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1 Introduction 
This document responds to comments received on the Tacoma Harbor, WA Draft Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA) by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 
Comments were submitted verbally at the public meeting held in Tacoma, Washington, on 
January 15, 2020. Comments were also received in writing through letters and electronic mail. 
The Corps received a total of 72 comment submittals. Of those, 69 comments were received 
during the 60‐day open public comment period of December 18, 2019, through February 16, 
2020. One comment (E42) was submitted by the Puget Sound Pilots prior to this period with the 
request to consider it as their comment on the draft IFR/EA.  

2 Environmental Review Process 
On December 18, 2019, the Corps released the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Assessment for public review. Printed copies of the draft IFR/EA were available 
for public review at local public libraries. Additionally, the documents were available for public 
review on the Corps’ website: 

https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil‐Works/Programs‐and‐
Projects/Projects/Tacoma‐Harbor‐Navigation‐Improvement/ 

The public review and comment period on the draft IFR/EA began on December 18, 2019, and 
closed on February 16, 2020. The Corps held one public meeting with two sessions (early 
afternoon and evening) to receive public comment on the draft IFR/EA and appendices at the 
Moore Branch of the Tacoma Public Library in Tacoma, Washington, on January 15, 2020. 

3 Document Organization and List of Commenters 
This document contains copies of comments received during the comment period followed by 
the Corps’ responses to those comments. Each comment is numerically coded in the margin of 
the comment letter, based on the order of the comments presented in the letter. The comments 
and responses are presented as follows: 

− Master Responses (Section 4) 

− Comments received at the public meeting with responses (Section 5) 

− Comments by email with responses (Section 6) 

− Comments by mail with responses (Section 7) 

A total of 72 comment submittals were received on the Draft Feasibility Study and Environmental 
Assessment. Each comment submittal was given a comment identification code. 21 comments 
were provided verbally at the January 15, 2019, public meeting. These comment submittals are 
identified as PM1 to PM21. 42 comments were provided by email; these submittals are identified 
as E1 to E42. The remaining 9 comments were received by postal mail; these submittals are 
identified as M1 to M9. Each comment submittal is listed below in Table 1. 

https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Programs-and-Projects/Projects/Tacoma-Harbor-Navigation-Improvement/
https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Programs-and-Projects/Projects/Tacoma-Harbor-Navigation-Improvement/
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Table 1: Public Comment Submittals received on the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 

Comment 
Identification 

Date 
Received 

Commenter Organization/Affiliation 

Comments received at the November 5, 2019, public meeting 

PM1 15‐Jan‐2019 Kathy Lawhon Private Citizen 

PM2 15‐Jan‐2019 Michael Washington Tacoma Water 

PM3 15‐Jan‐2019 Marilyn Kimmerling Private Citizen 

PM4 15‐Jan‐2019 Nikie Walters Private Citizen 

PM5 15‐Jan‐2019 Diane Wahcup Private Citizen 

PM6 15‐Jan‐2019 Beverly Christie Private Citizen 

PM7 15‐Jan‐2019 Claudia Riedener Private Citizen 

PM8 15‐Jan‐2019 Valerie Chu Private Citizen 

PM9 15‐Jan‐2019 Claudia Riedener Private Citizen 

PM10 15‐Jan‐2019 Nikie Walters Private Citizen 

PM11 15‐Jan‐2019 Kathy Lawhon Private Citizen 

PM12 15‐Jan‐2019 Barbara Berntsen Private Citizen 

PM13 15‐Jan‐2019 Nikie Walters Private Citizen 

PM14 15‐Jan‐2019 Kathy Lawhon Private Citizen 

PM15 15‐Jan‐2019 Debbie Tome Private Citizen 

PM16 15‐Jan‐2019 Marlene Crumpton Private Citizen 

PM17 15‐Jan‐2019 Jacqueline Johnston Private Citizen 

PM18 15‐Jan‐2019 Larry Gverie Private Citizen 

PM19 15‐Jan‐2019 Charles Valdez Private Citizen 

PM20 15‐Jan‐2019 Nikie Walters Private Citizen 

PM21 15‐Jan‐2019 Kathy Lawhon Private Citizen 

Comments received via email 

E1 24‐Dec‐2019 Rachael Behrens Private Citizen 

E2 15‐Jan‐2020 Joyce Mercuri Ecology Southwest Regional Office 

E3 16‐Jan‐2020 Mark Miller MacMillan‐Piper 

E4 16‐Jan‐2020 Monique Valenzuela Tacoma Youth Marine Center 

E5 28‐Jan‐2020 Linda Smith Lakewood Chamber of Commerce 
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Comment 
Identification 

Date 
Received 

Commenter Organization/Affiliation 

E6 28‐Jan‐2020 Tony Belot Schnitzer Steel 

E7 3‐Feb‐2020 Patrick Demere Private Citizen 

E8 3‐Feb‐2020 Nancy Hausauer Private Citizen 

E9 3‐Feb‐2020 Mark Schuster Lamb Weston 

E10 11‐Feb‐2020 Michael Washington Tacoma Water 

E11 11‐Feb‐2020 Virginia Briggs Private Citizen 

E12 11‐Feb‐2020 Nancy Farrell Private Citizen 

E13 11‐Feb‐2020 Lynn Di Nino Private Citizen 

E14 11‐Feb‐2020 Elly Claus‐McGahan Private Citizen 

E15 11‐Feb‐2020 Ron Park Private Citizen 

E16 11‐Feb‐2020 Chris Wooten Private Citizen 

E17 11‐Feb‐2020 Sharon Sheldon Private Citizen 

E18 12‐Feb‐2020 Penny Rowe Private Citizen 

E19 12‐Feb‐2020 Caroline Bently Private Citizen 

E20 12‐Feb‐2020 nanpeele@hotmail.com Private Citizen 

E21 13‐Feb‐2020 Maren Ellingson Private Citizen 

E22 13‐Feb‐2020 Kirk Kirkland Tahoma Audubon Society 

E23 13‐Feb‐2020 Tony Warfield Northwest Seaport Alliance/Port of Tacoma  

E24 14‐Feb‐2020 Lisa Anderson Puyallup Tribe of Indians 

E25 14‐Feb‐2020 Patrick Babbitt Private Citizen 

E26 14‐Feb‐2020 Catherine Killduff Center for Biological Diversity 

E27 14‐Feb‐2020 Barbara Berntsen Private Citizen 

E28 14‐Feb‐2020 Nicole Nowman City of Tacoma 

E29 14‐Feb‐2020 Andy Bartels Private Citizen 

E30 14‐Feb‐2020 Erin Dilworth 

Citizens for a Healthy Bay, Tacoma Chapter of 
the Climate Reality Project, Puget 
Soundkeeper, Sierra Club, and Washington 
Environmental Council  

E31 15‐Feb‐2020 Mtlandholm Private Citizen  

E32 15‐Feb‐2020 Derek Dexheimer Private Citizen 

E33 15‐Feb‐2020 Pam Beal Private Citizen 

E34 16‐Feb‐2020 Mark Knight Private Citizen 
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Comment 
Identification 

Date 
Received 

Commenter Organization/Affiliation 

E35 16‐Feb‐2020 Dr. Louisa Beal and Dr. 
Pamela Beal Private Citizens 

E36 16‐Feb‐2020 Abby Barnes WDNR 

E37 16‐Feb‐2020 Mona Lee Private Citizen 

E38 16‐Feb‐2020 Barbara Menne Private Citizen 

E39 16‐Feb‐2020 Rayna Holtz Private Citizen 

E40 17‐Feb‐2020 Jacqueline Johnston Private Citizen 

E41 18‐Feb‐2020 Theo Mbabaliye EPA 

E42 18‐Sept‐2019 Capt. Eric vonBrandenfels Puget Sound Pilots 

Comments received via postal mail 

M1 10‐Jan‐2020 Gary Coy Sperry Ocean Dock 

M2 21‐Jan‐2020 Lisa Brown WA Department of Commerce 

M3 23‐Jan‐2020 Kris Johnson Association of WA Business 

M4 23‐Jan‐2020 Dan Gatchet Freight Mobility Strategic 
Investment Board 

M5 23‐Jan‐2020 Roger Millar WA Department of Transportation 

M6 3‐Feb‐2020 Norman Gollub Foss Waterway Development Authority 

M7 3‐Feb‐2020 Jared Faker International Longshoremen's and 
Warehousemen's Union 

M8 3‐Feb‐2020 Todd Fryhover WA Apple Commission 

M9 6‐Feb‐2020 Laurie Jinkins State of WA House of Representatives 
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4 Master Responses 
A review of the comment letters received on the draft IFR/EA and Appendices revealed some 
comments were made frequently, demonstrating a common concern among those submitting 
written comments. In some cases, the array of similar comments about a topic provided more 
clarity about a specific issue than any single comment. To allow the presentation of a response 
that addresses all aspects of these related comments, the Corps prepared master responses for 
those topics raised in several comments. These master responses are intended to allow a well‐
integrated response that addresses all facets of an issue, in lieu of piecemeal responses to 
individual comments that may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. 

When applicable, the individual responses to comments cross‐reference an applicable master 
response to provide additional explanation and information. In some cases, a master response 
may fully respond to the individual comment. 

Master responses are provided for the following issues raised in comments received on the 
Draft IFR/EA and Appendices: 

• Comments related to contaminated groundwater or sediment at Model Toxics Control Act 
(MTCA) sites (Master Response 1) 

• Comments related to resuspension of unsuitable material and uptake by seafood and 
benthic organisms (Master Response 2) 

• Comments related to sediment characterization and Dredged Material Management 
Program procedures (Master Response 3) 

• Comments about the appropriate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document 
(Master Response 4) 

• Comments related to beneficial use of dredged material at Saltchuk (Master Response 5) 
• Comments on vessel movement after deepening the Blair Waterway (Master Response 6) 
• Comments related to Puget Sound Energy Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) facility (Master 

Response 7) 

4.1 Master Response 1, Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) sites, 
Management of Unsuitable Material, and contaminated groundwater or sediment 

For contaminated sediments that the Corps considered hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste 
(HTRW), a thorough Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment was conducted during the 
feasibility study to identify those locations where HTRW material is present and documents 
potential impacts to known or suspected sources of environmental risk or liability on the 
proposed project site, and in the surrounding areas in accordance with ASTM Standard D6008, 
Standard Practice for Conducting Environmental Baseline Surveys (2014; see Appendix H).. The 
Corps is and will continue to coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agencies to ensure the 
federal action for proposed widening and deepening of the federal navigation channel would 
not disturb HTRW material. See Section 4.10 of the IFR/EA, and Appendix H for further 



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 7 

information regarding continuing assessment and coordination to address HTRW concerns as 
the design and project footprint is finalized as part of the Pre‐construction, Engineering, and 
Design (PED) phase of the project. The Corps also proposes to conduct a Phase II Environmental 
Site Assessment during design for any areas that need further characterization regarding the 
nature and extent of HTRW material. For sediments that are characterized as unsuitable by the 
Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP), the Corps will implement Best Management 
Practices during dredging operations to reduce the potential for sediment resuspension.This 
includes the use of different dredge buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing 
sediment resuspension. Dredged material that is characterized as unsuitable will be placed in 
an upland disposal facility. Additionally, the Corps will comply with water quality monitoring 
consistent with requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and its implementing regulations, 
which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to address applicable 
water quality standards.  

4.2 Master Response 2, Resuspension of unsuitable material 
In general, any dredging project will experience some degree of sediment resuspension into the 
water column. A full DMMP sediment characterization will be conducted in advance of 
conducting any dredging, which will provide extensive evaluation of sediments to be dredged, 
along with the potentially associated contamination. See Section 5.3.1 of the IFR/EA which sets 
forth recommendations and assumptions from the DMMP advisory determination that will be 
incorporated into the final design. Results of the full DMMP suitability sampling conducted in 
PED will be coordinated with EPA R10 and Toxics Cleanup Program at Ecology to determine if 
any results warrant regulatory action. Where sediments are found unsuitable for open‐water 
disposal, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps will comply with water quality monitoring consistent with the requirements of the CWA 
and its implementing regulations, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a 
certain range to address water quality standards. Maintaining water quality standards limits the 
amount of turbidity and, therefore, the amount of suspended sediment. 

4.3 Master Response 3, Sediment characterization and DMMP procedures 
The IFR/EA addresses sediment characterization and the DMMP process at Section 5.3; and 
further coordination is identified in Section 5.9.3. Full sediment characterization of the 
proposed dredged material from the Blair Waterway will occur under the Dredged Material 
Management Program as part of the Pre‐construction, Engineering, and Design (PED) phase of 
the project. The feasibility‐level (i.e., early design stage) advisory characterization 
memorandum is available at https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil‐Works/Programs‐
and‐Projects/Projects/Tacoma‐Harbor‐Navigation‐Improvement/ and Appendix B. The most up‐
to‐date DMMP User Manual, in combination with existing information on sources and past 
characterization data, will be used to determine project testing requirements during PED. The 

https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Programs-and-Projects/Projects/Tacoma-Harbor-Navigation-Improvement/
https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Programs-and-Projects/Projects/Tacoma-Harbor-Navigation-Improvement/
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DMMP User Manual is updated periodically through the Sediment Management Annual Review 
Meeting public process. For general information on the DMMP, please visit 
https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil‐Works/Dredging/.  

4.4 Master Response 4, National Environmental Policy Act Process (NEPA) and 
Environmental Compliance 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means and 
measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The Corps analyzed the effects of the 
proposed alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA). The purpose of the IFR/EA was to 
comply with NEPA requirements to identify and analyze environmental effects of the 
alternatives, incorporate environmental concerns into the decision‐making process, and to 
determine whether any environmental impacts are significant and warrant the preparation of 
an EIS.  

Corps Planning Policy and NEPA emphasize public involvement in government actions affecting 
the environment by requiring the benefits and risks associated with the proposed actions be 
assessed and publicly disclosed. In accordance with NEPA public involvement requirements (40 
C.F.R. § 1506.6) and Corps Planning policy (ER 1105‐2‐100), the Corps presented opportunities 
for the public to provide oral or written comments on potentially affected resources, 
environmental issues to be considered, and the agency’s approach to the analysis. Efforts to 
involve the public included a notice of preparation of an EA with a 60‐day public comment 
period issued December 21, 2018, and a public information meeting with two sessions 
(morning and evening) held January 17, 2019, soliciting relevant scoping information from the 
public and explaining procedures of how interested parties can get information on the planning 
process. The Corps released the draft IFR/EA for a 60‐day public comment period beginning 
December 18, 2019. The Corps held a public information meeting with two sessions (early 
afternoon and evening) on January 15, 2020, to present the TSP to the public and collect 
written and oral comments. The Corps, Public Affairs Office, notified more than 20 media 
outlets of scoping activities and public review opportunities. This level of documentation and 
public involvement is consistent with other navigation channel deepening studies. 

