study to investigate
disposal impacts on crabs and flatfish and continués to work with DLCD and others to find new
disposal sites to address capacity, environmental, and user conflicts associated with the use of
sites B, E,and F.

Given the Corps efforts to address DLCD’s concerns in its MCR 1998 plans, the need to
maintain the entrance to the Columbia River navigation channel, and the current unavailability of
altemative ocean sites, DLCD generally agrees with the Corps that the 1998 disposal plans
remain consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Oregon Coastal Management
Program. However, the Department believes that the Corps can and should make a stronger
commitment to avoiding the use of site B for the 1998 season. We also continue to stress the
importance of efforts to find alternative ocean disposal sites. The following

comments and recommendations serve to clarify the Department’s position.

Site E:

Considering site expansion in 1997, the known dispersive nature of the area, and
disposal data provided by the Corps, site E can likely accommodate disposal of
1.5 to 2 mcy and perhaps up to 3 or 4 mcy. The maximum use of site E is

1175 Count Street NE
Salem, OR97310
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i i i i in in the littoral system when
i terial deposited here is most likely to remain in 5ys
::)‘x‘::):ra:; m?:‘:: én;eFr' and ?:creased disposal at site E reduces and perhaps eliminates any

need for disposal at site B.

i ite E i f not exacerbating
lans to proceed cautiously at site E given the importance 0 X
mngﬁ:ﬁ difﬁcufties across the site and in the u::s offshox: of Pe‘ac;:: i{;::;‘ “‘D(J;(,tc:?I :lgrees
ion i i i t be employed,
that caution is necessary. Thin-layer disposal meth. mus ed, o ;
i i xpanded site. Pre- and post-disposal surveys o
o iy atand spreaddos\ix::;r::: ::uuede Pmas are frequent surveys (at least monthly but more

bathymetry at and aroun! ! : t ( e
i i i al. Ongoing analysis of survey resu
often as disposal volumes increase) during dispos g i:e s O asalis moving

ling of remaining capacity will be necessary to determ re m s 1
:‘nildfv;ge any additional materials should be placed. 'rt.xe Corps n}ust maintain ?‘:‘&b‘:"{, :(:1 o
respond quickly with appropriate management actions-given any sign of accumulation

site E that could result in unacceptable wave conditions if disposal actions were not altered.

wr ite F ¢ dle around 2.5 to 3 mcy of additional
dicts that the southern half of site F can handle aro! . '
gl%g:? r::treerials while the northern half of site Fis estnmatec]l 9k;shave al0 px::y cla;‘l’;‘zf\e :‘he
ini ity appears to be more than sufficient for the season, particu
::Z'::;z?iigca:x:.cgz:pgfngoing efforts to locate new disposal sites for use by 1999 and the

availability of expanded site E.

i i i i ite F given its location

has mentioned the need to avoid navigational impacts at si ven its Ic
zi}::c?l;rg;fshore of the navigation channel. The Departm?nt agrees that navsgaur;r:k:im;;acts must
be minimized, however, it scems that this can be accomplished througlf the use of thin-layer
disposal and with coordination between dredge operators and the bar pilots.

: ds that a no use policy for site B
{te B must be the Corps goal for 1998. DLCD conten 2 1O U rs
ggu“sst:ﬁoefdsll::sedlgn the availability of sites E and F, recogmuo:o of :l}eptgo:rigr:;c;:;o::zc::gt:n ‘
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disposel plans. DLCD also notes that no cal o e hermore, the creb ene
sence and impacts of past disposal atsite curred. Fu
gratx?ss :: r:ot include any pre- or post-disposal biological monitoring at site B as was

recommended in 1997. .
In the event the Corps determines, based on pre-disposal surveys of monitoring of disposal at site
E and F, that this years disposal needs cannot be safely a

following restrictions on the use of site B are recommended.  First, as the Corps proposes,

ccommodated in sites E and F, then the -
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disposal would be restricted to the southwest section of site B, The southwest section is greater
than 200 ft. in depth and is thought to be generally outside of flat fish nurserics and areas of
highest crab concentrations. Spillover effects to the “mudhole” feature should be avoided.
Second, disposal should be by point dumping to minimize the total area impacted by dredged
material disposal considering the lack of information on disposal impacts to crabs and flatfish.
Third, if the Corps knows up-front that site B must be utilized, then disposal should occur prior
to July 1 to minimize impacts to any molting and soft shell crabs present in the area. Otherwise,
we continue to ask the Corps to maximize the use of site E and F, avoiding disposal in site B as
long as is possible. Fourth, options for biological monitoring (pre- and post-disposal) should be
investigated and employed if any significant volume of material will be placed in site B.

Loordi vionitor d ‘

We continue to request that the Corps notify DLCD and other interested parties of developing
disposal information and events in a timely manner. This would include notification of survey
completion dates, the avaitability of survey results, and any major changes in site management,
such as discontinuing use of Site E or using site B. For site management changes, the Corps
also must explain the reason(s) for its decision.

DLCD requests that the Corps provide a final monitoring report that details disposal locations
and volumes, dredges used, disposal thickness, other survey and modeling data gathered
throughout the dredging season, and discussion of any major changes in site use and
management that occurred. The final report should be provided after the dredging season but
prior to the end of the year.

Scour Hole Alternative: ‘

Your staff advised DLCD of the possibility of using a scour hole that has formed along the south
side of the northem jetty as a disposal site for 1998, The site is located east of sit¢ E in
Washington waters and would not be considered an ocean disposal site, instead falling under the
Corps Section 404 authority. We encourage the Corps to explore this option as use of this site
could offer another way of avoiding disposal in site B this year. Of course, the environmental
impacts of using the scour hole site would have to be determined and minimized, and the Corps
needs 1o conduct a public interest review of the scour hole proposal before making a final
decision. :

-, .
9

Site Selection and Designation Process:

When reviewing MCR plans for last year and the expansion of sites B & E, DLCD stressed the
need to find long-term solutions to the problems associated with continued dredged material
disposal confined to existing sites B, E, and F. A year later, the Corps is closer to but still a
ways from having candidate sites and being able to proceed with the studies and procedural steps
necessary for final site designations. DLCD asks that the Corps consider the following ideas for
aiding the site selection committee in moving forward with the site selection process: (1) ASAP
complete the thin-layer study design, initiate the study, and provide findings explaining any
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afhovs fhe T e between here and the Gulf for variables such as water depths, wave Portland District, Corps of Engineers . V ~D
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climate/bottom distur N P s

iee understands why the Corps believes the method can readily be adapted to the Pacific Portland, OR 97208-2946
committee

i i i i 3) schedule a meeting
i i acts appreciably different than in the G.ulf, (
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ensure that all committee members understand and cons drin o\;’:prcvious sposal needs (T

Re: Dredged Material Disposal Off The Mouth Of '[he Colimbia River (MER). FISH DIVISION

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has been parﬁcipaﬁng in

channel maintenance, end channel deepening) as discusse
draft Columbia River DMMS/SEIS.
Th ;)e artment recognizes the Corps’ efforts to address Oregon's concerns about dredged we

a:eriafdisposal atsites B, E,and F, as expressed in DLCD’s 199'7 coastal zone r:gons:; be
:;Jpreciate the continuing coordination cﬂ:ons ﬁ'—you.r t:t;ff a;;g::cgl:;gt::eca: r;i:‘s‘}':)o:cs x::z:‘di;pom
DLCD continues to be concerned about disposal at st o e e nave

i for the reasons stated in this letter. The Corps app ]

o sgﬁa:: :a?t:::es t\:ék disposal such thatno disposal or very lin?tef! disposal a; SI;‘eu?
Ome in 1998. Finally, the Department stresses the imp?napce of.conunumg }he ::';r o ! r:s
i lection c;>mmittee and aiding committee members in addxessn9g ocean dsto ! concf A
inu; :n:l:x:g new ocean disposal sites. Much work remains if new sites ere to be available for the

1999 dredging season.
Thank you for your continuing coordination with the Oregon Coastal Management Program.

Please contact Christine Valentine at (503)-373-0093 if you have would like to discuss DLCD’s

comments and recommendations.

Sincerely,

the Corps’ inter-agency working group for finding new offshore disposal sites for
MCR dredged material.

ODFW submitted comments to DLCD regarding disposal options for the 1998
season. These comments are largely reflected in DLCD's March 31 letter to the
Corps of Engineers, Portland District regarding disposal site options at MCR for
the 1998 dredging season. The purpose of this letter is to reiterate our
Deparunent’s position on disposal options for 1998 and to further comment on
other issues related to dredged material disposal.