An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary because the Corps used information 
gathered during scoping, meeting with natural resource agencies, public comments, and 
research to identify resources evaluated in detail for potential effects of dredging the Blair 
Waterway in the EA. The Corps determined that the effects of the action will not be significant. 
The Corps will review the need for supplemental NEPA documentation as further analysis and 
design is refined during Pre‐Construction, Engineering, and Design Activities (PED). 

Section 6 (Compliance) of the IFR/EA main report lists how the preferred alternative complies 
with all applicable Federal laws, statutes, and executive orders. This includes the CWA, 
Endangered Species Act, Executive Order 13175 Consultation and Coordination with Indian 

https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Dredging/
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Tribal Governments, National Historic Preservation Act, and many others. The Corps has 
reaffirmed its long‐standing commitment to environmental conservation by formalizing a set of 
Environmental Operating Principles (EOPs) applicable to decision‐making in all programs. The 
EOPs outline the Corps’ role and responsibility to sustainably use and restore our natural 
resources in a world that is complex and changing. The recommended plan meets the intent of 
the EOPs. In coordination with agencies, tribes, and stakeholders, the Corps proactively 
considered the environmental consequences of the proposed deepening project. The project 
will be constructed in compliance with all applicable environmental laws and regulations. 

4.5 Master Response 5, Saltchuk 
The purpose of placing material at Saltchuk is the beneficial use of dredged material to improve 
habitat conditions for Endangered Species Act‐listed salmonids and benthic organisms. Placing 
dredged material at Saltchuk is not compensatory mitigation for deepening the Blair Waterway. 
The Corps has elected not to incorporate compensatory mitigation into the project design 
based on the Corps’ determination that adverse effects of the proposed project would either be 
short‐term and temporary, or, if permenant in nature, they would  only have insignificant and 
discountable effects to environmental resources given existing conditions. There is no loss of 
wetlands, no significant adverse effects to ESA – listed  species or their designated critical 
habitat, and no significant impacts to commercially important species or protected marine 
mammals based on the analysis in the IFR/EA and supporting documentation. While not the 
least cost for disposal, placement of dredged material at the Saltchuk site has the potential to 
produce a long‐term beneficial effect on the Chinook salmon population and therefore SRKW 
prey resources because it would create and improve rare and highly valuable nearshore zone 
rearing and migrating habitat, which is lacking in Commencement Bay. Providing 64 acres of 
rearing habitat would increase survival of the Puyallup River Chinook salmon population in the 
future.  

In recognition of the potential negative effects, although short‐term and temporary, the Corps 
will avoid and minimize effects by incorporating all applicable Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) as described in section 4.7 (Water Quality), section 4.11 (Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radiological Waste), and section 4.18 (Public Health and Safety) of the IFR/EA. Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is complete (Section 6.2 and Appendix D of the IFR/EA). 
USFWS concurred with the Corps’ effect determinations of “not likely to adversely affect” 
(NLAA) listed species on February 2, 2022 (Appendix D). NMFS issued a BiOp February 16, 2022 
(Appendix D), which concurred with the Corps’ effects determinations except NLAA for 
steelhead; instead, NMFS determined the action is likely to adversely affect steelhead. In 
addition, NMFS’ action area extends farther into Puget Sound where Humpback whale, Central 
America DPS and Mexico DPS, could be present and determined the action is NLAA the species 
whereas the Corps determined the action would have no effect.  
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The Corps will continue to coordinate with the NMFS and USFWS as part of ESA Section 7 
consultation. Sections 6.2 (ESA) and 6.9 (EFH) of the IFR/EA contain monitoring and 
coordination the Corps has committed to as a result of ESA consultation. A full sediment 
characterization will be conducted for all dredged material in PED to determine suitability for 
in‐water placement, or upland disposal. Applicable BMPs would be implemented while 
dredging sediment unsuitable for open‐water disposal to avoid and minimize effects of 
unsuitable sediment. Vessel effects to marine mammals appear in sections 4.14, 4.15, and 4.16 
of the IFR/EA. 

4.6 Master Response 6, Vessel Movement  
There is inherent uncertainty involved in estimating total vessel calls at Tacoma Harbor over the 
study period. Variation in the market can lead to year‐to‐year changes in cargo volumes and 
vessel calls. As a result, the study focuses on long‐term trends and includes sensitivity analyses 
to account for the full range of potential operations at Blair Waterway over the study period. 

The vessel forecast developed for this study focuses on future containership trade and 
containership calls. The study estimates significant growth in both containerized trade volumes 
and containership vessel calls. The proposed project of deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐57 
feet MLLW works to improve containership loading efficiency by allowing containerships to 
load more cargo on import and export legs. When containerships load vessels with more cargo, 
fewer total trips are required to transport the same containerized tonnage. This represents a 
reduction in total transportation costs, which leads to a national economic development 
benefit. 

The Corps does not anticipate that channel deepening in the Blair Waterway from ‐51 MLLW to 
‐57 MLLW will change the frequency of large, Post‐Panamax vessel calls (+12,000 TEU capacity). 
These vessels are capable of transiting the waterway without channel deepening. The Blair 
Waterway already receives vessel calls with TEU capacity exceeding 13,000 TEUs. With or 
without a project, these vessels will continue to call. The project allows these vessels to call 
more efficiently with more tonnage onboard per call, potentially leading to fewer overall calls 
at Port of Tacoma. Given the assumption of no change in call frequency of the largest vessel 
classes (12,000 TEU capacity and larger)(as they will be more efficiently loaded) combined with 
fewer smaller‐class vessels (less than 10,000 TEU capacity)(as there will be a reduced need for 
these smaller vessels), the Corps expects this project to reduce overall long‐term vessel noise 
and ship strike frequency with an assumed decrease of 27% in overall vessels calling on the port 
by 2035, and therefore reduce negative effects to marine mammals from container ships.  

In all scenarios, the study team anticipates a reduction in total vessel calls to the Port of 
Tacoma with the proposed widening and deepening. Channel deepening from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 
MLLW does not change the market forces that drive commodity demand. Additionally, vessel 
deployment is a firm‐level decision based on fleet availability, new builds, vessel scrap rates, 
and utilization rates by trade lane. As a result, the proposed project does not change the long‐
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term trend toward large vessel use at Tacoma Harbor, and the study team does not anticipate 
that the channel deepening will induce vessel movement to Blair Waterway. Instead, the 
project allows carriers to load vessels more efficiently, leading to the potential for fewer overall 
vessel calls. This results in transportation cost savings and reduced channel congestion at 
Tacoma Harbor. 

4.7 Master Response 7, Puget Sound Energy Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) facility 
Several comments raised questions about an association and timing of the feasibility study of 
navigation improvements to Tacoma Harbor and the Puget Sound Energy liquefied natural gas 
(LNG) facility. Puget Sound Energy is building a (LNG) facility at the Port of Tacoma. The 
permitting process for that facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor navigation 
improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor feasibility study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility.  

Coordination of feasibility studies can begin years in advance when the non‐Federal sponsor 
sends a letter to the Corps to request planning assistance. A feasibility study does not begin 
until Congress appropriates funding (i.e., sets money aside for a specific purpose) for the Corps 
to perform the study, and the Corps and non‐Federal sponsor execute a feasibility cost‐share 
agreement to conduct the study. Although the Port of Tacoma may have sent requests for the 
Tacoma Harbor Navigation Improvement Project to the Corps several years ago, the feasibility 
study itself and, therefore, public involvement through the NEPA process for the feasibility 
study did not begin until 2018. 

Puget Sound Energy’s LNG facility will be used to fuel ships and provide natural gas to 
residential and commercial customers during peak cold weather demands. While concerns 
were raised about the possibility of the LNG facility being used to export fuel, it will not be used 
for exports. The facility is too small to produce enough LNG for export. After Totem Ocean 
Trailer Express (TOTE) Maritime Alaska’s use is taken into account, it would take six months to 
fill a small, 90,000‐cubic‐meter tanker and more than a year and a half to fill a 220,000‐cubic‐
meter Q‐Max LNG carrier. It takes about a week for a typical LNG carrier load and unload. 
Therefore, LNG export would not be an efficient use of the LNG facility. 

 

About 6 million of the 8 million gallons of liquid natural gas will be set aside to provide natural 
gas to local customers during winter’s peak demand. TOTE’s contract calls for about 900,000 
gallons of LNG each week for its two ships. Additional information about Puget Sound Energy’s 
LNG facility is here:  https://www.portoftacoma.com/puget‐sound‐energy‐lng‐facility. 
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5 Comments Received at the January 15, 2019, Public Meeting and Responses 
A full transcript of the public meeting is attached at the end of this document (Attachment 1). 
The following includes clipped images of the comments in which the questions have been 
labeled and the correspondingly labeled responses.  
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5.1 Public Comment PM1—Kathy Lawhon 

 

 

 

 

PM1‐3 

PM1‐6 

PM1‐4 

PM1‐5 

PM1‐2 

PM1‐
1 
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5.1.1 Responses to Comment Letter PM1  
PM1‐1:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study has evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
include the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4).  

Coordination of feasibility studies can begin years in advance when the non‐Federal sponsor 
sends a letter to the Corps to request planning assistance. The feasibility study does not begin 
until Congress appropriates funding (i.e., sets money aside for a specific purpose) for the Corps 
to perform the study, and the Corps and non‐Federal sponsor execute a feasibility cost‐share 
agreement to conduct the study. Although the Port of Tacoma may have sent requests for the 
Tacoma Harbor Navigation Improvement Project to the Corps several years ago, the study and, 
therefore, public involvement did not begin until 2018. 

PM1‐2:  Please see Master Responses 4 and 6.  

PM1‐3:  Coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government 
consultation, has been ongoing and will continue through the PED phase and construction. 

PM1‐4:  Corps Planning Policy and NEPA emphasize public involvement in government actions 
affecting the environment by requiring the benefits and risks associated with the proposed 
actions be assessed and publicly disclosed. In accordance with NEPA public involvement 
requirements (40 C.F.R. § 1506.6) and Corps Planning policy (ER 1105‐2‐100), the Corps 
presented opportunities for the public to provide oral or written comments on potentially 
affected resources, environmental issues to be considered, and the agency’s approach to the 
analysis. Efforts to involve the public included a notice of preparation of an EA with a 60‐day 
public comment period issued December 21, 2018, and a public information meeting with two 
sessions (morning and evening) held January 17, 2019, soliciting relevant scoping information 
from the public and explaining procedures of how interested parties can get information on the 
planning process. The Corps released the draft IFR/EA for a 60‐day public comment period 
beginning December 18, 2019. The Corps held a public information meeting with two sessions 
(early afternoon and evening) on January 15, 2020, to present the TSP to the public and collect 
written and oral comments. The Corps, Public Affairs Office, notified more than 20 media outlets 
of scoping activities and public review opportunities. 

PM1‐5:  Please see response to PM1‐1. 

PM1‐6:  Please see response to PM1‐1 and Master Response 6. 
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5.2 Public Comment PM2—Michael Washington 

 
 

 

5.2.1 Response to Comment Letter PM2 
PM2‐1:  Thank you for your comments regarding the Tacoma Harbor Navigation Improvement 
Project. The Corps and Port of Tacoma will engage Tacoma Water and other local utilities 
during Pre‐construction Engineering and Design Phase.  

PM2‐1 
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5.3 Public Comment PM3—Marilyn Kimmerling 
 

 

 

 

 

5.3.1 Response to Comment Letter PM3 
PM3‐1:  The Commencement Bay DMMP disposal site was established in 1988 and has been 
used consistently since that time. All material that is taken to the disposal site is evaluated by 
the DMMP agencies (Corps, EPA, Washington State Department of Ecology, and Washington 
State Department of Natural Resources) and determined to be suitable for unconfined open‐
water disposal. Monitoring of the disposal site occurs periodically based on the amount of 
sediment that has been disposed. The Commencement Bay site has been monitored ten times 
since 1988. The most recent monitoring occurred in 2017 and found that the sediment 

PM3‐1 

PM3‐2 

PM3‐3 

PM3‐4 
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concentrations on the disposal site were within the expected range, and effects to benthic 
organisms on the site were not more than minor, as determined by bioassay testing. There is no 
evidence for leaching of sediment contaminants into deeper sediments.  

PM3‐2:  Please see Master Response 6. The feasibility study is focused on the immediate 
vicinity of Tacoma Harbor, specifically the Blair Waterway. Increased vessel sizes have 
translated into fewer transits, which will decrease the frequency of container ships sailing 
through Puget Sound to Tacoma.  

PM3‐3:  Please see Master Responses 4 and 6. 

PM3‐4:  Please see Master Response 5. Coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, 
including Government‐to‐Government consultation, has been ongoing and will continue 
through the PED phase and construction.  
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5.4 Public Comment PM4—Nikie Walters 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

PM4‐1 

PM4‐2 

PM4‐3 

PM4‐4 

PM4‐5 

PM4‐6 
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5.4.1 Response to Comment Letter PM4 
PM4‐1:   The EIS that established the Commencement Bay disposal site expected that disposal 
of dredged material would have some minor adverse impacts to the benthic invertebrates living 
on the site, due to disturbance and possible burial when large quantities of material are placed 
on the site. Post‐disposal monitoring of the benthic infaunal successional stage over the last 30 
years has demonstrated that the benthic community in and around the site recovers fairly 
quickly. Data collected from the 2017 monitoring event, which was collected 5 months after the 
end of the disposal window, showed that “overall, recolonization and/or re‐establishment of 
high‐order successional infauna, i.e., larger, subsurface deposit feeders, is widespread at the 
disposal site outside the disposal zone”.  

PM4‐2:  Sediment movement in the Blair Waterway during vessel transit is due to propeller 
wash, not from ships scraping the bottom of the channel. Northwest Seaport Alliance installed 
four new Super Post‐Panamax cranes at Husky Terminal in March 2019. This allows the terminal 
to more efficiently load and unload large, Post‐Panamax vessels (12,000 TEU capacity and 
greater). These vessels are expected to call Blair Waterway with or without the proposed 
channel deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐57 feet MLLW. Vessels with capacity above 13,000 
TEUs already call Pierce County Terminal. Channel deepening does not allow for these large, 
Post‐Panamax vessels to call, it only increases the efficiency of vessels that are expected to call 
by allowing carriers to load more cargo per trip. This reduces the total number of vessel calls 
required at Blair Waterway, reducing waterway congestion and leading to transportation cost 
savings for the nation. 