Based on the information presented and discussions in the MCR site selection
working group meetings, expanded Site E is the best disposal optiort of the
available sites for 1998. The site has the capacity for 2 million cubic yards (mcy)
and perhaps up to 4 mcy. The high energy characteristics of this site and the
potential for providing beach nourishment to Long Beach peninsula maximizes
the benefits of disposing the material in Site E. Thin-layer disposal techniques
should be employed to minimize mounding as well as to test the effectiveness of
the thin-layer method in a shailow, highly erosive area. Bathymetric surveys
should be conducted frequently to monitor the behavior of the materiel.

If bathymetric surveys demonstrate that Site E is reaching its capacity, Site F

should be used for the remainder of the disposal materiel. With the existing
capacity of more than 10 mcy there is sufficient room to accommadate ali
%\Mé& disposal material beyond Site E's capacity. Disposal methods in Site F should be
thin-layer only, as there is potential for mounding which would result in serious
Eldon Hout, Manager navigational hazards.

Jon A. Kitzhades
P . ) . o
Oregon Coastal Management Program ODFW strongly discourages use of Site B. Disposal of dredged material in this iy
El Alan Willis, Port of Portland location is incompatible with the sensitivity of this area. This area is habitat for £ ‘V'—‘-';:;.

cc.  Tom Rosetta, DEQ W Mewport Dale & Edie Beasley, CRCFA several species in vulnerable life history stages. This area is known to crabbers as % e

Aﬂ.enghMcremds, gg:w- c:::feston Rick Vining, WDOE having high densities of softshell crab and is a nursery area for some species of . 9

;‘g:‘!‘?:::::' E:REST Bob Burkle, WDEW 2501 SW First Avense

Gilbert Gramson, City of Warrenton PO Box 59

Portland, OR 97207
{503) 872.5252

FAX (503) 872-5632
TOD 1503) 872-5239
fnternet WWW htp
77w ww.dfwstate orus.
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juvenile flatfish, It is also an important commercial fishing ares for Dungeness crab. With Sites
E and F svailable for disposal and with enough capacity to‘hold the 4'-5 mcy expected for the
1998 dredge season, there should be no need to use Site B this year. Itis strongly reqommcnqeg
that Site B be considered a last alternative; to be used only if the other two sites exhngm
sufficient mounding as to jeopardize vessel safety. If Site B must be used, ODFW agrees with
the Corps decision to limit disposal to the southwest comer of the expanded site. ODFW
swongly recommends that disposal practices be pin-point dumping only, .and that the area be no

the required area needed for the dredges to maneuver, wh'xch the Corps states is
2,000 x 4,000 feet. Disposal in this area should oceur before July 1, prior to when crabs molt.
No dumping should occur in Site B, unless the Corp conducts a pre-disposal survey to determine
the abundance and condition of crabs in the disposal site.

In keeping with Oregon’s Goal 19, critical habitats must be prc d. This includ factors .lha!
define critical habitat, such as “ areas important in the life history stages of ... important species”
and the " vulnerability of species to habitat alteration.” Goal 19 requires that specific proposed
actions by a Govemment be supported by inventories in order to describe the long-term impacts
of the proposed activity on resources and uses of Oregon’s nearshore ocean. ODFW is not
aware of any such resource assessment that specifically addresses disposal impacts to softshell

crabs or economi¢ impacts to the crab fishery. The frequently referenced ELA by Durkin and .

Lipovsky (1977) did not examine impacts to softshell crab and affects on juvenile flatfish ere not
clear. An updated, and comprehensive impact study is needed considering current concerns

about the species and area in question.

The Corps has not committed to any biological monitoring for the 1998 disposal season and has
indicated that there are no plaas for biological monitoring or impact assessments for offshore
disposal in the foreseeable future. Until such studies are conducted, ODFW cannot support

long-term use of Site B,

(CR and Ct ID ing Proi
The disposal needs for both the MCR maintenance dredging project and the channel deepening
project are being addressed through the site selection process. While the need to find long-term
disposal sites exists for both projects it should be made clear that they are separate disposal
projects. The sediment from the portion of the channel that is proposed in the channe! deepening
project will have different characteristics from the MCR. Mixing sediment type may result in
unsuitable habitat for benthic organisms and fish, We recognize that this may not be as much of
a concern if the material is placed in & shallow, highly dispersive area, compared to deeper areas
that have 8 more stable bottom composition, The Corps should consider the effects of mixing
sediment types or grain sizes to determine if this.would disrupt existing habitats.

Thin-layer Di | Method
The Corps is considering employing thin-layer disposal methods for 1998 and in the future.
Because this practice requires a much larger surface area than what has been required with “ pin-
point” disposal practices, any biological impacts from this method will be experienced over a
ruch broader area than has occurred to date.off the Columbia River. The impacts of thin-layer
disposal to resources off Oregon are not known and no pilot study has been proposed by the
Corps. The Corps should conduct an impact assessment for this methodology prior to use in any
new or existing (expanded) sites following the 1998 dredge/disposal season, regardless of the

vd
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outéome of the Scripps studies on crab and flatfish impacts, Although the Corps, Mobile
District, has conducted an impact analysis for thin-layer methods in the Mississippi Sound, the
results are not necessarily applicable to Oregon. The Sound is a warm water, very shallow (10-
11 feet), highly dispersive, estuary-type body of water with a silt-clay bottom. Fish and inverte-
brates in this environment are likely to respond differently to habitat alterations and stresses than
animals in the cold Pacific Ocean, particularly in deeper water. Thin layer placement in the
Sound was between 6 end 12 inches. This is at least 2 inches thicker than what was determined
10 be the thickness at which adult, hardshell crabs are smothered, based on Chang and Levings
swdy. The Corps should demonstrate at sea and with both the Newport and Essayons dredges
that it can maintain the thickriess necessaty to minimizé l¢tha) impacts to sofishell and juvenile
crabs and juvenile flatfish. The computer simulation models provide & good estimate of disposal
characteristics, but at-sea trials are still needed.

The Guifport study determined that coarser grained material was much more difficult to place in
a thin-layer application than fine-grained silt-clay material. In the Columbia, the channel deep-
ening operation may produce coarser material than the MCR maintenance dredging operation.
ODFW recommends that both sediment types be tested at sea for thin-layer application.

The 1998 season can provide a good opportunity to practice thin-layer disposal. Efforts should
be made to conduct pre, during, and post disposal surveys. The Corps should consider exploring
survey options that can provide more accurate and detailed information beyond what is capable
with bathymetric surveys alone. Sediment Profilé Photography, used in the Gulfport Swdy,
gives more precise measurements of disposal material than bathymetry surveys. It also provides
detailed informagjon on many physical and biological parameters and can be used to monitor
changes to the benthic and epibenthic community. The Corps in New England has also tested
Laserline Scanning which can quantify fish, shellfish and benthic invertebrate burrows at
disposal mounds.

Di T Study at Seri
ODFW believes that the impact study to be conducted at Scripps this summer should provide
some baseline information about lethal and sublethal effects of disposal on softshell and juvenile
crabs and juvenile flatfish. However, ODFW does not assume that the results of this laboratory
study are conclusive. Many natural variables that cannot be duplicated in the lab may have
compounding effects on animals who may be weakened by disposal, Sublethal effects may seem
benign in the lab but may result in more serious consequences in the ocean environment, such as
increased vulnerability to predation and discase. ODFW views the Scripps study as providing
additional information about impacts to these animals which can be used in conjunction with
other data to provide guidelines for disposal management. ODFW does pot believe that the
results of this study will provide the decision on whether or not to edopt thin-layer techniques
for Oregon. As stated earlier in this letter, at-sea biological and thin-layer test surveys are
needed to determine if this methodology is practicable for Oregon.

Site Selecti
ODFW agrees with DLCD that candidate sites require more discussion by the Site Selection
Working Group and that the group not be pressured into proposing new sites. Much of the hesi-
1ation in the selection process is due to unknowns about the degree of biclogical productivity in 8
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ip shou of reject jously proposed candidate sites
ial site. The group should have the option of rejecting previous
?f?m:lrsc;::wmog orl;nfonnsﬁon render these sitcs unfavorable.
+ological surveys in any new site. ODFW cannot
1y about the need for biological surveys in any new
O;a)!iv{ni'?rlr;:ﬁri’g!ggicd decisions about sites without these surveys‘m'l'he "(‘):;?Is;v t;;:ds to
,c::mmit 1o conducting biological surveys of new sites in addition to the bathyme! .

i £ the Columbia be
littoral drift cell both to the north a_nd south o : 3
soeggxl;e:gnl::::::; al.ls“: g::texltﬁd disposal site. Disposal n;;\t;m! ma{) fd:;\igs:d?;::{i ;:ptlglz
i ms in this area may be minimal because tation
:?re'l 'ﬁdnﬂﬁnﬁrgﬁﬂi Disposal in the littoral cell also mimics the natural mlx)%:atol::l ?:
3}’1 4 ‘y flowing from the MCR which ultimately returns to the httqml drift systen:i.in bpeaches

f.h ]Ft::ral system has the sdded benefit of providing !geach nouns.hmetrlu ldo. ems g ;Bn b aches,
St:tel and uni’v'lenity geologists believe that this is & practical mechanism for dispo:

be seriously considered.

ia 3 i i ith other agencies and stakeholders 10
ates the Corps’ efforts thus far in v_:or‘km'g wi
grlx)dFXv:%‘:sr;‘sal options gﬂt will ultimately minimize impacts to the resources

Sincerely,

Blrs Bl

Bumie B. Bo o
Assistant Chief of Fisheries

¢: DougDeHant
Neal Coenen
Jim Golden
Dave Fox
Neit Richmond
Kim Lmon.c CO%E
Eric Braun,
Christine Valentine, DLCD
Eldon Hout, DLCD
Dale Beastey, CRCFA
Steve Barry, WDFW
Bob Burkle, WDFW
Rick Vining, WDOE
Susan Hinton, NMF$
Ben Meyer, NMFS

iy
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Summary of ODFW 5/98 & DLCD 3/98

The May 8, 1998 ODFW letter to the Corps definitely is not reflected in the *98

DEIS on ocean disposal. The following concerns have been expressed and summarily

dismissed in the '98 DEIS:

1. Biological susrvey with inventories are needed to make informed decisions about any
new disposal sites

Need pre-disposal survey to determine crab abundance

Need i ies 10 ussess ec ic impacis to fishery

Need to study sediment grain size changes on habitat

Need an updated and comprehensive soft-shell study

Need at-sea trials to determine ability to control thin-layer disposal with MCR and

upriver sediments for all disposal devices used

7. Should use sediment profile photography

8. Need at-sea tests to determine at what depth crab mortality occurs

9. Lab studies nced at-sea verification

10. Candidates sites need further evaluation and some may need rejection with further
information

11. Reguested ongoing workgroup meetings

SN

ODFW letter also refers to the DLCD letter of March 31, 1998 which states the
Jfollowing:

Requested more meetings to discuss overluys

Debate candidate sites

Consider potential disposal needs

Request for more information

Establish lethal and sub-lethal impacts to crab & flatfish
Investigate thin-layer in the Pacific Northwest

Conduct a public interest review

Require pre & post disposal biological monitoring

. Determine the fate of material placéd in site E

10. Avoid mounding at sites and maintain navigational safety
11. Address user conflicts

PN R N~

Most of the requests by these stale agencies are requirements of federal, state and local
laws which have not been met.
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Portland, Or. 97208-2946

neeol. T b2 ar;_fsiaferee(
/%G years Jaler.

RE: Subgroup 1 & 2 meeting 7/23/97 in Portland
Kim:

CRCFA would like to thank the Corps for including the crab fishermen in this latest anempt at
finding disposal sites which are least distuptive to safety and environmental concems at the

Mouth of the Columbia River (MCR). Our goal has not been to block projects, but 10 introduce
d ble. non-destructive

altematives,

CRCFA realizes that dredging will continue at the rate of 4-S million cy/yr. The benefits of
dredging actions should NOT be placed on the back of the local economy. Presently, the
Corps’ dredging operation costs the local economy severs! miltion dollars per year, through lost
habitat, resource potential and lost fishing time because of mounding.

Afer the first meeting on 10 July 1997 1 have several observn(io.ns that can aid in finding the
safest, most environmentally friendly, and most acceptable location(s) for dredge disposal

1. Infonnation Manual .
* Al legistation , standards, policies and guides
* All relevant facts
* Al biological and physical data
* Sediment analysis for carcinogemc materials - test results & date
(dioxins, PCBs, heavy metals, fertilizers, hydrocarbons, etc.) ( Green Book)

2. More outside personnel

3. Focusonp ing Iarine ecosy . . ) )
* what ecosystem management principles or 1o0ls are being used in the site selection

process?

4. Re-examine Zone of Site Feasibility
* environmental concerns
* resource concentrations
* effects on the local economy and the State of Oregon and Washington
« Beneficial use and use of Site E lessens dredging time and decreases costs
* Using the Essayons & Newport the current 4 % million cy can be dredged in less than 60
days, whichis 1/3 of the dredging season from mid-April to mid-October

5. Collect and compile information on Crab and Bortomfish
A. Examine environmental impacts and harms

» consideration of bottom habitat / ecosystem - “wood zone" a unique feature must 10 presened

* effects of alteration and fragm ) ) )
* are we forcing crab out of normal areas of concentration and forcing them into smaller areas
&

are we stressing the environment and or ather species

B8 Bottomfish and Crab Survey

* depth sensitivity of the bottom fish is reflected (see CRCFA letter to Steve Stevens m Jan 97)

* obtain ODFW information

-47¢c - s/

C. Crab data ( as put forth by ODFW)
* direct and indirect impacts of broad based dispersal on various sizes and conditions of crab?
(ODFW)
* densities, distribution, and timing of various sizes and stages of crab at the MCR (ODFW)
* what numbers of crab will be impacted by each disposal option. (ODFW)
* identify the primary crab and bottomfish commercial fishing areas. {ODFW)
¢ baselinecraband b fish studics - do we have a model for und ding these pop 10
ensure sustainability?
D. In-depth study of crab mortality
* during the entire dredging process

¢ Entrainment (sucking them up)
* Disposal plume (dumping them out) -
* Burial (covering them up)

E. Deta to understand ways to minimize this mortality in all phases of the dredging operation
* timing - avoid when YOY are present
* avoid largest concentrations both juvenile and adult
* avoid when and where crabs molt

Mitigation Costs & Efforts

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
* Must start immediately to determine the effects on small businesses

Consideration of O & M alte
* Must be part of the process
* De-designation of Site B

ives for 1998

Detennine actual rate of deposition
* A process 1o determine the actual rate of deposition for each hopper dredge dump,
bly a ! yard collection device on the sea floor to collect the sediment after the dumo

. Consideration of new laws prior to '98 dredge season

* Essential Fish Habitat - Reauthorization of the Magnuson Act
* Pacific County Shorelines Management Act, Ocean uses
¢ Shellfish Protection District

. Evaluate restoring North & South jetties to full lengths

* may decrease annual dredging requirements

4 may bring B, Beach under 1
* wmay provide a larger on shore disposal site.

* is sand coming through jetty?

. Evaluate broad -based dispersal - ‘97 season.

* Direct and indirect impacts on various sizes and conditions of crab. (ODFW)
. Whgt numbers of crab will be impacted by cach disposal option ?

pinpoint

broad-based
* Effect on habitat / yst Jteration (smaller arca vs larger area)

New Site requirements
* Outline of process
* Tech Guide for Designation of Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites
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14. Workplan timeline

15. Review current EIS

16. Review current DMRP

Supplemental Envir

I

w

22l A .c

lop a long-term dredged matenal

soter o rad diee 1
* The Corps and the EPA have t!xe ) Y to
manageinent plan with expected completion in 1999." - SEA p.!

¢ Supply studies or parameters

itoring of contract dredge
:‘3’;:’1:""‘8‘: broad-based disspersal.] “To achieve that result, the dump areas need to be adequately

sized so that the relatively-small arca utilized by 8 single dredge dump would not be used again in

the immediate term [define?]. To be effective, the hnique must incorporate dump
vessel positioning and vessel speed.” ( SEAp.3)
* Need supporting data
Site E coordinates in SEA ? Different from Public Notice
* Comect coordinates
fude d ini hether imp 10 crab populations are

~Biological evaluation, which would i d g wh A
measuri’ble. will be initiated prior to disposal in expanded Site B. (SE/'\, ps)
« parameters of the this biological evaluation? When? By whom? How?

i Hected itoring inft ion atsites A, B, and F
“Both cies [EPA/Corps) have re d recently . ing infor at site .
a:: lIwi'ffizi:lnly‘concluded that this information is sufficient to support expansion 91‘ thes(e ;%g 7)
* Specifically state what monitoring information was used to make this determination. V4

sition at Sites B & F in prior years revealed no apparent lasting effect on the diversity and

re h." Do we know if there is a lasting effect on the diversity and number of crabs”?

number of finfis
(SEA p13)
* Specify dats.

e Botey

Dale Beasley
CRCFA
WFOA

State of Washington
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Reglon 8 Office: 48 Rosd - glon 98563-9618 - (350) 2494628

March 20, 1998

Washington Department of Ecology
ATTENTION: Rick Vining

Post Office Box 47600

Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Vining:

SUBJECT: Public Notice - Extension of CZM Consistency Concurrence for Disposal at
Sites E, F, and B - Mouth of Columbia River, Tributary to Pacific Ocean,
Pacific County, Corps Log No. PE-E9609-03, WRIA 24. MARI

Dear Mr. Vining:

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
extension request dated February 13, 1998 and received on February 24, 1998; Public Notice
Number CENPP-PE-E-96-09 received on December 30, 1996; attended several meetings on this
subject with the Corps and other interested parties; reviewed crab fishery sampling-data collected
from 1981 through 1996; and last talked with you on March 3, 1998 to help develop this
response.