PM4‐3:  The Saltchuk site is next to the Marina at Brown’s Point and Tyee Marina. Log rafting 
was the former purpose of Saltchuk and was discontinued several years ago. Marine mammals 
used the logs as resting areas in the past and now use other structures. 

PM4‐4:  Please see Master Response 6. Estimating total vessel calls at Tacoma Harbor over the 
study period involves uncertainty. Variation in the market can lead to year‐to‐year changes in 
cargo volumes and vessel calls. As a result, the study focuses on long‐term trends and includes 
sensitivity analyses to account for the full range of potential operations at Blair Waterway over 
the study period. 

In all scenarios, the study team anticipates a reduction in total vessel calls. Channel deepening 
from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW does not change the market forces that drive commodity 
demand. Additionally, vessel deployment is a firm‐level decision based on fleet availability, 
newbuilds, vessel scrap rates, and utilization rates by trade lane. As a result, the proposed 
project does not change the long‐term trend toward large vessel use at Tacoma Harbor, and the 
study team does not anticipate that the channel deepening will induce vessel movement to 
Blair Waterway. Instead, the project allows carriers to load vessels more efficiently, leading to 
the potential for fewer overall vessel calls. This results in transportation cost savings and 
reduced channel congestion at Tacoma Harbor. When there are fewer vessels, long‐term vessel 
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noise and marine mammal ship strike frequency is expected to be reduced compared to the no 
action alternative as a result of the project. 

PM4‐5:  There are no plans to mine metals from the sediments in the Blair waterway. All heavy 
metals analyzed for in the DMMP advisory‐level characterization were well below DMMP 
screening levels. 

PM4‐6:  The Commencement Bay DMMP disposal site was established in 1988 and has been 
used consistently since that time. All material that is taken to the disposal site is evaluated by 
the DMMP agencies (Corps, EPA, Washington State Department of Ecology, and Washington 
State Department of Natural Resources) and determined to be suitable for unconfined open‐
water disposal. Monitoring of the disposal site occurs periodically based on the amount of 
sediment that has been disposed. The Commencement Bay site has been monitored ten times 
since 1988. The most recent monitoring occurred in 2017 and found that the sediment 
concentrations on the disposal site were within the expected range, and effects to benthic 
organisms on the site were not more than minor, as determined by bioassay testing. There is no 
evidence for leaching of sediment contaminants into deeper sediments. 

Migration of disposed sediments along the sea floor after disposal on the site is a concern of 
the DMMP. Past monitoring events, especially in 2001, have shown that dredged material has 
drifted off‐site. This is most likely to occur when large volumes of material are disposed in a 
short period of time. In 2009, the DMMP agencies finalized a supplemental EIS for the 
continued use of the Commencement Bay disposal site, and as part of the study for that report, 
they evaluated a range of options that could be implemented to keep dredged material on‐site 
if off‐site material was a problem in the future.  Options such as barge positioning during 
disposal increased monitoring, and limiting disposal to a portion of the tidal cycle were 
considered. All disposal site monitoring at Commencement Bay since 2009 has found that the 
dredged material has remained on‐site. 
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5.5 Public Comment PM5—Diane Wahcup 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5.5.1 Response to Comment Letter PM5 
PM5‐1:  Please see Master Responses 4 and 6. 

  

PM5‐1 
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5.6 Public Comment PM6—Beverly Christie 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

5.6.1 Response to Comment Letter PM6 
PM6‐1: Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for that facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility.  

PM6‐1 
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5.7 Public Comment PM7—Claudia Riedener 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  

PM7‐1 

PM7‐2 

PM7‐3 

PM7‐5 

PM7‐4 
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5.7.1 Response to Comment Letter PM7 
PM7‐1:   Northwest Seaport Alliance installed four new Super Post‐Panamax cranes at Husky 
Terminal in March 2019. This allows the terminal to more efficiently load and unload large, 
Post‐Panamax vessels (12,000 TEU capacity and greater). These vessels are expected to call 
Blair Waterway with or without the proposed channel deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐57 
feet MLLW. Vessels with a capacity above 13,000 TEUs already call PCT. Channel deepening 
does not allow for these large, Post‐Panamax vessels to call; it only increases the efficiency of 
vessels that are expected to call by allowing carriers to load more cargo per trip. This reduces 
the total number of vessels calls required at Blair Waterway, reducing waterway congestion and 
leading to transportation cost savings for the nation. 

PM7‐2:  Deepening of the Blair Waterway is proposed in response to global circumstances. The 
shipping industry has progressively seen increases in vessel sizes to provide for better efficiency 
in global trade, forcing local service facilities around the world to evolve and adapt in order to 
keep relevant. The rate at which sea level is rising is not enough to provide the necessary 
depths that will allow the increased size ships to keep calling on the Blair Waterway terminals. 

PM7‐3:  Please see Master Response 4. 

PM7‐4:   While there is no initial fee to make a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, the 
Corps is authorized by law to recover the direct costs of providing information. Unfortunately, 
that means that sometimes it can be expensive to request documents through the FOIA 
process. The following is the fee schedule with some explanations of how charges are 
determined. This information can be found with a more detailed explanation at 
https://www.usace.army.mil/FOIA/Fees.aspx 

Duplication charges:  15 cents per page 

Computer tapes and print‐outs:  direct costs and labor costs 

Search charges: 

• $20.00 per hour for clerical staff 
• $44.00 for professional staff 
• $75.00 for executive staff 

Review charges: 

• $20.00 per hour for clerical staff 
• $44.00 for professional staff 
• $75.00 for managerial staff 

  

https://www.usace.army.mil/FOIA/Fees.aspx
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For the purpose of fees, there are three categories of requestors:  

• Commercial use 
• News media, educational, or scientific  
• And all others. 

Commercial use requestors are charged for search time, document review, and duplication. 
News media, educational, and Scientific requestors are charged for duplication only, after the 
first 100 pages. All other requesters are charged for search time after two hours and 
duplication after 100 pages.  

You can state that you are only willing to pay a certain amount and will be given the 
opportunity to narrow your request in order to reduce the fees or commit to paying the larger 
amount. 

It is possible to request a waiver for the fee if you can show that disclosure of the requested 
information is in the public interest because it is likely to contribute significantly to public 
understanding of the operations and activities of the government and is not primarily in the 
commercial interest of the requester. 

PM7‐5:  The Corps evaluated effects to salmon in the IFR/EA and consulted with NMFS and 
USFWS on effects to ESA‐listed species (Section 6.2 of the IFR/EA; Master Response 5). USFWS 
concurred with the Corps’ effect determinations of “not likely to adversely affect” (NLAA) listed 
species on February 2, 2022 (Appendix D of the IFR/EA). NMFS issued a BiOp February 16, 2022 
(Appendix D of the IFR/EA), which concurred with the Corps’ effects determinations except 
NLAA for steelhead; instead, NMFS determined the action is likely to adversely affect steelhead. 
In addition, NMFS’ action area extends farther into Puget Sound where Humpback whale, 
Central America Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and Mexico DPS, could be present and 
determined the action is NLAA the species whereas the Corps determined the action would 
have no effect. Several BMPs will be used to avoid and minimize effects to natural resources, 
and additional BMPs will be evaluated as needed when the design is more fully developed in 
PED.  
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5.8 Public Comment PM8—Valerie Chu 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

5.8.1 Response to Comment Letter PM8 
PM8‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project.  

  

PM8‐1 
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5.9 Public Comment PM9—Claudia Riedener 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

5.9.1 Response to Comment Letter PM9 
PM9‐1:  The forecast developed for this study focuses on future containership trade and 
containership calls. The study estimates significant growth in both containerized trade volumes 
and containership vessel calls. The proposed project of deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐57 
feet MLLW works to improve containership loading efficiency by allowing containerships to 
load more cargo on import and export legs. When containerships load vessels with more cargo, 
fewer total trips are required to transport the same containerized tonnage. This represents a 
reduction in total transportation costs, which leads to a national economic development 
benefit. 

Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of Tacoma. The 
permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor navigation 
improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential cumulative 
impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which includes the Puget 
Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4).  

 

  

PM9‐1 
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5.10 Public Comment PM10—Nikie Walters 
 

 
 

 

5.10.1 Response to Comment Letter PM10 
PM10:  This comment is outside the scope of this feasibility study. This deep draft navigation 
feasibility study is undertaken to identify and evaluate alternatives to improve the efficiency of 
the navigation system in Tacoma Harbor. The purpose of the proposed Federal action is to 
achieve transportation cost savings (increased economic efficiencies) at Tacoma Harbor.  

PM10‐1 
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5.11 Public Comment PM11—Kathy Lawhon 

 

 

 

 

5.11.1 Response to Comment Letter PM11 
PM11:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4). 

PM11‐1 
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5.12 Public Comment PM12—Barbara Berntsen 

 

 

 

5.12.1 Response to Comment Letter PM12 
PM12:  The Saltchuk beneficial use site is one alternative that is being considered for placement 
of dredged material, and modeling efforts will continue throughout the design process to 
ensure adequate understanding of the fate of placed materials to avoid impacts on existing 
infrastructure. In addition, pleasure boats commonly associated with residential‐type docks 
usually have very low draft requirements. The Corps would thoroughly evaluate any material to 
be placed at Saltchuk to determine it is suitable for open‐water placement and beneficial use.  

  

PM12‐1 
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5.13 Public Comment PM13—Nikie Walters 

 

 

 

 

5.13.1 Response to Comment Letter PM13 
PM13:  The Corps is actively engaged in consultation with federally recognized tribes that may 
be affected by this undertaking in an effort to help identify places of cultural or religious 
significance. The consultation is ongoing throughout the extent of the project. The Corps has 
conducted different levels of archaeological investigation, including the archaeological 
monitoring of the underwater ground disturbance during geotechnical testing. This level of 
investigation will continue. 

  

PM13‐1 
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5.14 Public Comment PM14—Kathy Lawhon 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

PM14‐1 

PM14‐2 
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5.14.1 Response to Comment Letter PM14 
PM14‐1:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4).  

PM14‐2:  Please see the response to PM14‐1. In addition, this comment is outside the scope of 
this feasibility study. This deep draft navigation feasibility study is undertaken to identify and 
evaluate alternatives to improve the efficiency of the navigation system in Tacoma Harbor. The 
purpose of the proposed Federal action is to achieve transportation cost savings (increased 
economic efficiencies) at Tacoma Harbor.  



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 34 

5.15 Public Comment PM15—Debbie Tome 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

PM15‐1 

PM15‐2 
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5.15.1 Response to Comment Letter PM15 
PM15‐1:   The Saltchuk beneficial use site is one alternative considered for the placement of 
dredged material. Modeling efforts will continue throughout the design process to ensure an 
adequate understanding of the fate of placed materials to avoid impacts on existing 
infrastructure. 

 

PM15‐2:   The Corps would thoroughly evaluate any material to be placed at Saltchuk to 
determine it is suitable for open‐water placement and beneficial use. Preliminary evaluation by 
the Corps has shown that a large fraction (> 50%) of the total volume of material to be dredged 
is clean native material, that is, material that has been buried at depth for centuries to 
millennia and away from any possible influence from anthropogenic activities.  
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5.16 Public Comment PM16—Marlene Crumpton 

 

 

 

  

PM16‐1 

PM16‐3 

PM16‐2 

PM16‐4 
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5.16.1 Response to Comment Letter PM16 
PM16‐1:  Please see Master Response 4. 

PM16‐2:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EAI main report, Chapter 4).  

PM16‐3:  Please see Master Response 4. 

PM16‐4:  Please see Master Response 4. Climate change was considered in IFR/EA main report 
section 4.9 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) and other resource sections as applicable in the IFR/EA. 
When compared to the total GHG emissions in Washington State and global emissions, the 
minor contribution of the proposed dredging and Saltchuk construction would not constitute a 
measurable or meaningful effect among the impacts of climate change and sea level rise. 
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5.17 Public Comment PM17—Jacqueline Johnston 

 
 

 

 

5.17.1 Response to Comment Letter PM17 
PM17‐1:   The Saltchuk beneficial use site is one alternative that is being considered for the 
placement of dredged material. Modeling will continue throughout the design process to 
ensure an adequate understanding of the fate of placed materials to avoid impacts on existing 
infrastructure.  

PM17‐1 
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5.18 Public Comment PM18—Larry Gverie 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

PM18‐1 
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5.18.1 Response to Comment Letter PM18 
PM18‐1:  Large, Post‐Panamax vessels (12,000 TEU capacity and greater) will call Port of 
Tacoma with or without the recommended channel deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐57 feet 
MLLW. The study team anticipates both Husky, and WUT Terminals will receive calls from 
vessels up to 18,000 TEU capacity with or without channel deepening. PCT already receives calls 
with a capacity greater than 13,000 TEUs. The project attempts to provide carriers the 
opportunity to more efficiently load the vessels that are expected to call Port of Tacoma. 
Providing the opportunity for increased efficiency potentially reduces the number of calls 
required to transport future commodity volume to and from Blair Waterway. 

The recently completed Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project revealed a high 
likelihood that the Port of Seattle will reach capacity in the next 20 years. As a result, it is not 
likely feasible or economical to divert larger vessels to Seattle. The Port of Portland has very 
limited container operations, especially since the 2015 shutdown. The terminal is unlikely to be 
a viable port of call for Transpacific routes that serve the Port of Tacoma. 

The study evaluated the benefits of only deepening through Husky Terminal. While this 
alternative has a high benefit‐to‐cost ratio, there is significantly more benefit gained from full 
channel deepening. Specifically, vessels calling WUT and PCT will not be able to increase loading 
efficiency and will require more total calls, increasing waterway congestion, and transportation 
costs.  
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5.19 Public Comment PM19—Charles Valdez 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

  

PM19‐1 

PM19‐2 

PM19‐3 

PM19‐4 

PM19‐5 

PM19‐6 
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5.19.1 Response to Comment Letter PM19 
PM19‐1:   The Blair Waterway sediments were formerly a part of the Superfund program but 
were partially delisted. Further, the Corps will follow the requirements of the DMMP to ensure 
sediments are adequately characterized before dredging. See Master Response 1 for additional 
information. 