WDFW remains opposed to the expanston of Site B, and remains opposed to the use of Site B for
the disposal of dredged material now and in the future. This area is at the waterward edge of the
littoral zone, where depths are sufficient to protect the bed from wave action, making this one of
the most productive areas for fish life. Detritus necessary for preductivity, especially for
Dungeness Crab, falls to the bottom in this area, as evidenced by sediment data showing abrupt
increase in fines on the bottom. This results in excellent fishing and heavy utilization by crab
fishermen, as evidenced by catch statistics, shipboard sampling data, and the testimony of
commercial crabbers. This is also a productive area for bottomfish, as landing reports and
testimony from commercial trawlers indicates, and has been identified as a nursery area for
juvenile flatfish. Disposing in this area would reduce productivity, perhaps permanently, for
both fish and shellfish resources by covering benthic organisms and converting productive, fine
grain beds to those coarser and less productive.

Disposal in Area B may also result in direct mortality of Dungeness Crabs. Crabs beneath the
path of the dredge would be covered by more that 10 cm of spoils and may suffocate. Crabs molt
in deep, stable areas that are protected from wave energy. Shipboard sampling data from the
commercial crab fishery monitoring program consistently identifies higher ratios of soft shelled
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crabs in the catch from this arca than in any other statewide, The f:rabs that are buried during
molting would likely be killed by only a few centimeters of material, as they are unable to escape
suffocation in their soft shelled condition.

The degradation of productive crabbing grounds, and the loss of crabs fron} disposal ixfxpacts,
needs to be minimized. In addition, the issues of prevention of mounding in arcas navigated by
fishermen, and retention of sand in the littoral drift system also need to'be add:essed.' ’.l'o t.hese
ends we strongly support the disposel of sand in Site E, and the expansion and full \'mhzauon of
this site. We feel that if several million cubic yards of sand has been successf\xll)" disposed
annually at the original site in the past, and if the site appears to be t‘:apable of being expanded
300 to 400 percent, that additional sand, up to at least 2 million cu})lc yards (mcy) and as many
as 4 mey or more, should be able ta be disposed in the expanded site st‘xccessfully, particularly in
an El Nino year, when it is likely that northwest winds and con:cspondmg currents.that p\{sh
sediment disposed at Site E back into the navigation channel will not (ElevelopA :l'hls areais
Kknown to be erosive and is not particularly productive, and so productive ca‘pacny of fish and
shellfish habitat should not be impacted as a result of disposal. As the area is near shore and has
been shown to be dispersive in the past, it is likely that a significant portion of t}‘us sand'cnt.ers
the littoral drift system, although research will need to be conducte.d to prove .t}us. Monitoring of
sand disposed in the Peacock Spit area is also essential to identify if disposal in E exacerbates
navigation difficulties, both in the maintained channel and in thF area offshore of Peacock prt.
between the dangerous mound created by disposal in original Site B and u'\e shallows <?f the_ spit,
that must be navigated by commercial fishermen in order to reach the fishing grounds in a timely
and economical manner. :

We realize that there needs to be an altemnative to site E, and feel that there is sufficient capacity
in recently expanded Site F to accommodate the remaind?r of the Corps needs for this year. §ite
'F is considerably coarser than Site B, and sand disposed in Site F would_nox l}ave“tl'\e quauf
impact to seabed composition that would be caused by disposal in B. Disposing “like on hkf
material makes good biological sense. Consequently, we recfmunend that the Co.rps tae required
to dispose in Site E and Site F only. While we realize that Site F cannot be used in this manner
for long term disposal without threatening navigation, and .thaf sediment dlsp'osed in Site F will
likely mound up and be lost to the littoral system, this is still likely the least impacting option for

this year.

In the event that the Department of Ecology still wishes to allow the Corps to dispo§e' of a very
limited amount of sand in B this year, we offer the following guidance. These provisions may be

applied to disposal in 1998 only.

Time Limitations: Immediately through December 31, 1998.

.
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Provisions as follows:

1. This project is approved as illustrated in plans dated February 11, 1998 attached to the
referenced consistency concurrence fetter, subject to the following provisions. *

2. If a hydraulic hopper dredge is used, it shall only be operated with the intake at or below
the surface of the material being removed. The intake shall only be raised a maximum of
three 3 feet above the bed for brief periods of purging or flushing the intake system.
During in-water disposal of dredged material, water shall not be drawn through the
dragheads to flush out the hopper unless the dragheads are lowered to 20 feet or more
below the surface.

3. Dredged material shall not be stockpiled below the ordinary high water line.

4. Dredged materials shall be deposited at expanded Site E to the greatest extent possible.
We recommend disposal of at least 2 mcy to as many as 4 mcy in Site E in 1998. The
following requirements apply to disposal at Site E:

A. Sufficient material should be placed to create a bedform that can be monitored
and tracked using depth sounding equipment. Depths of Site E should be
monitored at least monthly, along with depths of adjacent areas, including the
navigation channel next to Site E and Peacock Spit, Peacock Spit to the north of
Site E for up to 2 miles, and Peacock Spit waterward to original Site B.

B. A report shall be prepared that details monthly surveys and tracks the movement
of the Site E bedform and submitted to WDFW for review prior to the end of
1998. The report should include an analysis of the fate of disposed sand and an
estimate of the amount that entered the navigation channel, travels north across
Peacock Spit, and travels waterward to Site B.

5. The remainder of the material dredged should be disposed in Site F. The following
requirements apply to disposal at Site F:

A.  Thin layerdisposal should be utilized.

B. Prior to disposal, sediment samples should be taken and analyzed for percent
fines. Benthic invertebrate samples should be taken prior to disposal. Crabs
should also be sampled, using either standard commercial gear or commercial
gear modified to trap smaller crabs. Depths should also be taken. A portion of
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the site that is projected to be typical of the designed disposal depth and that has
been minimally impacted by disposal activities in the past should be selected for
sampling.

C After disposal on Site F is finished, samples as outlined above should be
replicated. The samples should again be replicated prior to disposal the following
year, if any. The Corps should attempt to keep the study area free of future
disposal, and monitor sediment composition, benthll invertebrates, depths, and
crab abundance as above for several years, to track the recovery of the site.

D. Preliminary reports should be presented to WDFW prior to the end of 1998 and
subsequent reports presented in a timely manner.

6. Disposal in Site B is strongly discouraged, but if absolutely necessary, is acceptable in
1998 only, and only under the following conditions:

A.  Disposal shall be confined to the southwestern corner of the offshore portion of
expanded Site B as identified in the plans attached to the referenced letter.

B Disposal shall be by point dumping only, thin layer disposal over the remainder of
Site B shall be prohibited.

C To avoid molting and soft shelled crabs, disposal shall be prohibited after July 1
of any year.

D Sampling and reporting of data shall be as provisioned for Site F in Provisions
5B, 5C, and 5D above. No disposal shall be done until this sampling, which is
required according to the 1997 Environmental Assessment for site B expansion, is
completed.

7. Dredging shall be conducted to minimize siltation of the beach area and bed.

8. If a fish kill occurs or fish are observed in distress, the project activity shall immediately
cease and WDFW Habitat Program shall be notified immediately.

9. Debris or deleterious material resulting from construction shall be removed from the
beach area and project site and shall not be allowed to enter waters of the state

10.  No petroteun products or other deleterious materials shall enter surface waters,
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11.  Water quality is not to be degraded to the detriment of fish life as a result of this project.