PM19‐2:  The Corps is coordinating with Federal and State natural resource agencies and 
proposed several BMPs for the protection of salmon and shellfish. Please see Master Response 
4 for additional information. 

PM19‐3:  Please see Master Response 6. 

PM19‐4:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4).  

PM19‐5:  Please see Master Response 4. Climate change was considered in section 4.9 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) and other resource sections as applicable in the IFR/EA. When 
compared to the total GHG emissions in Washington State and global emissions, the minor 
contribution of the proposed dredging and Saltchuk construction would not constitute a 
measurable or meaningful effect among the impacts of climate change and sea level rise. 

PM19‐6:  The Northwest Seaport Alliance installed four new Super Post‐Panamax cranes at 
Husky Terminal in March 2019. This allows the terminal to more efficiently load and unload 
large, Post‐Panamax vessels (12,000 TEU capacity and greater). These vessels are expected to 
call Blair Waterway with or without the proposed channel deepening from ‐51 feet MLLW to ‐
57 feet MLLW. Vessels with a capacity above 13,000 TEUs already call PCT. Channel deepening 
does not allow for these large, Post‐Panamax vessels to call; it only increases the efficiency of 
vessels that are expected to call by allowing carriers to load more cargo per trip. This reduces 
the total number of vessels calls required at Blair Waterway, reducing waterway congestion and 
leading to transportation cost savings for the nation. 
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5.20 Public Comment PM20—Nikie Walters 

 

 

 

 

5.20.1 Response to Comment Letter PM20 
PM20‐1:  The rate at which the sea level is rising is not enough to provide the necessary depths 
that will allow the increased size ships to keep calling on the Blair Waterway terminals. Please 
see Master Response 6 for information about anticipated vessel traffic with and without 
deepening.  

Vessels with a capacity above 13,000 TEUs are already calling at PCT. Channel deepening does 
not allow for these large, Post‐Panamax vessels to call; it only increases the efficiency of vessels 
that are expected to call by allowing carriers to load more cargo per trip. This reduces the total 
number of vessels calls required at Blair Waterway, reducing waterway congestion and leading 
to transportation cost savings for the nation.  

PM20‐1 
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5.21 Public Comment PM21—Kathy Lawhon 

 

 
 

 

 

5.21.1 Response to Comment Letter PM21 
PM21‐1:  Puget Sound Energy is building a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility at the Port of 
Tacoma. The permitting process for this facility is a separate action from the Tacoma Harbor 
navigation improvement study. However, the Tacoma Harbor study has evaluated potential 
cumulative impacts to include existing and known planned facilities and activities, which 
includes the Puget Sound Energy LNG facility (see IFR/EA main report, Chapter 4).  

PM21‐2:  Coordination of feasibility studies can begin years in advance when the local sponsor 
sends a letter to the Corps to request planning assistance. The feasibility study process does not 
begin until Congress appropriates funding (i.e., sets money aside for a specific purpose) for the 
Corps to perform the study, and the Corps and non‐Federal sponsor execute a feasibility cost‐
share agreement to conduct the study. Although the Port of Tacoma may have sent requests 
for the Tacoma Harbor Navigation Improvement Project to the Corps several years ago, the 
study and, therefore, public involvement did not begin until 2018. 

PM21‐1 

PM21‐2 

PM21‐3 
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PM21‐3:  The Corps, Public Affairs Office notified more than 20 media outlets of scoping 
activities and public review opportunities. Please see Master Response 4 and comment 
response PM1‐4 for additional information on public outreach.  
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6 Individual Email Comments and Responses 
 

6.1 Comment Letter E1—Rachel Behrens 

 

 

 

6.1.1 Response to Comment Letter E1  
E1‐1:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. Corps coordination with the 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government consultation, has been 
ongoing and will continue through the PED phase and construction.  

  

E1‐1 
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6.2 Comment Letter E2—Washington Department of Ecology, Southwest Regional 
Office 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E2‐1 

E2‐2 
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E2‐4 

E2‐3 
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6.2.1 Response to Comment Letter E2  
E2‐1: Agree. The Corps is aware of the TruGrit Abrasives Inc. cleanup site and has conducted 
preliminary evaluations to assess the proximity of the side slopes with the footprint for 
remediation. The Corps will coordinate with the Department of Ecology as both studies 
progress to ensure compatibility between the two projects. 

E2‐2: Agree. The Corps will conduct full scale suitability sampling in the design phase of the 
project, as part of DMMP requirements, which will include characterization of dredged 
materials near this area of concern. Additionally, the Corps will consider during design whether 
additional sampling in this area is necessary to better characterize the nature and extent of the 
contamination. 

E2‐3: Agree. The final feasibility report was revised to include this text in the main report. 

E2‐4:  Dredging for deepening is expected to temporarily displace the bottom‐dwelling resident 
fishes such as flounder, sole, and sculpins. Dredging activity affects only a small area at any 
given time of the total construction project, and the benthic fishes are expected to return the 
area as the dredge moves to each sequential portion of the channel. The dredge equipment 
operates in a very small footprint compared to the 214.5 acres of the Blair Waterway channel; 
therefore, the mobile and migratory fish have a broad area for the avoidance of the dredge 
equipment. 

Dredging causes direct mortality to benthic invertebrates that are incapable of avoiding the 
disturbance, including prey items of demersal fishes. The dredging will take up to three years to 
complete; therefore, the areas in which the benthic organisms are eliminated will not be the 
total surface area in a single dredging event. This will allow organisms to migrate from 
undisturbed areas into the deepened segments. Recovery begins with the early colonizers and 
takes less than a year for the short‐lived organisms that have rapid growth and re‐population 
strategies; this is followed by the longer‐lived species that generally grow larger but have a 
slower recovery time of two to three years (Newell et al. 1998). 
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6.3 Comment Letter E3—MacMillan‐Piper 

 

 

E3‐1 
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6.3.1 Response to Comment Letter E3 
E3‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

E3‐1 
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6.4 Comment Letter E4—Tacoma Youth Marine Center 

 

 

E4‐1 
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6.4.1 Response to Comment Letter E4 
E4‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

E4‐1 
cont’d 
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6.5 Comment Letter E5—Lakewood Chamber of Commerce 

 
 

 

 

6.5.1 Response to Comment Letter E5 
E5‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

E5‐1 
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6.6 Comment Letter E6—Schnitzer Steel 

 
 

 

 

6.6.1 Response to Comment Letter E6 
E6‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project.  

E6‐1 
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6.7 Comment Letter E7—Patrick Demere 

 

 

 

6.7.1 Response to Comment Letter E7 
E7‐1:  The purpose of placing material at Saltchuk is the beneficial use of dredged material to 
improve habitat conditions for Endangered Species Act‐listed salmonids and benthic organisms. 
A breakwater would not provide the anticipated environmental benefits and would not use 
dredged material. Construction of a breakwater is outside the scope of this study of potential 
improvements to the Federal navigation features at Tacoma Harbor.  

E7‐1 
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6.8 Comment Letter E8—Nancy Hausauer 

 

 

  

E8‐1 

E8‐3 

E8‐4 

E8‐2 
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6.8.1 Response to Comment Letter E8 
E8‐1: The allocation of Federal dollars is specific to navigation deepening by the Corps of 
Engineers in partnership with the Port of Tacoma. As a component to this project, the Corps 
conducted an environmental site assessment to evaluate the presence and potential impacts to 
contaminated sites within the immediate project footprint. The Corps only identified one site, 
Occidental Chemical Corporation, where additional evaluation during design is needed to 
ensure there are no adverse impacts from the navigation deepening study that would alter the 
groundwater flow regime. The Occidental Chemical Corporation Site is regulated by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology, and the Corps plans to continue coordination with 
them throughout the design process. Separately, the Washington State Department of Ecology, 
along with the US Environmental Protection Agency, continue to identify, characterize, and 
remediate contaminated sites throughout the area surrounding Blair Waterway under the 
respective remediation authorities.  

E8‐2: The final disposal location of the dredged material will be determined by a comprehensive 
testing program that would occur during the PED phase of the project. Sediment that is 
determined to be suitable for unconfined open‐water disposal would be taken to the 
Commencement Bay disposal site or used for beneficial use at Saltchuk. Sediment that is not 
suitable for open‐water disposal would be taken to an approved upland facility such as a 
landfill. The appropriate facility will be determined by the testing results. Also, see master 
comment response #3. 

E8‐3:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. Coordination by the Corps and Port 
of Tacoma with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government meetings, 
has been ongoing and will continue through the Corps Planning process. 

E8‐4: The base economic benefit of a navigation project is the reduction in the value of 
resources required to transport commodities. In the case of the potential channel deepening at 
Tacoma Harbor described in the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report, deeper channel depth 
allows for more efficient loading of containerships. As container ships load more cargo in every 
trip to Tacoma Harbor due to deeper channel depth, fewer total vessel calls are necessary. 
Fewer total vessel calls allows the economy to import and export the same volume of 
commodities for less cost. This releases resources for more productive use elsewhere in the 
economy. 

Tacoma Harbor is a lead exporter of Pacific Northwest agricultural products. Imports include 
industrial machinery and computers, electronics, and intermediate products. Reducing the 
costs of transporting these commodities increases efficiency throughout the national economy. 
Additionally, the project estimates significant regional benefits associated with project 
construction (Main Report Section 3.6.3). 
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The study team estimates that without channel deepening (i.e., ‐51 feet MLLW channel depth), 
total transportation costs expressed in average annual equivalent (AAEQ) costs will be $136 
million dollars more per year than with channel deepening to ‐57 feet MLLW. A summary of 
estimated benefits and costs is available in Section 5.5 of the Main Report, and a detailed 
summary of economic benefit estimates is provided in Appendix A.  
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6.9 Comment Letter E9—Lamb Weston 

 

 

 

6.9.1 Response to Comment Letter E9‐1 
E9‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

E9‐1 
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6.10 Comment Letter E10—Tacoma Water 

 

 

 

6.10.1 Response to Comment Letter E10 
E10‐1: Thank you for your comments regarding the Tacoma Harbor Navigation Improvement 
Project. The Corps and the Port of Tacoma will engage Tacoma Water by contacting Michael 
Washington and other local utilities during Pre‐construction Engineering and Design Phase 
when additional design details are available. 

  

E10‐1 
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6.11 Comment Letter E11—Virginia Briggs 

 

 

  

E11‐1 

E11‐2 

E11‐3 
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6.11.1 Response to Comment Letter E11 
E11‐1:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor.  

E11‐2:  For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
is not significant.  

E11‐3:  Please see responses to E11‐1 and E11‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of dredging 
during the three‐year feasibility study. Public comments were accepted during project scoping 
and on the draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, 
preferred alternative, and to accept comments.  
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6.12 Comment Letter E12—Nancy Farrell 

 

 

 

6.12.1 Response to Comment Letter E12 
E12‐1:  In general, any dredging project will experience some degree of sediment resuspension 
into the water column. Extensive evaluation of sediments to be dredged, along with the 
potentially associated contamination, will be conducted prior to construction. For sediments 
that have higher levels of contamination associated with them, the Corps will implement Best 
Management Practices during dredging operations to reduce the potential for sediment 
resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge buckets and slower cycle times targeted 
at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the Corps is required to conduct water 
quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the CWA, which will require water 
quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no adverse environmental impacts.  

E12 
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6.13 Comment Letter E13—Lynn Di Nino 

 

 

 

6.13.1 Response to Comment Letter E13 
E13‐1:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

E13‐2:  See Master Response 1 and 2. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway in the Environmental 
Assessment and determined that the effects of the action are not significant. 

E13‐3:  Please see responses to E13‐1 and E13‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of dredging 
during the three‐year feasibility study. Public comments were accepted during project scoping 
and on the draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, 
preferred alternative, and to accept comments.  

E13‐1 

E13‐2 

E13‐3 
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6.14 Comment Letter E14—Elly Claus‐McGahan 

 

 

  

E14‐1 

E14‐2 

E14‐3 
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6.14.1 Response to Comment Letter E14 
E14‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

E14‐2: For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E14‐3: Please see responses to E14‐1 and E14‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the proposed 
alternative during the three‐year feasibility study. Public comments were accepted during 
project scoping and on the draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the 
public of the project, preferred alternative, and to accept comments. Coordination by the Corps 
and Port of Tacoma with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government 
meetings, has been ongoing and will continue through PED and construction. 
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6.15 Comment Letter E15—Ron Park 

 

 

 

6.15.1 Response to Comment Letter E15 
E15‐1:  The Corps analyzed the effects of the proposed alternative during the three‐year 
feasibility study period. The public had opportunities to give comments during project scoping 
and on the draft IFR/EA. In addition, the Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of 
the project, preferred alternative, and to accept comments.  

E15‐1 
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6.16 Comment Letter E16—Chris Wooten 

 

 

 

6.16.1 Response to Comment Letter E16 
E16‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

  

E16‐1 

E16‐2 

E16‐3 
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E16‐2:  For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E16‐3:  Please see responses to E16‐1 and E16‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the 
proposed alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Environmental Assessment. Public comments were accepted during project scoping and on the 
draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, preferred 
alternative, and to accept comments. 
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6.17 Comment Letter E17—Sharon Sheldon 

 

 

 

6.17.1 Response to Comment Letter E17 
E17‐1: See Master Response 1  

E17‐1 
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6.18 Comment Letter E18—Penny Rowe 

 

 

  

E18‐1 

E18‐3 

E18‐2 
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6.18.1 Response to Comment Letter E18 
E18‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

E18‐2:  For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E18‐3:  Please see responses to E18‐1 and E18‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the 
proposed alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Environmental Assessment. Public comments were accepted during project scoping and on the 
draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, preferred 
alternative, and to accept comments. 

  



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 74 

6.19 Comment Letter E19—Caroline Bentley 

 

 

 

6.19.1 Response to Comment Letter E19 
E19‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

  

E19‐1 

E19‐2 

E19‐3 
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E19‐2:  For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E19‐3:  Please see responses to E19‐1 and E19‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the 
proposed alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Environmental Assessment. Public comments were accepted during project scoping and on the 
draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, preferred 
alternative, and to accept comments. 
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6.20 Comment Letter E20—nanpeele@hotmail.com 

 

 

  

E20‐1 

E20‐2 

E20‐3 

mailto:E20%E2%80%94nanpeele@hotmail.com
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6.20.1 Response to Comment Letter E20 
E20‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

E20‐2: For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E20‐3: Please see responses to E20‐1 and E20‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the proposed 
alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Environmental Assessment. Public comments were accepted during project scoping and on the 
draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, preferred 
alternative, and to accept comments. 
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6.21 Comment Letter E21—Maren Ellingson 

 

 

  

E21‐1 

E21‐2 

E21‐3 
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6.21.1 Response to Comment Letter E21 
E21‐1: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. The proposed alternative is 
expected to reduce the number of vessels calling at Tacoma Harbor. 

E21‐2: For sediments that have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with 
them, the Corps will implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to 
reduce the potential for sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge 
buckets and slower cycle times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. Additionally, the 
Corps is required to conduct water quality monitoring to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, which will require water quality parameters to stay within a certain range to ensure no 
adverse environmental impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not necessary 
because the Corps evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway (i.e., disturbing the 
waterway) in the Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area 
will not be significant. 

E21‐3: Please see responses to E21‐1 and E21‐2. The Corps analyzed the effects of the proposed 
alternative during the three‐year feasibility study and reported them in detail in the 
Environmental Assessment. Public comments were accepted during project scoping and on the 
draft IFR/EA. The Corps held two public meetings to inform the public of the project, preferred 
alternative, and to accept comments. 
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6.22 Comment Letter E22—Tahoma Audubon Society 
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E22‐1 

E22‐3 

E22‐2 

E22‐4 

E22‐5 
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6.22.1 Response to Comment Letter E22 
E22‐1: An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not the appropriate NEPA document 
because the Corps rigorously evaluated the effects of dredging the Blair Waterway in the 
Environmental Assessment and determined that the effects of the action area will not be 
significant. Under NEPA, the Corps considers all practicable means and measures to avoid 
adverse effects to the environment.  

E22‐2:  Please see Master Response 2. For sediments that are unsuitable for in‐water disposal 
or have higher levels of bioaccumulative contaminants associated with them, the Corps will 
implement Best Management Practices during dredging operations to reduce the potential for 
sediment resuspension. This includes the use of different dredge buckets and slower cycle 
times targeted at decreasing sediment resuspension. 

E22‐3:  The Corps has considered the effects of the preferred alternative to Tribal usual and 
accustomed fishing areas compared to the no action alternative. Coordination by the Corps and 
Port of Tacoma with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government 
meetings, has been ongoing and will continue through the PED phase and construction. 

E22‐4: During the design phase, additional analysis will be done to evaluate potential impacts to 
groundwater at Occidental Chemical Corporation because of the deepening project. As part of 
the deepening project, the Corps cannot allow for any adverse impacts to existing HTRW sites, 
including the spread or uncontrolled release of contaminants. The Corps will conduct a Phase 2 
Environmental Site Assessment for those places where additional sediment characterization is 

E22‐6 

E22‐7 

E22‐8 

E22‐9 
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needed prior to construction. Currently, THE CORPS has identified the Former Lincoln Avenue 
Ditch as one location that will likely require additional characterization. 

E22‐5:  Please see the response to E22‐2.  

E22‐6:  Please see Master Response 2. 

E22‐7: The DMMP advisory determination included recommendations for the appropriate rank 
of different areas of the Blair waterway to be used for the full DMMP characterization. These 
recommendations are based on the data collected during the advisory‐level characterization. 
Areas with existing information showing elevated sediment concentrations and past or present 
sources of contamination will be ranked higher.  

E22‐8:  The Corps has consulted with the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for effects to ESA‐listed species, their 
critical habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). Please see Sections 6.2 and 6.9 of the IFR/EA 
for a summary of ESA and EFH consultations. Appendix D contains ESA and EFH consultation 
documents. 

E22‐9:  Please see response to E22‐1.  
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6.23 Comment Letter E23—The Port of Tacoma/The Northwest Seaport Alliance 

 

 

  

E23‐1 
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6.23.1 Response to Comment Letter E23 
E23‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

E23‐1 
cont’d 
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6.24 Comment Letter E24—Puyallup Tribe of Indian 

 

 

E24‐1 

E24‐2 
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E24‐3 

E24‐5 

E24‐4 
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E24‐6 

E24‐5 
cont’d 
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E24‐10 

E24‐9 

E24‐8 

E24‐7 
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E24‐14 

E24‐13 

E24‐12 

E24‐11 

E24‐10 
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E24‐21 

E24‐20 

E24‐19 

E24‐18 

E24‐17 

E24‐15 

E24‐14 
cont’d 

E24‐16 
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E24‐22 

E24‐23 

E24‐24 

E24‐21 
cont’d 



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 93 

 

E24‐25 

E24‐24 
cont’d 
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E24‐30 

E24‐29 

E24‐28 

E24‐27 

E24‐25 
cont’d 

E24‐26 
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E24‐33 

E24‐32 

E24‐31 
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E24‐36 

E24‐35 

E24‐34 
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6.24.1 Response to Comment Letter E24 
E24‐1:  Under the U.S. Constitution, treaties are part of the supreme law of the land, with the 
same legal force and effect as federal statutes. Pursuant to this principle, and its trust 
relationship with federally recognized tribes, the United States has an obligation to honor the 
rights reserved through treaties, including rights to both on and, where applicable, off‐
reservation resources, and to ensure that its actions are consistent with those rights and their 
attendant protections. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has a trust obligation to 

E24‐37 

E24‐36 
cont’d 
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consult with, and consider views of, federally recognized American Indian Tribes when 
proposing an action that may have the potential to significantly affect tribal rights, resources 
and lands; including, but not limited to the impact of the proposed activity on tribal reserved 
treaty rights. See Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 4710.02, Section 3, Subject: DOD 
Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes (24 September 2018). The Corps appreciates the 
Puyallup Tribe’s participation in the study process and will continue to coordinate and consult 
with the Puyallup Tribe on effects to Tribal resources from the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project during further design and construction. 
 

E24‐2:  The Corps recognizes rights were reserved by the Puyallup Tribe in the Medicine Creek 
Treaty of 1854 with the United States. Under Article VI, Clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution, 
treaties with the Tribes are part of the supreme law of the land, with the same legal force and 
effect as federal statutes.   

E24‐3:  Please see Master Response 4. 

E24‐4:  Please see Master Response 5. Planting eelgrass is not within the scope of the beneficial 
use of dredged material. However, the project will raise substrate to elevations suitable for 
potential eelgrass colonization (+5 to ‐10 feet mean lower low water). In addition, this may 
encourage others to further pursue habitat restoration actions in and near Saltchuk. The Port of 
Tacoma (Port), for instance, has expressed plans to perform habitat restoration adjacent to 
Saltchuk. Port actions are still being developed, but initial designs include tidal marsh benches, 
removal of shoreline structures, and riparian habitat improvements..  

E24‐5:  IFR/EA main report Section 4.3.2.1 was updated to include EQC Riverboat as part of the 
list of facilities and infrastructure along the Blair Waterway. Additional analysis will be 
completed to determine whether vessel and dock relocation would be required as part of the 
recommended plan. If relocation is necessary, these costs will be included as an associated 
economic cost. A new section for the Puyallup Land Claims Settlement was added to Section 6 
(Compliance), the Corps’ federal trust responsibility that accrues in regards to the Treaty of 
Medicine Creek is addressed in Section 6.7 . The IFR/EA has been updated to include 
information about the Puyallup Land Claims Settlement and Treaty of Medicine Creek and the 
relevance to Tribes in the project area. The Corps looks forward to continuing consultation with 
the Puyallup Tribe of Indians through Government‐to‐Government meetings. 

E24‐6: Please see Master Response 4. The Corps will continue Government‐to‐Government 
consultation with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians and coordinate with technical staff so the Tribe 
can determine effects to the Tribe’s Treaty Rights and membership. 

E24‐7:  Please see Master Response 4. 

E24‐8:  Please see the response to E2‐4 and Master Response 4. The Corps reviewed recent 
benthic sampling by Ecology in the Blair Waterway, which found a benthic community with low 
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diversity and low arthropod abundance (a primary salmonid prey resource; Section 4.12 of the 
draft IFR/EA). This type of community is expected to become re‐established in 1‐3 years from 
the un‐dredged portion of the Blair Waterways. Given the context in which dredging takes place 
and the proportion of the benthic community that would be removed during each dredging 
year, deepening the Blair Waterway does not constitute a significant effect to the benthic 
community of Commencement Bay. In addition, juvenile salmonids are surface‐oriented, feed 
in shallow habitat near the shoreline, and would not prey on benthic organisms at the ‐51 
MLLW depth of the navigation channel. The proposed alternative would not affect forage fish, 
and the temporary reduction in benthic abundance and diversity would result in a measurable 
reduction in total prey items. 

E24‐9: The Saltchuk beneficial use site shows sufficient benefit for inclusion as part of the 
recommended plan and is included in the recommended plan in the final IFR/EA. This is a 
feasibility study to determine the justified recommended plan and make a recommendation for 
Corps project approval and congressional authorization to construct. Budgeting and final 
construction timeline will be determined if Congress authorizes the approved project. 

E24‐10:  The Corps needed a habitat model to assess the quality of intertidal and subtidal 
marine habitat in Commencement Bay to evaluate the beneficial use of dredged material. The 
Corps chose to use the NHV model because it evaluates habitat value to a relevant local species 
(Chinook salmon), the Port of Tacoma has used the model in Commencement Bay in the past 
and is applicable to other locations around Puget Sound. In addition, because the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) designed the model for public use, the model is fairly easy to 
use, transparent and uses specific criteria (i.e., Chinook salmon Primary Constituent Elements) 
to determine habitat quality under different scenarios. The Corps used the NHV model to 
demonstrate the ecological lift between pre‐ and post‐beneficial use of dredged material, not 
to calculate mitigation. 

For Corps studies, environmental restoration projects evaluate changes in habitat and HUs over 
the 50‐year planning period of analysis to compute average annual habitat units (AAHUs). The 
Corps computed AAHUs for each restoration scenario, including the No Action or future without 
project condition. The benefits of a proposed restoration project are the net change in AAHUs 
from the No Action scenario. Beneficial use of dredged material needed to be economically 
justified in order to be included for consideration in the TSP. The Corps has provided the model 
documentation to the technical staff of the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. 

E24‐11:  Compensatory mitigation is not warranted at this time, based off of the current level of 
design and existing information, because BMPs and conservation measures the Corps intends 
to implement during dredging will avoid and minimize adverse effects to natural resources so 
that there are no significant adverse effects. During the PED phase of the project, the Corps will 
continue to refine the project’s design and engage the Puyallup Tribe for further review and 
comment on the design of Saltchuk, to continue to validate the assumptions and conclusions 
relied upon in this feasibility level analysis, and will consider whether additional BMPs or design 
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features are appropriate. USACE will engage the Tribe regarding criteria for placement of 
sediments at the Saltchuk beneficial reuse site. As the project progresses into later stages of 
design and side slopes are confirmed, the potential for impacts to groundwater will be further 
assessed to validate current assessments, specifically if deepening has the potential to 
influence the directionality and/or magnitude of flow for contaminated groundwater. 

E24‐12:  Interactions between dredging and crab populations are well‐studied in Grays Harbor, 
Washington, due to the abundance of crabs and frequent dredging in Grays Harbor. The results 
of those studies are applicable here. The entrainment rate will depend on the crab density, and 
the mortality rate for clamshell dredging is approximately 10% of the crabs entrained. Juvenile 
stages of crab would be unable to escape, but the nonnative loam to silt‐loam material of the 
Blair Waterway is not their preferred substrate, and lack of submerged vegetation make it 
unlikely for the navigation channel to be a nursery area. The active dredging area is very small 
compared to the entire Blair Waterway, and mobile organisms like a crab would be able to 
escape active dredging.  

When comparing shipping operations in the No Action Alternative to the preferred alternative, 
crab are less likely to be disturbed by vessel traffic in a deeper waterway because there will be 
fewer vessels and greater distance between the bottom of the navigation channel and the 
bottom of the vessel. The Corps estimated maintenance dredging would be necessary every 25 
years, so repeated disturbance would be limited. The Corps will continue to consult with the 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians on avoiding and minimizing any effects of dredging to tribal 
commercial harvest. During the PED phase of the project, the Corps will engage the Puyallup 
Tribe for review and comment on the design and construction schedule of Saltchuk so 
additional BMPs and design features can be incorporated as appropriate to avoid and minimize 
effects to the tribe’s crab harvest. USACE will  engage the Tribe regarding criteria for placement 
of sediments at the Saltchuk beneficial reuse site. 

E24‐13:  The Corps is engaging in Government‐to‐Government consultation with the Puyallup 
Tribe of Indians and looks forward to coordination with tribal technical staff. A summary of 
Tribal government consultation and coordination is in Section 7.2 of the IFR/EA main report. 

E24‐14:  Avoidance and minimization measures are described in each resource section of 
Chapter 4 of the IFR/EA main report as they apply to the protection of the resources, and 
collected in Section 5.9.5 (Environmental Commitments and BMPs). In addition, conservation 
measures for the protection of ESA‐listed species are included in the Biological Assessment that 
are reviewed by NMFS and USFWS. The Corps will develop additional avoidance and 
minimization measures in PED as appropriate, and as the project design progresses.  

E24‐15:  The Corps will develop measures to avoid and minimize impacts to Tribal fisheries 
through ongoing consultation with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians during PED. More information, 
design, and coordination are needed to define the measures that will be most effective.  
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E24‐16: Propeller wash is most pronounced in the Federal navigation channel and near the 
berthing areas. The Corps anticipates O&M dredging near the Port Terminal berthing areas will 
be necessary occasionally. 

E24‐17:  Slope strengthening refers to engineered stabilization, such as riprap or secant pile 
walls, at locations of the recommended navigation channel where the sideslope would be 
unstable at a 1.5:1 H:V or 2:1 H:V slope. Additional refinement on the potential slope 
strengthening measures and effects have been added to Chapters 3 and 4 of the IFR/EA. 

E24‐18: Please see Master Responses 3 and 5. The Corps updated the IFR/EA to include a more 
comprehensive map of restoration and mitigation sites in the project area. The recommended 
Federal navigation channel is designed to avoid existing restoration and mitigation sites. In this 
regard, nothing will change, and the Corps anticipates minimal impacts in relation to dredging 
operations. The Corps will observe BMPs during placement of dredged material at Saltchuk. 
BMPs will minimize, but not completely avoid, effects associated with the work such as 
substrate disturbance and water column turbidity. The Corps will evaluate specific measures 
and methods further during PED. 