{n the future, an area to place sand that avoids productive fish and shellfish beds, while ensuring
that the sand will enter the littoral system, needs to be found. Progress has been made in
identifying such areas, but more work needs to be done. The sclection of this area needs to
incorporate input from resource agencies and user groups. Disposal sites need to avoid
productive fishing areas. Disposal needs to be "like on like" to the extent possible, and be done
in areas that analysis of bottom contours over the years shows to be crosive. Most importantly,
beneficial uses need to be found for Columbia River sand, and the Corps needs to move away
from disposal and towards beneficial use. No where else in the country is sand allowed to be
wasted. ’

The potential damage caused by offshore disposal of sand, rather than nearshore beneficial use, is
becoming increasingly significant in the light of new information presented at the recent Coastal
Erosion Workshop on March 5 and 6, 1998. An estimated 7 million metric tons (approximately
5 mey) of sand per year enter the Columbia littoral system, and the Corps dredges and disposes
of essentially all of this sand. The placement of this sand in the nearshore littoral system, where
it can accrete on to Washington’s beaches, rather than wasting it into deep water, could make a
significant difference in reversing the recent erosional tendencies of portions of the coast.

In working with agencies and user groups, WDFW has an opportunity to utilize sand to correct
the significant eroion problems at Fort Canby State Park, and to retain all of the sand now
disposed in deep water in the littoral system, where it has an opportunity to continue to nourish
the beaches of the State of Washington to the north. Benson Beach at Fort Canby has eroded so
severely this last winter that the restrooms, parking area, and road to the parking area has all been
lost, and ocean waves are presently entering the sewage treatment lagoon that serves the park.

All use of the Park may need to be curtailed this year as a result.

The most feasible way to do this without significantly increasing impacts 1o benthic animals and
their habitat would be to pump sand directly from the dredge on to the beach. A pier, dolphin
system, or other structure could be installed from the south jetty to an area decp cnough to
accommodate the dredge in the sheltered bay behind the jetty. The pump out line could be run
from this structure over the jetty and to Benson Beach. There are likely other locations or
scenarios under which this could be accomplished, and all should be entertained. We need this
sand on the beach. '

Obviously, there are additional costs associated with this operation. A similar scenario in Grays
Harbor, where sand pumped from a hopper dredge was used to fill a breach between the south
jetty and adjacent uplands, wound up doubling the cost per yard over that of disposal. However,
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the savings in hopper dredge hauling time for offshore disposal in {hc MCR w?uld be )
considerable, compared to the situation in Grays Harbor where spoils were typically dlSPOSCd
adjacent to the jetty very near to the area dredged. Add in economy of scale, all the savings to
the resource and to the Corps from not having to monitor and mitigate resource damages from
disposal, plus the benefits to mariners from not having spoil mounds and dredges to navi.gate
around, plus the benefits from avoiding lawsuits by user groups, plus the benefits of getting
100% of the sand on to the beach where it will help ensure that Long Beach and points north do
not wash away in the next century and result in calls for federal disaster aid, and you have a net
cost that is probably less than what is now being incurred. There are dredge capability concerns
also, and these would need to be examined by dredge equipment experts. However, the idea does
not seem at this point to be impractical.

Biologically, the potential nourishment area at Benson Beach is insignificant as a producer of
resources, as it is so erosive. WDFW surveys indicate insignificant populations of razor clams in
this area. The opinion of our razor clam manager is that building up the beach with sand would
be a benefit tq area clam populations, particularly as the sand accreted to northemn beaches.
Salmonids do not utilize the surf zone on the open coast in the same way that they utilize the
shallow water migration corridor in the estuary, as by the time they leave the Columbia they have
attained enough size to feed and rear pelagically., Crab fishermen do not fish or navigate there,
nor do crabs or other important fish species utilize the area to any where near the significant
extent that they utilize existing disposal areas. Other species that utilize beaches in their life
cycle, such as surf smelt, have never been observed spawning here. Alt other uses of the beach,
by all species including humans, would likely be enhanced by nourishing it.

The one drawback biclogically is that re-handling of dredged material will likely result in
additional mortality of crabs entrained in the hopper dredge and transported to the site. All of the
crabs entrained by the hopper dredge would likely be buried and killed in the beach nourishment
operation, The significance of this additional loss would need to be investigated, and balanced
against the gains made in protecting crabs and crab habitat from offshore disposal impacts. Our
feeling, lacking hard data, is that the additional direct mortality would be offsct by increases in
productivity offshore, and would be an acceptable trade-off, but we would need to see the
numbers of crabs entrained studied before we could determine this. We understand that this
study, conducted in conjunction with draghead excluder design experiments, is in the works, so
this question should soon be answered.

Regulatory constraints on expansion of disposal sites would be considerably lessened, as would
the political pressure generated by continuing proposals for expansion. The beach is not an
ocean disposal site, and so would not need to be designated as such by the EPA. The project
centainly qualifies for consideration as a beneficial use site, and as one that is replacing land that
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was formerly natural uplands and beach, and in a State Park to boot, the project may qualify as
habitat restoration. This opens the door for significant additional funding opportunities

There are likely other beneficial uses of sand that could be identified, such as building beach
nourishing berms in nearshore Washington and Oregon waters, as has been done offshore of
Grays Harbor and is currently being done in Half Moon Bay, a tributary to Grays Harbor, at no
additional cost to the Corps. A concerted effort by the Corps needs to be made to research all
beneficial uses. By next year we need to be ready to utilize sufficient sand beneficially to
prevent disposal in Site B, and possibly in Site F also. We need the Corps to diligently work
towards this goal.

We appreciate your cooperation in our efforts to protect, perpetuate, and manage the fish
resources of the State of Washington.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (360) 249-1217.

Sincerely,

IA 2 frttnr

Robert Burkle
Area Habitat Biologist

RB:rb:9

cc:  Dan Guy
Sara LaBorde
Steve Barry
Ed Manary
Ken Mohoric
WRIA File
Kim Trimpert, CREST
Arlene Merems, ODFW
Dale Beasley, CRCFA
Chris Regan, WSPRC
Susan Hinton, Ben Meyer, NMFS Portland
Kathi Larson, USFWS Portland
Eric Braun, Rod Moritz, Kim Larson, COE Portiand
John Malek, EPA

This letter encourages avoidance of fishing areas, direct beach placement of sediments, ideniification
of near-shore erosive areas for use of disposal area, and need for test results on emratnment.
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The U.S. Anny Corps of Engincers and the Environmental Protection Agency soon v{ill i§sue a temporary
permit (to fast up to years) for the disposal of dredge spoils off the mouth of Columbia qu. Pom: 10 ﬁv_e
million cubic yards of sedi will be disposed in two sites ("B" and "E"). Thls’ declstor.\ is
controversial, because the Corps plans to significantly expand two current dredge ocean dnsposa! sites.
Local crab fishers, led by the Columbia River Crab Fishennan's Associa.tion (CRCFA), are Fighting
the site expansions which they say will harm crab and bottomfish habitat, qued on these concems, the
Habitat Committes invited Mr. Steve Stevens of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland office, and
Mr. Dale Beasley of the CRCFA to discuss the disposal site expansion.

Mr. Stevens stated that the Corps must keep the navigation channel clean to dat §12 billion _in
commerce. Also, past dredge spoils (since 1957) have "mounded”, resulting in the need to disperse spoils
over a wider area in expanded sites. However, members of the CRCFA expressed concem that the
proposed expansion will resuit in " ive damage to the marine environment™ A final decision by EPA
on the site expansions will be made in late March, The Corps and the EPA  have also initiated the
“necessary studies to develop a long-t dredged material gement plan, with expected oompleuofn
in late 1999." In response to the potential impact of this dredging project on fish resources, the Coqnal
cxpressed its concern in a letter to Mr. John Malek of the EPA. key excerpts from the letter are provided
below. -

MALEK LETTER

On March 3,1997, the Council's Habitat Committee met in Portland, Oregon, and discussed the proposed
ion of ocean disposal sites "B* and "E* off the mouth of the Columbia River (CENPP-PE-E-96-09).

b

The Council has not developed a position with regard to the proposed Xp ion. Hi , We are
concemed with the potential negative impacts on Dungeness crab and fisheries resources. We base our
concems on issues discussed below by the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development,
and the Washington Department of Fish and wildlife.

In a February 7, 1997 letter to the Corps of Engineers, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development said.

Without more specific evidence to the contrary, the state must conclude that the disposal in the nearshore
portion of site B has the potential to directly impact an ically imp t specie: [crabs) ar}d the
habitat on which the species depends. Furthermore, the state cannot conclud.e that disposal at site B,

icularly in the hore portion, would not be consistent with Goal 19 requirements for thg long-tenm
p ion of ble ocean (habitat and shellfish) and the protection of commercial fish and
shelifish areas. ’

¥

WDFW, in an October 28,1997 letter to the Corps of Engineers, expressed their concerns with disposal at
Site B: . .