E24‐19: The Corps updated the IFR/EA main report Section 4.3.2.1 to include EQC Riverboat as 
part of the list of facilities and infrastructure along the Blair Waterway. The Corps will conduct 
additional analysis in PED to determine whether vessel and dock relocation would be required 
as part of the recommended plan. If relocation is necessary, The Corps would include these 
costs as an associated economic cost. 

E24‐20: The IFR/EA main report Section 4.4.2 Vessel Characteristics: Existing Condition 
describes existing vessel traffic at Tacoma Harbor. Understanding of the existing condition is a 
critical component to deep draft navigation studies per Engineer Regulation 1105‐2‐100 and 
should be described in the Main Report. The existing fleet sets the baseline for all fleet 
forecasting for the Future Without‐Project and Future With‐Project conditions. As such, Section 
4.4.2 is relevant to the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences of the Action 
given that the project changes vessel operations at Tacoma Harbor, which is relevant to the 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. This section is commonly included in 
deep draft navigation sections under Section 4. 

E24‐21:  The Corps obtained water quality and sediment information used to create the 303(d) 
list from the Washington Department of Ecology Water Quality Atlas 
(https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/waterqualityatlas/StartPage.aspx). A map of this information 
appears in Appendix C. The Corps is working with Ecology to ensure the contractor meets water 
quality standards during construction and encourages coordination between the Puyallup Tribe 
of Indians and the Port of Tacoma. 

E24‐22: Corps analysis of existing bathymetry following the last deepening event indicates that 
2H:1V is the natural angle of repose of the material within the waterway. During dredging, the 
material is excavated from the channel bottom, and side slopes are created due to sloughing. 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/waterqualityatlas/StartPage.aspx
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Sideslope material that is unsuitable for open‐water disposal will be removed with an 
environmental bucket. Channel sections presented in the IFR/EA show idealized and uniform 
slopes, which is not necessarily the case when constructed. The finished slopes will look a lot 
more like the existing slopes from the bathymetry than the actual slopes from the 
conceptualized design drawing. 

Contaminated sites will continue to be monitored by the responsible agency, and additional 
evaluations will be performed during PED to determine if further measures are necessary to 
avoid disturbance or uncontrolled release of HTRW. See Master Response 2 for impacts to 
salmon and benthic organisms. Effects to salmon and benthic organisms are described in the 
IFR/EA (Sections 4.11 Benthic Organisms, 4.12 Fish, and 4.14 Threatened and Endangered 
Species). 

E24‐23: Estimating total vessel calls at Tacoma Harbor over the study period involves 
uncertainty. Variation in the market can lead to year‐to‐year changes in cargo volumes and 
vessel calls. As a result, the study focuses on long‐term trends and includes sensitivity analyses 
to account for the full range of potential operations at Blair Waterway over the study period. 

In all scenarios, the Corps anticipates a reduction in total vessel calls. Channel deepening from ‐
51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW does not change the market forces that drive commodity demand. 
Additionally, vessel deployment is a firm‐level decision based on fleet availability, newbuilds, 
vessel scrap rates, and utilization rates by trade lane. As a result, the proposed project does not 
change the long‐term trend toward large vessel use at Tacoma Harbor, and the study team 
does not anticipate that the channel deepening will induce vessel movement to Blair 
Waterway. Instead, the project allows carriers to load vessels more efficiently, leading to the 
potential for fewer overall vessel calls. This results in transportation cost savings and reduced 
channel congestion at Tacoma Harbor. 

The greenhouse gas (GHG) and criteria pollutant emissions that result from construction would 
be offset by the emissions reduction due to the anticipated fewer total vessel calls. The amount 
of GHG emissions are a small proportion (0.69%) of the annual GHG emissions in Washington 
State and would not have a measurable effect on climate change or sea level rise. Wood smoke 
contributes over half the particulate matter in the Tacoma airshed, and fewer wood‐burning 
devices and better emission control technology makes it unlikely for emissions levels to exceed 
EPA standards during construction. The short‐term increase in GHG and criteria pollutant 
emissions will ultimately benefit the Tacoma area by reducing GHG and other emissions from 
container ships. 

E24‐24: The Corps performed Sea Level Rise analysis per the latest Corps guidance ER 1100‐2‐
8162. The method determines the 99% annual exceedance probability of the measured total 
water level at the Seattle tide gage and then adds the three Sea level Change (SLC) scenarios to 
identify impacts to navigation. It is anticipated additional local service facilities beyond the 
terminals, including supporting modal yards, will also require some form of adaptation by the 



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 103 

Port of Tacoma. These actions are the responsibility of the Port and will be addressed in the 
Ports climate adaptation plan. 

E24‐25: The Corps is coordinating with the relevant regulatory agencies, including the US EPA 
and Washington Department of Ecology, regarding the presence of Federal and State cleanups 
in and around Blair Waterway. For the Superfund Site partially delisted sediments Operable 
Unit in Blair Waterway, the Corps will be conducting a suitability determination in accordance 
with DMMP guidelines and will ensure that newly exposed sediments in the navigation channel 
meet DMMP requirements and State standards for anti‐degredation requirements. Further, 
additional analyses will be conducted during design to ensure no adverse impacts to upland 
groundwater sites, particularly the Occidental Chemical Corporation.  

The Corps continues to evaluate the TruGrit site and will coordinate with the Department of 
Ecology and site Personally Responsible Party (PRP) as the design progresses on both the 
deepening and cleanup studies to ensure compatibility.  

The Former Lincoln Avenue Ditch Site will be evaluated during design, and supplemental 
sampling will occur to fully characterize the nature and extent of contamination along the 
shoreline. This evaluation will be done in close coordination with the US EPA.  

The Corps will continue to coordinate with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians throughout the design 
as the results of these evaluations become available.  

E24‐26: The Corps will follow the requirements of the DMMP to ensure sediments are 
adequately characterized before dredging. Where side slopes are of concern due to historic 
industrial activities, targeted sampling may be performed to ensure adequate characterization.  

E24‐27: The 2014 Remedial Investigation Report for TruGrit was reviewed by Corps staff during 
the feasibility study. Additionally, the Corps evaluated 2018 toxicity testing results associated 
with the TruGrit Remedial Investigation. More recently, the Corps has been coordinating with 
the PRP regarding the draft Feasibility Study for the site. References for these various 
documents were omitted from the Phase I assessment because they did not directly supply 
information stated in the report. Rather, the Corps provided reference to the 2019 Ecology 
Toxics Cleanup Program, given that the status and location of the site ultimately informed the 
Corps’ evaluation and determination for further coordination with Ecology and PRP.  

E24‐28: Please see the response to E2‐4. The Corps reviewed recent benthic sampling by 
Ecology in the Blair Waterway, which found a benthic community with low diversity and low 
arthropod abundance (a primary salmonid prey resource; Section 4.12 of the draft IFR/EA). This 
type of community is expected to become re‐established in 1‐3 years from the un‐dredged 
portion of the Blair Waterways. Given the context in which dredging takes place and the 
proportion of the benthic community that would be removed during each dredging year, 
deepening the Blair Waterway does not constitute a significant effect to the benthic community 
of Commencement Bay. 
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E24‐29:  Please see the response to E2‐4. In addition, juvenile salmonids are surface‐oriented, 
feed in shallow habitat near the shoreline, and would not prey on benthic organisms at the ‐51 
MLLW depth of the navigation channel. The proposed alternative would not affect forage fish, 
and the temporary reduction in benthic abundance and diversity would result in a measurable 
reduction in total prey items. 

E24‐30:  Research of marine survival of salmonid fishes in Puget Sound is ongoing, and there are 
numerous factors in the riverine, estuarine, and marine environments that play a complex role 
in survival. Negative effects to salmon of the preferred alternative are primarily related to 
short‐term effects of construction (disturbance and suspended sediments). There is a low but 
not discountable probability that migrating salmonids may be present in the Blair Waterway 
during dredging and could experience these effects. Therefore, the Corps has incorporated 
several BMPs into the project design at this stage to avoid effects to fish species during 
dredging. These include in‐water work windows, minimizing suspended sediment, and 
sediment testing prior to dredging. The 27% reduction from 590 to 428 Panamax and Post‐
Panamax ships per year by 2035 is considered a countervailing effect for air quality, GHG 
emissions, underwater noise, and disturbance to fish and ESA‐listed species because the 
reduced vessel traffic would be a long‐term benefit.  

E24‐31:  Mitigation is not proposed for this project because there is no loss of wetlands, no 
significant adverse effects to protected species, and no significant impacts to commercially 
important species or protected marine mammals based on the analysis in the IFR/EA. A 
monitoring and adaptive management plan will be developed according to Corps guidelines for 
inclusion in the final report.  

E24‐32:  The reference to increased fish tissue contaminant concentrations for 2 to 3 years 
following dredging is specific to dredging of CERCLAregulated sediment during a remedial 
response action at a NPL site. While some degree of sediment resuspension is inevitable for 
navigation dredging, increased risk associated with contaminant body burden in fish is not 
anticipated. For this project, USACE will follow all necessary steps to ensure environmental 
impacts are minimized, including water quality monitoring requirements under Clean Water Act 
Section 401, dredging during designated in‐water work windows, and thorough characterization 
of dredge material through the Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP).  

During the Preconstruction Engineering and Design phase of the project, USACE will engage the 
Puyallup Tribe and offer the opportunity to review and comment on the sampling design for the 
DMMP suitability characterization. USACE also intends to engage the Tribe regarding criteria for 
placement of sediments at the Saltchuk beneficial reuse site.  

Outside of the USACE proposed project and Blair Waterway, the US EPA continues to monitor 
contaminant levels in fish tissue and the potential changes resulting from previously completed 
remedial actions as part of the Commencement Bay Nearshore Tideflats Superfund project.  

Please also see Master Response 2. 
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E24‐33:  The Corps has a standard inadvertent discovery plan that is tailored to each specific 
project. The Corps is developing the inadvertent discovery plan to address the inadvertent 
discovery of archaeological resources, cultural resources, and historic period resources during 
project implementation. As a component of the inadvertent discovery plan, a separate section 
will also address the inadvertent discovery of human remains. Each of the plans will include 
protocols for ceasing work near the discovery, protection of the resource or remains, and 
phone contact information to include law enforcement, the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
the Corps archaeologist, and cultural contacts for each affected Tribe. The inadvertent 
discovery plan will be in place prior to project implementation. Archaeological monitoring has 
been conducted during the geotechnical testing that has been conducted and will continue for 
ground disturbing activity (including underwater sediment disturbance) associated with this 
project. 

E24‐34: The Puyallup Tribe will not receive a copy of Appendix G (Real Estate Plan) from the 
Corps unless approval is granted by Northwestern Division or approved by the Non‐Federal 
Sponsor. Appendix G is shared with the non‐Federal project sponsors who are responsible for 
acquiring all LERRD interest as per the Project Partnership Agreement. Information given to 
those entities who may be subject to the Non‐Federal Sponsor’s LERRD acquisition plan will be 
at the discretion of the Non‐Federal Sponsor during their acquisition of any interests required 
by the project. All land acquisitions will be appraised in accordance with ER 405‐1‐04, Real 
Estate Appraisal. Land acquisition by the Non‐Federal Sponsor will conform to the guidelines in 
the Project Partnership Agreement. Please see the response to E24‐19 for information related 
to the Emerald Queen and associated infrastructure during and after construction. 

The valuation preformed in the Real Estate Plan was a land cost estimate, and not a full gross 
appraisal, and was for planning purposes only. The Cost Estimate includes anticipated 
administrative costs incurred by the non‐Federal sponsor as relate directly to the acquisition of 
real property interests necessary for project execution. These administrative costs may include 
the cost of the Sponsor having a Yellow Book Compliant appraisal conducted of any necessary 
Federal Trust lands as part of the sponsor’s own valuation and acquisition plan. In order to 
qualify for LERRD crediting the sponsor must have a Yellow Book Compliant appraisal done on 
any acquired lands to confirm appropriate valuation for crediting. 

E24‐35: A new section for the Puyallup Land Claims Settlement was added to Section 6 
(Compliance), the Corps’ federal trust responsibility that accrues in regards to the Treaty of 
Medicine Creek is addressed in Section 6.7 . Section 7.2 (Tribal Government Consultation and 
Coordination Process) of the IFR/EA also address how the Corps meets its responsibility to 
consult with Native American Tribes for this project. The Corps encourages coordination 
between the Puyallup Tribe of Indians and the Port of Tacoma and looks forward to continuing 
consultation with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians through Government‐to‐Government meetings. 

E24‐36:  Section 6.14 (Executive Order 12898 Environmental Justice and Executive Order 14008 
Climate Crisis) and Appendix C of the IFR/EA has been updated with additional analysis of the 
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potential for a disproportional impact to Tribal members compared to other groups. . The 
proposed project is within a highly industrialized environment that has been substantially 
modified and impacted over the last 100 years. Analysis for environmental justice evaluates 
potential project effects within this previously altered setting.  Effects would be considered 
significant if the project caused substantial changes in the ways members of the surrounding 
community live, work, relate to one another, or otherwise function as members of society, or 
caused substantial negative environmental, human health, or economic effects on minority and 
low‐income populations. The Corps analyzed the potential effects of the alternatives on 
communities within a 5‐mile radius of the proposed action and found there would be no 
disproportionately high and adverse human health impacts to any environmental justice 
communities. Implementation of commitments listed in Sections 5.9.3 (PED Activities) and 5.9.5 
(Environmental Commitments and BMPs) will further avoid and minimize effects to 
environmental justice communities. The proposed action would not disproportionately affect 
minority or low‐income populations. No interaction with other projects would result in any such 
disproportionate impacts. 
 
E24‐37:  The Corps updated Appendix C to include a discussion of the dredging footprint and 
tribal commercial Dungeness crab harvest. 
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6.25 Comment Letter E25—Patrick Babbitt 

 

 

 

6.25.1 Response to Comment Letter E25 
E25‐1: Please see Master Response 3. 

  

E25‐1 
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6.26 Comment Letter E26—Center for Biological Diversity 

 

 

E26‐1 

E26‐2 
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E26‐2 
cont’d 

E26‐3 
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E26‐4 

E26‐5 
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6.26.1 Other public comment materials received from the Center for Biological Diversity with 
their comment letter and held by the Corps office, but not included here: 

• Laughlin, J. 2015. WSF Underwater Background Monitoring Project: Compendium of 
Background Sound Levels for Ferry Terminals in Puget Sound. 

• Battelle Memorial Institute. 2016. Final Independent External Peer Review Report 
Seattle Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Report and 

E26‐6 

E26‐7 
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Environmental Assessment, King County, Washington. Columbus, Ohio. Prepared for 
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Deep Draft Navigation Planning 
Center of Expertise, Mobile District. Contract No. W912HQ‐15‐D‐0001. Task Order: 
0012. September 23, 2016. Available online:  
https://usace.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p16021coll7/id/4442/ 

• Jones, Nicola. 2019. The Quest for Quieter Seas. Nature 568:158‐161. Available online:  
https://phe.rockefeller.edu/wp‐content/uploads/2019/04/Nature‐IQOEa.pdf   

• Lacy, R.C., R. Williams, E. Ashe, K.C. Balcomb III, L.J. Brent, C.W. Clark, D.P. Croft, D.A. 
Giles, M. MacDuffee. and P.C. Paquet. 2017. Evaluating anthropogenic threats to 
endangered killer whales to inform effective recovery plans. Scientific Reports 7(1):1‐12. 
Available online:  https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598‐017‐14471‐0 

• Center for Biological Diversity. September 22, 2017. Comment on the Seattle Harbor 
Navigation Improvement Project Notice of Preparation of Environmental Assessment. 

• Center for Biological Diversity. May 1, 2018. Supplemental Comment on the Seattle 
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project Notice of Preparation of Environmental 
Assessment. 

6.26.2 Response to Comment Letter E26 
E26‐1:  Please see Master Response 4. 

E26‐2:  The referenced 2015 Biological Assessment and 2015 Biological Opinion are for disposal 
of material at the DMMP Puget Sound open‐water disposal sites only and do not include 
consultation on the dredging aspect of projects. The 2015 consultation for the DMMP Puget 
Sound open‐water disposal sites included SRKW. The Corps initiated consultation with NMFS 
and USFWS under the ESA for the preferred alternative andconcluded consultation February 
2022 (Appendix D and Sections 6.2 and 6.9 of the IFR/EA)... 

E26‐3:  The Corps does not anticipate induced vessel movements as a result of dredging the 
Blair Waterway from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW. With or without a project, these vessels will 
continue to call. The project allows these vessels to call more efficiently with greater tonnage 
onboard per call. Given the assumption of no change in call frequency of the largest vessel 
classes (12,000 TEU capacity and larger) combined with fewer smaller‐class vessels (less than 
10,000 TEU capacity), overall long‐term vessel noise and ship strike frequency should be 
reduced as a result of the project. 

E26‐4:  Cumulative effects to SRKW were considered in the IFR/EA. The Seattle Harbor and 
Tacoma Harbor deepening projects have independent utility from one another; therefore, the 
Corps did not improperly segment them under NEPA.  

https://usace.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p16021coll7/id/4442/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-017-14471-0
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E26‐5: The Corps does not anticipate induced vessel movements as a result of dredging the 
Blair Waterway from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW. The project does not change the market forces 
driving trade at Tacoma Harbor. The channel deepening serves to reduce the transportation 
cost associated with forecasted commodity movements through Blair Waterway over the study 
period (2030‐2079). 

At current channel depths, carriers will continue to light‐load containerships by filling vessels 
with less tonnage on each trip to and from Blair Waterway. Channel deepening allows vessels 
to add tonnage to each trip to Husky Terminal, WUT, and PCT. As vessels load more tonnage 
each trip, less overall vessel calls would be required. 

Concerning underwater noise, the Corps does not anticipate channel deepening in the Blair 
Waterway from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW to change the frequency of large, Post‐Panamax vessel 
calls (+12,000 TEU capacity). These vessels are capable of transiting the waterway without 
channel deepening. The Blair Waterway already receives vessel calls with TEU capacity 
exceeding 13,000 TEUs. With or without a project, these vessels will continue to call. The 
project allows these vessels to call more efficiently with greater tonnage onboard per call. 
Given the assumption of no change in call frequency of the largest vessel classes (12,000 TEU 
capacity and larger) combined with fewer smaller‐class vessels (less than 10,000 TEU capacity), 
overall long‐term vessel noise should be unchanged or potentially reduced as a result of the 
project. 

Incremental noise between and within vessel classes is not well documented. The Corps does 
not have the authority to control carrier vessel deployment. The study estimates the most likely 
project impact for purposes of analysis and comparison between the alternatives. The IFR/EA 
will be updated to recognize the uncertainty associated with this assumption. 

During ESA consultation, NMFS evaluated the potential for a change in noise, ship strikes, and 
wake effects on Puget Sound shorelines resulting from the proposed action. NMFS found no 
information that supported an increase in negative impacts to listed fish or marine mammals. 
NMFS concurred with the Corps’ determination of “not likely to adversely affect” SRKW.” 

E26‐6:  In all scenarios, the study team anticipates a reduction in total vessel calls. Channel 
deepening from ‐51 MLLW to ‐57 MLLW does not change the market forces that drive 
commodity demand. Additionally, vessel deployment is a firm‐level decision based on fleet 
availability, newbuilds, vessel scrap rates, and utilization rates by trade lane. As a result, the 
proposed project does not change the long‐term trend toward large vessel use at Tacoma 
Harbor, and the study team does not anticipate that the channel deepening will induce 
increased vessel movement to Blair Waterway. Instead, the project allows carriers to load 
vessels more efficiently, leading to the potential for fewer overall vessel calls. This results in 
transportation cost savings and reduced channel congestion at Tacoma Harbor. 
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Please see the response to E26‐5 about vessel traffic and noise. In addition, Section 4.4.3.2 
(Vessel Fleet Characteristics: Future Without‐Project Condition) describes the vessel calls under 
the no action alternative and compares it to vessel calls under the preferred alternative. 

E26‐7:  Please see Master Response 4 and the response to E26‐5 and E26‐6. 
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6.27 Comment Letter E27—Barbara Berntsen 

 

 

 

6.27.1 Response to Comment Letter E27 
E27‐1: The Saltchuk beneficial use site is one alternative that is being considered for placement 
of dredged material, and modeling efforts will continue throughout the design process to 
ensure adequate understanding of the fate of placed materials to avoid impacts on existing 
infrastructure. 

  

E27‐1 
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6.28 Comment Letter E28—City of Tacoma 

 

 

E28‐1 
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6.28.1 Response to Comment Letter E28 
E28‐1: Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. The Corps will set up an initial consultation meeting with Alisa O’Hanlon. 

  

E28‐1 
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6.29 Comment Letter E29—Andy Bartels 

 

 

 

6.29.1 Response to Comment Letter E29 
E29‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project.  
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6.30 Comment Letter E30— Citizens for a Healthy Bay, Tacoma Chapter of the Climate 
Reality Project, Puget Soundkeeper, Sierra Club, and Washington Environmental 
Council 

 

 

E30‐2 

E30‐1 
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E30‐5 

E30‐4 

E30‐3 
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E30‐6 

E30‐8 

E30‐7 
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6.30.1 Response to Comment Letter E30 
E30‐1:  Please see Master Response 4. 

E30‐2:  Please see Master Response 4 (NEPA Process and Environmental Compliance) for more 
details about the compliance process used during this study. As the cost‐sharing non‐Federal 
sponsor of the feasibility study, the Port of Tacoma has been a team member involved 
throughout the study. 

E30‐3: During the design phase, additional analysis will be done to evaluate potential impacts to 
groundwater at Occidental Chemical Corporation as a result of the deepening project. As part 
of the deepening project, the Corps cannot allow for any adverse impacts to existing HTRW 
sites, including the spread or uncontrolled release of contaminants. The Corps will conduct a 
Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment for those places where additional sediment 
characterization is needed prior to construction. Currently, the Corps has identified the Former 
Lincoln Avenue Ditch as one location that will likely require additional characterization.  

The Corps will rely on existing data related to potential sediment and groundwater 
contamination at other sites, given the extensive sampling already performed under various 
regulatory programs for those sites. If any data gaps are found, additional sampling may be 
warranted. Additional analysis may also be warranted if those groundwater sites are found to 
be potentially impacted from navigation deepening.  

E30‐4:  Please see Master Response 2.  

E30‐5:  Please see responses to E2‐4 and E24‐28.  

E30‐6:  Please see responses to E2‐4 and E24‐28 and Master Response 5. Saltchuk is not being 
proposed as mitigation; rather, Saltchuk is a beneficial use of dredged material. Ongoing 
coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians regarding avoiding and minimizing effects to 
tribal fishing will continue through PED and construction. 

E30‐7:  Sea level rise analysis has been incorporated into this project per the latest Corps 
guidance ER 1100‐2‐8162. In addition, a preliminary sediment transport analysis was performed 
for Saltchuk and will be updated in PED to more accurately predict the fate of placed material. 
Eelgrass is not within the scope of beneficial use of dredged material, and creosote pile removal 
will be the responsibility of the Port. 

E30‐8: See Master Response #3. 

E30‐9:  Please see response to 24‐18. The Corps evaluated Wapato Creek in the draft IFR/EA. 
There is no documentation of the use of Wapato Creek by Chinook salmon or steelhead for at 
least twenty years, and NMFS does not believe Wapato Creek provides suitable habitat in 
present conditions. The report has been updated to include a BMP to ensure equipment is free 
of invasive species.  
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E30‐10:  The Corps has a standard inadvertent discovery plan that is tailored to each specific 
project. The Corps is developing the inadvertent discovery plan to address the inadvertent 
discovery of archaeological resources, cultural resources, and historic period resources during 
project implementation. As a component of the inadvertent discovery plan, a separate section 
will also address the inadvertent discovery of human remains. Each of the plans will include 
protocols for ceasing work near the discovery, protection of the resource or remains, and 
phone contact information to include law enforcement, the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
the Corps archaeologist, and cultural contacts for each affected Tribe. The inadvertent 
discovery plan will be in place prior to project implementation. Archaeological monitoring has 
been conducted during the geotechnical testing that has been conducted and will continue for 
ground disturbing activity (including underwater sediment disturbance) associated with this 
project. 

E30‐11:  While reserving material for other reuse opportunities would be beneficial, stockpiling 
dredged material is not within the scope of this feasibility study. In addition, the use of the 
Saltchuk site or any other beneficial use site requires extensive environmental coordination and 
consultation and is limited to the beneficial use of dredged material. The Corps formulates and 
evaluates alternatives and makes plan recommendations for Corps approval and subsequent 
congressional authorization through the feasibility process. This is documented in the IFR/EA. 
Comments and feedback the Corps received through study scoping, agency meetings, and the 
public review and comment process did not identify other potential beneficial use sites for 
evaluation during feasibility. As a result, the Corps does not intend to evaluate additional 
potential beneficial use sites.  
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6.31 Comment Letter E31—Joseph Landholm 

 

 

 

6.31.1 Response to Comment Letter E31 
E31‐1:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all practicable means 
and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. Coordination with the Puyallup 
Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government meetings, has been ongoing and will 
continue through the PED phase and construction.  

E31‐1 
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6.32 Comment Letter E32—Derek Dexheimer 

 

 

 

6.32.1 Response to Comment Letter E32 
E32‐1:  Please see Master Response 3. Coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, 
including Government‐to‐Government meetings, has been ongoing and will continue through 
the PED phase and construction to avoid and minimize effects to tribal fishing rights. 

E32‐2:  Thank you for your comment. This comment is outside the scope of this feasibility study. 
This deep draft navigation feasibility study is undertaken to identify and evaluate alternatives to 
improve the efficiency of the navigation system in Tacoma Harbor. The purpose of the 
proposed Federal action is to achieve transportation cost savings (increased economic 
efficiencies) at Tacoma Harbor. 

  

E32‐1 

E32‐2 
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6.33 Comment Letters E33—Pamela Beal, E34—Mark Knight, E35—Dr. Louisa Beal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.33.1 Response to Comment Letter E33, E34, and E35 
E33‐1, E34‐1, and E35‐1:  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Corps considers all 
practicable means and measures to avoid adverse effects to the environment. This includes 
effects to salmon and orca. In addition, the Corps has consulted with NMFS and USFWS under 
the ESA for impacts to ESA‐listed species (Appendix D and Sections 6.2 and 6.9 of the IFR/EA). 
Coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government 
meetings, has been ongoing and will continue through the PED phase and construction.  

E33‐1 

E34‐1 

E35‐1 
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6.34 Comment Letter E36—Washington Department of Natural Resources 

 

 

 

6.34.1 Response to Comment Letter E36 
E36‐1:  As the local sponsor for the Tacoma Harbor Deepening project, the Port of Tacoma 
would pay the tipping fee for disposal of material at the Commencement Bay open‐water 
disposal site. In addition, physical monitoring of the disposal site (multi‐beam bathymetric 
survey and SPI monitoring) has been incorporated into project costs at a rate of once every 
500,000 CY or at the end of each dredged season. Therefore, there should be no cost burden to 
DNR from monitoring the disposal site as a result of this project. 

  

E36‐1 
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6.35 Comment Letter E37—Mona Lee 

 

 

 

6.35.1 Response to Comment Letter E37 
E37‐1: Coordination with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, including Government‐to‐Government 
meetings, has been ongoing and will continue through the PED phase and construction. 

E37‐2: See Master Response 1.  

E37‐1 

E37‐2 
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6.36 Comment Letter E38—Barbara Menne 

 

 

 

6.36.1 Response to Comment Letter E38 
E38‐1:  See Master Response 1.  

E38‐1 
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6.37 Comment Letter E39—Rayna Holtz 

 

 

 

6.37.1 Response to Comment Letter E39 
E39‐1: See Master Response 1  

E39‐1 
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6.38 Comment Letter E40—Jacqueline Johnston 

 

 

 

6.38.1 Response to Comment Letter E40 
E40‐1: The Saltchuk beneficial use site is one alternative that is being considered for placement 
of dredged material, and modeling efforts will continue throughout the design process to 
ensure adequate understanding of the fate of placed materials to avoid impacts on existing 
infrastructure.E40‐2:  Please see Master Response 5. 

E40‐3:  Please see Master Responses 2 and 3. The Corps evaluated changes to vessel traffic and 
determined fewer vessels will call at Tacoma Harbor by deepening to ‐57 MLLW. Please see the 
response to E26‐5 and E26‐6 for more detail. 

E40‐4: Further sediment characterization and sediment fate and transport modeling will be 
performed in the design stage to assess the nature of the sediment being dredged and placed in 
Saltchuk. This will include the placement of new topography features, including intertidal 
islands and submerged berms. See Master Response 1.  