We do not, however, support the use of site B. Almost no sand (less than 10%) will enter the littoral
system if disposed offshore.
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This area is at the westward edge of the littoral zone, where depths are sufficient to protect the bed from
wave action, making this onc of the most productive areas for fish life, emphasis added. Detritus
necessary for productivity, sspecially for Dungeness crab, falls to the bottom in this area. This results in
excellent fishing and heavy utilization by crab fishermen. This is also a productive area for bottomfish.
Disposing in this area would both reduce productivity and waste sand.

Another concem the Habitat Committee has with the site designation process is the paucity of distribution
and production data fisheri around the mouth of the Columbia River. Without an improvement
in the precision of the data currently being used, we fear that convincing fishers that you are taking

necessary steps to efisure minimal impacts to crab and fishery resources will continue to be a point of
contention.

Therefore, we encourage you to take the y steps o i the baseline data on fish and crab
abundance in and around the disposal sites. We suggest that you develop methods to obtain real time
monitoring data. Perhaps this could be accomplished in cooperation with the fishing industry. :

We realize that dredging and disposal of dredge spoils are a y part of keeping the Columbia River
a functioning economic arterial, Our request is that decisions regarding the location of disposal sites be
made with sufficient biological information to minimize impacts to crab and fish resources. If sufficient
data does not exist, it is incumbent that steps be taken to get that data

B the of the Envi tal Protection Agency, U.S. Amny Corps of Engineers, and
NMFS, as well as state natural resource agencies and the fishing industry, there must be a vehicle to obtain
better biological information.

We also hope that the “temporary” status of this rulemaking will be resolved quickly and that studi

needed are undertaken Promptly to finalize locations of disposal sites so as to minimize impacts to
fisheries resources.

Pacific Fishery Mﬁnagemem Council recognized Corps’EPA was working from a lacking data base in
early 1997. Nothing has changed, still no resource baseline data.
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U S Amny Corps of Engineers 3 July 1998
Portland District

P O Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208-294

RE: Out of Court Settlement Agreement’

Dear Colonel Slusar:

Recently CRCFA and PCFFA negotiated in gooq faith with the Uniged
States Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District through the Justice
Department and Earth Justice. Our agreement had two parts;
1) The formal agreement for 1998 O & M at MCR before the
Federal District Court stated:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

n

g)

There would be no ocean disposal in expanded site B in
1998, except in case of a very large dredging volume (in
excess of 6,000,000 cubic yards, a figure not reached in this
decade) )

Ocean disposal would cease in expanded site E.ai'ier
August 22, 1998, to accommodate a biological timing
window that avoids burying large numbers of adult
dungeness crab ) )

The U S Army Corps of Engineers would immediately
commence bathymetric monitoring of Peacock Spit out to
15 fathoms and North of expanded site E for a minimum of
two miles on 750 foot transects.

In conjunction with Peacock Spit monitoring the Corps
would computer simulate wave modeling in the area

If at any time Peacock Spit showed a 10% increase in wave
intensification, dumping in Site E would be terminated until
wave intensification.decreased to the point where dumping
could be resumed without infringing upon the 10%
intensification level

This 10% increase in intensification was independent of
the cause

These wave modeling would be run frequently enough to
recognize the 10% increase in 1998 and in May of each
year

al agreement included immediate resumption of the MCR New Site

lection Work Group as early as July of 1998.
2;: The Work Group was to re-evaluate and refine the current set of overlays
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b) The Work Group was to re-evaluate and refine the candidate sites at MCR

¢) The Work Group was to look at possibly adding additional candidate sites

d) The Work Group was to look at possible new methods of sediment disposal,
other than by conventional belly dump

e) The work Group should also look at cost-benefit analysis of the sites, including
beneficial use potential

f) Some field observations still need to be done, by October another year will be
lost

¢) US Army Corps of Engineers was informed that CRCFA would not be available
for Work Group meetings from late July through early October and mid-
November until the End of January

At this time the US Army Corps of Engineers is not in accord with this agreement of at least two
aspects: .
1) At this time no baseline bathymetric monitoring and wave modeling has been
accomplished and shared on a timely basis with CRCFA and the rest of the Work
Group
2) At this time the New Sites Work Group meetings have not been resumed

It should be further noted that CRCFA has dealt in good faith with the Corps and expects the
Corps to respond accordingly. CRCFA was a member of the Scripps soft-shelled study
deveiopmental team. To my knowledge only one conference calf has been held and no formal
draft write up has been put together for review by the team. Could you please formally
acknowledge why CRCFA, as a member of the soft-shelled study developmental team was not
included in the conference call and why the study appears to be stalled. What is the reason for
delaying the resumption of the Work Group when there is so much work that needs attention?

You must also realize that this settiement is only directly related to O & M. The case involving
the 1997 expansions of B & E could and probably will invalidate those expansions, further
limiting the Corps disposal options at MCR. It is not CRCFA’s intention to put a stop to
dredging at MCR. The intention is to find and establish, as soon as possible new, more
environmentally friendly, and economically feasible disposal options with beneficial uses that
could abate beach erosion or added to sport fishing enhancement. These sediments should be
used for beneficial projects even if disposal costs are increased.

Dale Beasley
CRCFA

As of this time no wave analysis has been done. ©One 11*® hour
meeting has been held. The site selection work group did not
anticipate the 75 square miles would be selected for disposal,
especially without thin layer tests. Critical meetings vere
scheduled when the Corps knew CRCFA attendance would be limited.
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U S Amy Corps of Engineers 18 June 1998
Portland District

. Co Lt muantatsec | Construction — Operations Division
DNl P O Box 2946
waco. WA V8623
’ " Portland, Oregon 97208-294
CRCFA
Commissionees. RE: NWP-CO-CRA-FY98-005
Dale Beasley ‘
PO Box 461
fivaco, WA 98624 Dear Colonel Slusar
i (360 642.2942 . o . .
(360) 642-5454 FAN Thank you for providing CRCFA with timely opportunity to review and
stabby 4w 90 comment on activating a disposal site at the end of the North Jeny,
Jef Davis Columbia River Mouth.
PO Bo 580 .
Seaview, WA 95644 Your concern for preservation of the North Jetty is welcomed and

(360) 642-3371

Chris Doumit ! encouraged. The North Jetty disposal site may prove to be one of the
PO Box 342 :
(c;}z‘)mo\(v‘o"; oLz better site choices available today. CRCFA has two areas of concern:
?giﬂﬁ‘ﬁ“ navigational safety and environmental safeguards.
Chinook. WA 98614 . )

. (36‘0) T 1) Maintain navigational safety through adequate bathymetric

: monitoring. Consider 55° as a prudent depth for safety. A.voh.l any

lp':)" ;,?',? : wave ansplification in the main channel as a result of dumping in the
Chinook. WA 9R6H4 North Jetty site. Apply the suspension of dumping criteria of 10%
{360) 777-8740 wave amplification to areas outside the channel. Maintenance of small
Rob Groenficld vessel traffic routes keeps traffic levels in the main ship ch:'mne} at
PO Box 84 lower levels and adds to the over all safety of the Colur_nbna River
Chinaok, WA 98614 transportation system. It is routine for fishermen to use this area as a
Sc{f:)v:zign:s:nmm traffic route to get out of excessive ebb tide while transiting inbound.
Bill Rhodcs 2) Utilize timing of duraping to minimize mortality to crabs of all life
g::?::?’g; 97138 stages that use the area for transit in .and out of. the estuary. ~ Your
(503 717-1068 investigations and use of biological timing should include the possibility

of dumping on large minus tides and the relationship to crab presence.

This site can be useful to help relieve pressures on other ar:as of high
i i i imi i in expanded site E can

marine resource abundance. It is possible that the timing closure window in expan E

be increased at least two weeks earlier in August when the North Jetty site becomes available

and should be highly considered as such.

3) The North Jetty disposal site should be evalu_ated as a potential permanent, shorc:bascd
pumping station for direct beach placement of sediments on Benson Bea.ch. Crab entrainment
may or may not be acceptable depending on quantities present at various times. This is a
beneficial use that could be used for erosion abatement to save the sewer lagoon used bv Fort
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Canby State Park and the USCG National Motor Lifeboat School. Excess sediments could be
used for local contractor construction needs and/or building a dune field for tourist dune
buggy activities. Other creative beneficial uses may result from the activation of the North
Jetty site. Additional direct beach placement could dramatically increase the sites capacity and
aid in future ocean disposal requirements.