E40‐4 

E40‐3 

E40‐2 

E40‐1 
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6.39 Comment Letter E41—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 

 

E41‐1 
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E41‐2 

E41‐1 
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E41‐4 

E41‐5 

E41‐3 
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E41‐8 

E41‐7 

E41‐6 
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E41‐9 

E41‐8 
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E41‐14 

E41‐16 

E41‐15 

E41‐13 

E41‐12 

E41‐11 

E41‐10 
 

E41‐9 
cont’d 
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E41‐24 

E41‐23 

E41‐22 

E41‐21 

E41‐20 

E41‐19 

E41‐18 

E41‐17 

E41‐16 
cont’d 
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E41‐29 

E41‐28 

E41‐27 

E41‐26 

E41‐25 
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E41‐33 

E41‐32 

E41‐31 

E41‐30 
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E41‐39 

E41‐38 

E41‐37 

E41‐36 

E41‐35 

E41‐34 
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E41‐41 

E41‐40 
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6.40 Response to Comment Letter E41 
E41‐1: The Corps plans to coordinate with the US EPA and Washington Department of Ecology 
as the study progresses in order to ensure compatibility with the various Federal and State 
cleanup activities occurring in and around Blair Waterway. Based on coordination with EPA 
during the feasibility study process, EPA expects low levels of contamination within Blair 
Waterway to be manageable through the use of standard best management practices 
associated with navigation dredging of unsuitable material. Outreach and coordination 
comittments are included in Sections 5.9.3 (PED Activities) and 5.9.5 (Environmental 
Commitments and BMPs) of the IFR/EA. 

E41‐2:  The Corps has updated the CWA compliance status in Section 6.3 of the IFR/EA. The 
Corps will seek a Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) from the Department of 
Ecology (Ecology), and any other appropriate Certifying Authority under CWA 401 (such as the 
Puyallup Tribe), and will comply with conditions in a 401 WQC that are consistent with the CWA 
and its implementing regulations. The Corps will continue to coordinate with Ecology as the 
study progresses in order to ensure compliance with the CWA and Coastal Zone Management 
Act, and discuss appropriate BMPs to minimize impacts to water quality. The Corps is 
addressing the placement of dredge and fill material in Saltchuk as jurisdictional activity under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, not Section 402. The Corps will confirm the approach for 
CWA compliance  during further design and analysis in PED based on final design information. 
The Corps will continue to work with Ecology, affected tribes, and natural resource agencies to 
avoid and minimize impacts to water resources. Outreach and coordination comittments are 
included in Sections 5.9.3 (PED Activities) and 5.9.5 (Environmental Commitments and BMPs) of 
the IFR/EA. 

E41‐3:  The Corps reviewed the proposed action and air quality information. Due to project 
schedule changes, a general conformity analysis would not be triggered because regulatory 
thresholds of criteria air pollutants would not be reached. Therefore, air quality monitoring is 
not included as a proposed construction activity. 

E41‐4:  The Corps updated the IFR/EA with the status of ESA consultations, which have been 
concluded. Coordination with NMFS, USFWS, and WDFW will continue through PED. Outreach 
and coordination comittments are included in Sections 5.9.3 (PED Activities) and 5.9.5 
(Environmental Commitments and BMPs) of the IFR/EA. 

E41‐5:  A monitoring and adaptive management plan has been prepared according to 
Implementation Guidance for Section 1161 of the WRDA 2016, which amends Section 2039 of 
WRDA 2007 and is included in Appendix C (Supplemental Information). 

E41‐6: The Corps received a copy of the fifth Five Year Review in April 2020. As noted in the Five 
Year Review, EPA indicated: "the USACE also sampled the Blair Waterway in 2019 in 
anticipation of deepening the waterway. Dioxin/furans and hexachlorobutadiene were 
detected at concentrations greater than the [Dredge Material Management Program (DMMP)] 
requirements for open‐water disposal within the nearshore areas of middle sections of the 
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waterway. If this material is not removed under this program, additional data would be needed 
to determine whether the contamination is site‐related, and action is warranted due to newly 
identified contamination."  In a subsequent conversation on April 29, 2020, with EPA’s Justine 
Barton and Kristine Koch, clarification was provided from EPA to indicate the intent of this 
statement was to acknowledge the presence of material unsuitable for open‐water disposal per 
DMMP guidelines. If the Corps did not proceed with the deepening of Blair Waterway, EPA 
would possibly independently pursue additional studies to characterize the material and 
determine a path forward for potential site action under CERCLA. Through the characterization 
conducted by the Corps in 2019, EPA acknowledges that there are no site specific Remedial 
Action Levels (RALs) for Blair Waterway; however, none of the sediment concentrations exceed 
the lowest RALs for other waterways in the Commencement Bay Superfund Site. In an 
evaluation of those same sediment results collected by the Corps in 2019, only a single sample 
had an exceedance of the hexachlorobutadiene Sediment Cleanup Level established for the 
sediment operable unit in the Commencement Bay Superfund Site.  

E41‐7: Physical monitoring of the disposal site (multi‐beam bathymetric survey and SPI 
monitoring) has been incorporated into project costs at a rate of once every 500,000 CY or at 
the end of each dredged season, in addition to baseline monitoring.  

Added information to the IFR/EA regarding potential for adding institutional controls if material 
migrates off‐site. 

E41‐8: As the local sponsor for the Tacoma Harbor project, the Port of Tacoma would pay the 
tipping fee for disposal of material at the Commencement Bay open‐water disposal site.  

E41‐9: Text was revised to accurately define the footprint of the CERCLA site as well as the 
description of this portion of the Sediment OU being delisted.  

There are no site specific Remedial Action Levels (RALs) for Blair Waterway; however, none of 
the sediment concentrations from the Corps 2019 sampling effort exceed the lowest RALs for 
other waterways in the Commencement Bay Superfund Site. In an evaluation of those same 
sediment results collected by the Corps in 2019, only a single sample had an exceedance of the 
hexachlorobutadiene Sediment Cleanup Level established for the sediment operable unit in the 
Commencement Bay Superfund Site. 

Additional text was added to discuss all sites with or needing CERCLA actions and Institutional 
Controls.  

The text was revised to state subsurface waste in the Sitcum waterway requires ICs.  

E41‐10:  The DMMP (2009) reauthorization of Commencement Bay Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement is included in references (IFR/EA) and referenced in sections 
4.1.2 and 4.7.2. 
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E41‐11:  Thank you for your support of the use of Saltchuk for the beneficial use of dredged 
material. As you note, the use of the Saltchuk site or any other beneficial use site requires 
extensive environmental coordination and consultation and is limited to the beneficial use of 
dredged material. The Corps formulates and evaluates alternatives and makes plan 
recommendations for Corps approval and subsequent congressional authorization through the 
feasibility process. This is documented in the IFR/EA. Comments and feedback the Corps 
received through study scoping, agency meetings, and the public review and comment process 
did not identify other potential beneficial use sites for evaluation during feasibility. As a result, 
the Corps does not intend to evaluate additional potential beneficial use sites.  

E41‐12:  The Corps updated the IFR/EA with additional clarification about current assumptions 
and approaches regarding slope stabilization measures that may be pursued based upon 
subsequent analysis and design in PEDs. Figure 3‐4 now contains the suggested language. 

E41‐13: Additional slope stability analysis will take place in PED. 

E41‐14: An additional figure has been added as requested. 

E41‐15: Terminology has been revised, as suggested. 

E41‐16: An updated figure has been added as requested.  

E41‐17: Additional slope stability analysis will take place in PED. 

E41‐18: Text was updated in the report to describe the individual, institutional controls, or 
anticipated institutional controls consisting of environmental covenants and conservation 
easements, as identified in EPA’s Five Year Review. The Corps anticipates that the deepening 
will not interfere with these institutional controls. 

E41‐19:  The Corps is aware of the eelgrass bed in the Olympic View Resource Area between 
the Thea Foss and Middle waterways. No eelgrass beds have been documented at the mouth of 
the Blair Waterway. 

E41‐20:  The Corps updated the IFR/EA with additional information on why the slope 
stabilization of the berths, which is the responsibility of the Port of Tacoma, is not part of the 
Federal action. 

E41‐21:  The Corps added a more comprehensive figure of restoration and mitigation sites in 
the project area to Appendix C for reference in the eulachon discussion. Potential effects to 
these sites are described in Section 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14of the IFR/EA. 

E41‐22:  The project description has been updated to include the use of a small skiff or boat for 
water quality monitoring. 
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E41‐23:  The IFR/EA was revised to clarify the difference between slope stabilization and berth 
strengthening. The potential for slope strengthening is addressed in the ESA Consultation 
documentation. 

E41‐24:   The Corps reviewed EPA’s Five Year Review to ensure the information provided is 
consistent with EPA’s documentation. The Corps is aware of the recent fish collection 
conducted by WDFW. If chemical results from this collection effort become available prior to 
finalization of the Feasibility Report and PED, those results and any subsequent changes to the 
fish advisories will be included.  Per EPA’s fifth Five Year Review, English Sole were collected in 
June of 2019 to evaluate potential reductions to contaminant body burden as a result of 
completed Superfund remedial actions (EPA 2020). This additional tissue data is anticipated to 
be taken into consideration as part of the existing CERCLA response action, outside of this 
proposed project. Currently, the fish advisory for this portion of Commencement Bay suggests 
no consumption of rockfish and only two meals per month for English Sole (DOH 2022). 

E41‐25: The IFR/EA states that beneficial use of dredged material reduces the amount of 
material going to the DMMP Commencement Bay open‐water disposal site. The Corps will add 
the consideration that the cost of monitoring and management of the open‐water disposal site 
will also be reduced. 

E41‐26:  The Corps updated the IFR/EA with assumptions for slope stabilization along the 
navigation channel.  

E41‐27:   As the local sponsor for the Tacoma Harbor Deepening project, the Port of Tacoma 
would pay the DNR tipping fee for disposal of material at the Commencement Bay open‐water 
disposal site.  

E41‐28: The Corps will coordinate with US EPA staff directly, both the CERCLA and RCRA 
programs. Coordination will help ensure compatibility of the deepening project with any 
Federal and State cleanup action in and around Blair Waterway. PED activities are described in 
IFR/EA main report Section 5.9.3. 

E41‐29: Editorial revisions made as suggested.  

E41‐30:  Updates made to the text regarding ozone made as suggested. 

E41‐31:  Updates made to the text regarding NAAQS made as suggested. 

E41‐32:  The MOVES model was not used because the SCAQMD and SMAQMD models do not 
require specialized software and use the EPA data on emissions rates to generate emissions 
estimates. 

E41‐33: Updates to made to the text regarding ozone precursors made as suggested. 

E41‐34: The Corps has updated Section 4.8.1 to clarify the link between emissions reductions 
and greater vessel efficiency. 
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E41‐35:  Updates to the text regarding the citation, use of short tons, and context for general 
conformity discussion have been made as suggested. The Corps reviewed the proposed action 
and air quality information. Due to project schedule changes, a general conformity analysis 
would not be triggered because regulatory thresholds (in short tons) of criteria air pollutants 
would not be reached. 

E41‐36: Updates made to the text regarding GHG sources made as suggested. 

E41‐37:  The Corps reviewed the proposed action and air quality information. Due to project 
schedule changes, the de minimis threshold would not be exceeded according to Table 2 in 40 
CFR 93.153.  

E41‐38:   Information on emissions from newer vessels have been added, and discussion on 
GHGs has been removed. 

E41‐39:  Updates to Section 4.8.3 to focus on air quality rather than a discussion of GHGs have 
been made. 

E41‐40:  The suggested edits, clarifications, and updates for Section 4.8.2 have been made to 
Section 4.8.4 in the IFR/EA. 

E41‐41:  The Corps has clarified the link between fewer vessels, efficient vessel use, projected 
freight use, and fewer emissions and criteria pollutants in the IFR/EA. The 14 year timeline (i.e., 
in 2035) is when the project benefit of reducing the total number of vessels using Blair 
Waterway is fully realized. 

  



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 148 

Comment Letter E42—Puget Sound Pilots 

 

 

E42‐1 
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6.40.1 Other public comment materials received and held by the Corps office, but not included 
here: 

Study area map included in the draft IFR/EA.  

E42‐3 

E42‐2 
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6.40.2 Response to Comment Letter E42 
E42‐1: Hylebos transits will be assessed in the detailed ship simulation study to be performed in 
the detailed design stage (PED). Morphology changes due to Saltchuk placement will be built 
into the bathymetry to ensure an accurate representation of the bathymetric conditions to 
develop at the site.  

E42‐2:  After looking at current navigation charts, we acknowledge the concern regarding the 
anchorage point. At this point, it is still too early to determine if Saltchuk will affect moored 
vessels, and the refined analysis to be performed in PED will help inform this. A modified 
bathymetry containing the placement at Saltchuk will be modeled to determine the impacts the 
Saltchuk site will have on the area.  

E42‐3: Ongoing modeling efforts will continue into PED to assess the morphology in the 
Saltchuk site over time. In order to be implemented, the Saltchuck site must be designed to 
avoid impacts to navigation. 
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7 Individual Mailed Comments and Responses 
7.1 Comment Letter M1—Sperry Ocean Dock 

 
7.1.1 Response to Comment Letter M1  
M1‐1: Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project.  

  

M1‐1 
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7.2 Comment Letter M2—Washington Department of Commerce

  
7.2.1 Response to Comment Letter M2  
M2‐1: Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M2‐1 



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 153 

7.3 Comment Letter M3—Association of Washington Business 

  
7.3.1 Response to Comment Letter M3 
M3‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M3‐1 
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7.4 Comment Letter M4—Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board  

 

 

7.4.1 Response to Comment Letter M4 
M4‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project.  

M4‐1 
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7.5 Comment Letter M5—Washington Department of Transportation

 
7.5.1  Response to Comment Letter M5 
M5‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M5‐1 
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7.6 Comment Letter M6—Foss Waterway Development Authority 

 

7.6.1 Response to Comment Letter M6 
M6‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

 

  

M6‐1 
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7.7 Comment Letter M7—International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union 

 

M1‐1 
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7.7.1 Response to Comment Letter M7 
M7‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M1‐1 
cont’d 



Tacoma Harbor, WA: Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment – April 2022 Page 159 

7.8 Comment Letter M8—Washington Apple Commission 

 

7.8.1 Response to Comment Letter M8 
M8‐1:  Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M8‐1 
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7.9 Comment Letter M9—Laurie Jinkins 

 

 

7.9.1 Response to Comment Letter M9 
M9‐1: Thank you for your comment and support of the Tacoma Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project. 

  

M9‐1 
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