CRCFA’s concem for the North Jetty site is the same as for ali disposal sites, Minimize adverse
biological affects, especially related to crab and monitor for biological influxes throughout the
dredging season. In Lou of monitoring, historic information related to timing should be more
restrictive, in favor of the resource.

Maintain adequate numbers of disposal sites that are managed to minimize adverse affects to
natural resources. Suspend disposal if, a site becomes biologically active, to maximize the use of
sites biologic monitoring becomes a necessity. Switch to another site that is less active.
Expanded site E is & good example. In 1997, large numbers of-crab moved into the area as they
usually do in August. At that time, dumping should have been suspended and moved to another
less active area, Contracts with dredge companies should reflect rapid changes in dump location
and be tied to monitoring when timing is necessary to avoid natural resource concentration.

Other environmental safeguards should be employed. Use the primary principle of resource
avoidance. Establish site management plans that specify quantifiable resource thresholds which
cannot be exceeded. These thresholds will be sanctioned by the area’s resource managing
agencies: NMFS, State Fisheries, State Department of Natural Resources, or other qualified
resource managing agencies and put into place prior to deposition. Oncc natural resource
concentration levels are triggered, switching disposal sites should be automatic. Remember,
pressures from other priorities must not supersede responsible obligations to habitat.

Respectfully,
Dale Beasley _&f?—’
CRCFA
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US Amy Corps of Engineers 11 August 1998
Portland District

New Site Selection Work Group

PO Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208
RE: August 19-20 Workgroup meeting
Dear Work Group:

CRCFA is glad to see the resumption of the Work Group meetings. This
is long overdue.

In considering a new site selection, the workgroup should look closely at
this year’s dredge dumping activity in expanded site E. Expanded E was
divided into about 50 dump areas. The majority of the sediment ended up
in a mound within a very few number of cells. Critical navigation routes
run through Expanded site E. The Corps’ current monitoring intervals did
not prevent the mound. Monitoring should be done based on the amounts
being dumped rather than by time (ie once a month). Tracking of material
offsite is mandatory to se¢ if navigation and/or biologic integrates are
being maintained. Blologlc thresholds must also be established. If large
quantities of crab or other resources move into an area, dumping should be
discontinued or moved to another available site. Multiple sites for
dumping should be available to the Corps. New sites should have a life
expectancy of at least twenty years.

In reviewing the overlays:
1) The Shale area needs correct placement
2) The bottomfish overlay needs differential graying to more
accurately depict total vol of fish ( bers of sand sole
in close on the South side of the Columbia River are only a
fraction of the English sole by site B, yet have the same amount
of gray)

3) The crab data should be grayed according to the crab survey

showing differences in populations.

4) The soft-shelled areas should be refined and show that in
August large numbers of crab are in and around expanded site
E, there are plenty there right now and verification can be
arranged if need be.

An additional overlay will be needed to show areas of juvenile
crab that CRCFA is developing through their efforts with
modified crab traps, in rescarching different year classes

S

~
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present in and arot{nd MCR This data is still in the developmentat stage.

6.) Actual costs of maintaining the individual sites should also be displayed, including the direct
beach placement on Benson Beach and weigh the benefit of saving a sewer lagoon into the
process.

§itc s’clecti.on should also look at potential for increasing accident potential. Site B wave
intensification and associated wave amplification has significantly increased the potential for the
dea'th 'of smgll vessel operators and increased the potential for an oil spill in the area. The
majority of oil transported at MCR is by tug and barge and in recent years a number of near miss
accidents have occurred.  An oil spill will be very costly in terms of clean up and biologic
consequences could be disastrous.  Any wave intensification in the main channel will increase
the_accldent potential. The Corps should have their wave analysis of Peacock Spit ready for
review by the Work Group meeting date. )

The overriding goal CRCFA is working for is Navigational Safety and to minimize damage to
lhe.cralf resource. Navigational safety extends to all the small vessel routes in and out of the
main shxppmg{c!'mr‘me) with special emphasis for prevention of mound building. CRCFA feels the
best way to minimize damage to the crab resource is to avoid dumping on the resource. Find the
area(s) of least_ concentration and develop that as a site. The CRCFA proposal in the center of the
towboat lane is but one option that should be considered, a better offshore site maybe found
!hropgh the overlay process and further investigation. Beneficial uses, such as an offshore sport
fishing re;f should be considered. Direct beach placement for abatement of coastal erosion is also
a beneficial use that needs consideration.

Nearshore ben:ns cannot be placed close enough to shore to significantly contribute to abatement
of coastal erosion. USGS bathymetric change maps indicate 30 or closer is needed to contribute
to beach accretion, probably closer than the Corps would like to get with a hopper dredge.

Thank you for yoyr considerations in this matter.
Regards
Dale Beasley 2
CRCFA

I would like to be at the meeting, and will be if at all possible. It is a very difficult ti
for me to attend the meeting as the Corps is well aware 7 dificult time of year
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FR ; U S Army Corps of Engineers 3 July 1998
COLUMRIA RIVES Portland District
U mtaunnsassoc. | Planning & Engineering Division
g P O Box 2946
Portland, Oregon 97208-294
CRCFA )
Cormissoners: RE: CENWP-PEE
Dalc Beasloy
;3::‘ W o824 Dear Sir:
(360) 642-3942
(360) 642-5454 FAX Thank you for providing CRCFA with timely opportunity to review and
comment on altemative measures to improve dredged material
Jeff Davis management practice for the existing Columbia River Federal Navigation
PO Box 580 40-foot Channel. We will confine our comments to the dredging activities
(s;g;z'zg;?‘w that are bound for ocean disposal.
ggi: Do;!:nil CRCFA has two areas of concem: navigational safety and environmental
Gttt WA 98612 safeguards.
(360) 795-0601
. 3) Maintain navigational safety through adequate bathymetric
%‘g‘:j‘f‘“ imonitoring. This monitoring should be routinely carried out and wave
Chinook, WA 98614 amplification models evaluated where ever dumping activity could
(360) 777-8727 impact small vessel navigation routes. Consider 55’ as a prudent
Lance Gray depth for safety. Avoid any wave amplification in the main channel as
PO Box 80 a result of disposal activity. Apply the suspension of dumping criteria
Chinook, WA 98614 of 10% wave amplification 1o arcas outside the channel. At this time
(360) 777-8740 the tongue area, just inside buoy #3 that has depths of 45 feet in May
Rob Greenfickd of 1998 is of particular concern and needs special attention to prevent
PO Box 84 further mounding. Navigation in the area is currently dangerous and
ghé‘o%ggg““ life threatening much of the winter, any more deposition is not
green@transpor.com prudent. Maintenance of small vessel traffic routes keeps traffic levels
) in the main ship channel at lower levels and adds to the over all safety
IB:;:;:‘:’I?W of the Columbia River transportation system.
Gearbart, OR 97138
(503) 717-1068 2) CRCFA concem for environmental safeguards extends to all disposal
sites. Minimize adverse biological affects, especially related to crab and
monitor for biological influxes throughout the dredging season.

Utitize timing of dumping at ocean disposal sites to minimize mortality to crabs of all life stages
that use the dump areas at different times of the year. Biological monitoring has to become part of
the Dredged Material Management Plan. . Suspend disposal if, a site becomes biologically active,
to maximize the use of sites biologic monitoring becomes a necessity. Expanded site E is a good
example. In 1997, large numbers of crab moved into the arca as they usually do in August. At
that time, dumping should have been suspended and moved to another less active area.
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Maintain adequate numbers of disposal sites that are menaged to minimize adverse affects to
natural resources Contracts with dredge companies should reflect rapid changes in dump location
and be tied to monitoring when timing is necessary to avoid natural resource concentration.

Other environmental safeguards should be employed. Use the primary principle of resource
avoidance. Establish site management plans that specify quantifiable resource thresholds which
cannot be exceeded. These thresholds will be sanctioned by the area’s resource managing
agencies: NMFS, State Fisheries, State Department of Natural Resources, or other qualified
resource managing agencies and put into place prior to deposition. Once natural resource
concentration levels are triggered, switching disposal sites should be automatic.

Respegtfully,

Dale Beasley .
CRCFA
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January 15, 1999

Mr Steve Stevens
US. Army

Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2946
Portland. OR 97208
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Subject: Comments on final draft dredge disposal areas for Lower Columbia River maintenance and

and channel deepening projeci.

Dear Mr. Stevens:

I have been involved in this Corps process since it opened for public input in 1996. Al that time | was
President of the Columbia River Crab Fishermen's Association based in llwaco, Washingon. Afer

resigning that position in 1997 ous board

involvement with the Corps on the disposal issues.

{n initial mectings with the Corps [ asked if

going 10 be based on factual inf

faw. I was emphaticall d by the Corps rep

d that t of my several years
tusi hed toward building 8 final d were
or if this was simply to satisfy the process required by

that science and facts would determine

finding leading to a final decision. In many of our primary areas of concern this has not happened. As
originally feared. satisfying process has been the primary driver toward a predetermined outcome for this

project.

The prior 1980's impact statement prepared for the present dumping areas was one of the worst cascs of
Tinker Toy engineering that | have read. The Corps expanded the old sites to fit their agenda with little
of no regard for extreme safety problems caused 1o all classes of shipping, the destruction of fishing
grounds and a large negative economic impact to general fisheries. The Dungeness Crab flcet bore the

majority of this impact.

The final page of this prior impact statcment, signed by the Corps person in charge, states that based upon
the Corps finding no adversc impacts of expanding those sites would occur. After the grounding of the
ing, th

1c

dd ing(s) at the sites. the extreme

log ship Green Cedar and its’

safety problems created and the milgx of soure‘d fishing grounds, we were hoping the Corps upproach had
changed. [n this case, this has not happened.

1t 100k several mectings to convinoe the Corps that their failed policy of expanding existing sites for their

These sessi

about a ission from the

future needs was iHogical and dang

Corps that cost of transporting disposal was the main driver in site selection, not environmental or safety
was supportive of the Corps position during these

concerns. Surprisingly. the EPA rep

d i Other rep ives, the U.S.C.G. Bar Pilots, Westem Boat Owners Assoc.. charter boat

reps and our own organization were got.

Continued - Page two

January 15, 1999

Mr. Steve Stevens

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Page two -

The present “process” is flawed, in thatitis g bly. not a d based on substantial fact.
Unfortunately, the Corps is having some of the same creditability lapses they had in the previous E.LS.
To date. the Corps” process has:

1. Withheld information

A. onthe legal requi .

B. the true span of the proposal '
1. it started as a temporary 5 year project. b a 10 year prop
in the final draft into 8 50 year plan which was a complete shock to the
committee .

1. Mi d crab inf

A. manipulated incomplete preliminary mortality work to justify decision making
B. used a laboratory tank study to duplicate ocean conditions on dumping without any
C

follow up
. used only the information that would support their position (and even that back-
fired) from the study.
1L Refused professional assi in";_,'

A. CR.CF.A. crab information
1. arsea population and pot mortality
2. other

IV. Set up study committees on h projects then unilaterally excluded crab
representatives without notice.

t, PR

V. Refused to explore p

A. direct or re-pumped disposal on Benson Beach, WA.
1. clagimed it was outside Corps jurisdiction. etc. (this was the one choice all
entities excepi the Corps preferred)
B. others

V1. Used unsubstantiated ctaims to base findings upon

Arad,

A. Corps and private are capable of thin disposal dumping
B. crab mortalities will be minor in disposal area

C. economic impact will be minor on crab industry

D. Etc., etc. etc.

Conunued - Page 3
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Mr. Steve Stevens

U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers Page three
VII. Used incompatible information for justification

A. Gulf Coast inshorc dumping study - with author presentation

1. totally unrelated 1o C

In summary, the Corps has acted as predicted. They made a decision in the beginning and set up their
facts along the “process™ 10 justify it.

The proposed offshore dump site will basicall destroy any opp ity for Crab tum"es( dunng the
summer season because of dredge traffic across the ground. The Corps has not provided accurate
{nformation on true crab montalities iated with dredge deposits or their cffect on oll}er aspects ol: the
fishery. The Corps chosen site has no support from fishing interest because of the huge impact on prime
grounds and nursery areas.

There is no questions that the Port of Portland is calling the shots with the Corps. There also is no
question that as future ships get docper that this is a wasteful temporary fix. Finally. there also is no

question that the Columbia area crab and fishing interest are being set up to be sacrificed in the “process™.

This existing & as it pertains to offshore dump futely does not satisfy the true

criteria demandod by law to allow the Corps to proceed.

Respectfully,

T2l Sl

Richard N. Sheldon
Past President CRCF.A.

RNSj

Oja 1/99
Date: January 11, 1999
To: Army Corp of Engineers
From: Daniel Oja, Commercial Fisherman
Subject: Navigation Hazards created by Army Corp of Engineer
Re: Dumping of Dredge Spoils

TI’ve written this letter out of concem for the safety of fishermen while navigating the
Columbia River Bar. I've noticed that it is no longer safe in the channel. The “humps™
or dump sites created by the Corp of Engineers now cause the waves to break over the
top of buoy number three and ricochet into the channel. We are no longer safe “just
being in the channel”. The waves also break on the inside of the channel between
numbers six and eight buoys. When you enter the channel, you can not even use the ship
ranges on Cape Disappointment. Where do we go now? Your dump sites are getting
more dangerous every year to our boats and lives. The fishermen are aware of the
dangers created by your agency, but this hazard will eventually kill some unsuspecting
boaters. We have made your agency aware of these problems, but you have chosen to
ignore us. Your boats are here only in the summer when monitoring the river and ocean
bottoms. I suggest you come in the winter and try... only then will you notice the impact
of your dump sites. The weather is very severe in winter, but we must fish in these
conditions, and it does no good for you to show during fair weather and then insist that
the dump sites have “little or no impact on navigation”. -

The Corp of Engineer has & big ocean to dispose of the dredge spoils, but the agency
continues to dump on prime crab fishing grounds. Even worse, the agency intends to
expand these dump sites along the Long Beach Peninsula and around the mouth of the
Columbia River, despite the fact that the commercial fishermen have vigorously opposed
this decision. The Corp has continually ignored all suggestions and has refused to
consider the impact of their decisions on the people living near the mouth of the
Columbia River. We are disappointed by the Corps continued refusal to cooperate with
the communities that they impact, however, it is not surprising given the past history that
we have personally experienced with the Corp of Engineers.

Sincerely,

Daniel Gja



.69 -
Oja 1199

Date: January 11,1999

To: Senator Slade Gorton

From: Daniel Oja

Subject: Army Corp of Engineer

Re: Dredge Dumping in the Pacific Ocean off the mouth of the Columbia River
Dear Senator Gorton,

1 am a resident of Pacific County and my husband makes his living as a commetcial
fisherman harvesting dungeness crab in the Pacific Ocean north and south of the
Columbia River. I recently attended a meeting by the Corp of Engineers in Astoria, OR
regarding the decpening of the Columbia River channel for the benefit of ship traffic. |
understand that there are great economic benefits to the citizens living in the Portland
area, the Port of Portland, barge workers, wheat farmers, etc., however, I cannot
understand why the economic needs of those living at the mouth of the Columbia River
are completely ignored in this process. The Corp of Engineers plans to dump
approximately 230 million cubic yards of dredge spoils in prime fishing and crabbing
grounds over the next 50 years (copy of proposed dump sites enclosed). Of course, this
will destroy our fishing habitat and not only economically harm the fishermen, but also
the community that still derives a great deal of their financial resources from this
industry.

Sincerely,

Daniel Oja

CACEA Columbla Kiver Crah Fishermans AFENc,oo
Chinook Wm;:\?;%E

Phone (360) 777 - 8242

January 10, 1999

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District

P.0. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon  97208-294

Dear Colonel Slusar,

This letter is in regands to site B at the mouth of the Columbia River. and the effect that dredge spoil dumpi
in that area has made on our crab fishing waters. g spordumpe

Most fishermen do not fish that area any more, including myself,but this year I put some crab the
mourd in site B just to sec if there were any crab there. ™ yaript potson

As expected, I found that there were very few crab in that area. 1 would get one to two crab

per pot on the
dredge hump, and Fighuolencmbper pot just north of that area. It is now very clear to me that this area is no
longer the productive crab ground that it once was before the corps started dumping dredge spoils there.

Because this area is no longer fishable, it has caused me to fish further north, and has forced me to fish the soft

:.::nmds area called the mud-hole. Now our pots get stuck every year because we were forced out of our old fishing

It has been 19 I‘nonlh: since the tast dredge spoils were deposited in site B, and there are fewer crab there than [
have ever seen. It is very clear that this area is no longer the rich crab waters that it once was.

Please do not destroy any more of our fishing grounds. Take the dredge spoils somewhere elsel

Sincerely,

Rob Greenfield
CRCFA



