


















UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office
263 13th Avenue South
St. Petersburg, Florida 3370 1-5505
(727) 824-5312; FAX 824-5309
http ://sero .nmfs.noaa. gov

F/SER3 1 :KD

Colonel Jeffrey M. Hall, USA JUN 052012
District Commander
U.S. Army Engineer District, Savannah
ATTN: PD
Post Office Box 889
Savannah, Georgia 3 1402-0889

Dear Colonel Hall:

The NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Region (NMFS), has reviewed the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project, issued on April 11,2012.
We note all of the requested changes provided in our February 17, 2012, letter concerning the
draft FEIS have been incorporated. We thank you for incorporating those changes. However,
apart from our February 17 comments, we note a few discrepancies in the FEIS. While these
discrepancies do not change the intent of the document, they could cause confusion to some of
its readers. The enclosed comments describe these discrepancies between the DEIS and FEIS
and suggest corrections meant to improve the FEIS. For the record, we request that these items
be addressed by the Army Corps or at least duly noted. In addition, we provide one comment on
the proposed Chief of Engineers Report, and use this opportunity to update the Corps on the
status of our Endangered Species Act consultation on the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project.

We have not previously provided comments on the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers.
We request a modification of paragraph 5.e., to reflect our understanding of operation and
maintenance funding for the project’s mitigation features. Based on conversations over several
regional Executive Steering Committee meetings for the project, we understood that operation
and maintenance funds, which will be determined by future appropriations, will be prioritized to
ensure proper functioning of required environmental mitigations (e.g., the Speece oxygen
injection cones and the fish passage) over other navigation features (e.g., maintenance dredging).
The final sentence of paragraph 5.e., states that operation and maintenance for the environmental
mitigation features will be handled “in the same manner” as other navigation features. We
request this language be modified to clarify that the Corps will first ensure the proper functioning
of the environmental mitigations in applying future funding for project operation and
maintenance.

In addition, we wish to take this opportunity to update the status of our Endangered Species Act
consultation on the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project. For Atlantic sturgeon, we issued a
conference opinion for the South Atlantic Distinct Population Segment (DPS), which was
proposed to be listed as endangered. The final listing of the South Atlantic DPS of Atlantic



sturgeon as endangered subsequently became effective on April 6, 2012. Regulations at 50 CFR
402.10 (d) provide, “An opinion issued at the conclusion of the conference may be adopted as
the biological opinion when the species is listed.. .but only if no significant new information is
developed.. .and no significant changes to the Federal action are made that would alter the
content of the opinion.” Based on our review of the FEIS, these criteria have been satisfied.
Therefore, NMFS is adopting the conference opinion for the South Atlantic DPS of Atlantic
sturgeon as the biological opinion for that species. The incidental take statement provided for
Atlantic sturgeon is also now in effect. We request the Record of Decision and final report from
the Chief of Engineers also include specific mention of Atlantic sturgeon together with existing
references to shortnose sturgeon.

Our primary contact for endangered species issues associated with the Savannah Harbor
Expansion Project is Ms. Kay Davy. She may be reached by phone at (954) 356-6791 or by e
mail at Kay.Davynoaa.gov. Questions regarding essential fish habitat issues may be addressed
to Dr. Pace Wilber at (843) 762-8601 or by e-mail at Pace.Wilber(noaa.gov. Thank you for
your continued cooperation in the conservation of listed species and habitats.

Sincerely,

Ro E. Crabtree, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

Enclosures

cc: F/SER — Croom, Lugo, Keys
F/SER3 — Bernhart, Hoffman, Tortorici, Davy
F/SER4 — Fay, Wilber

File: 15 14-22. f.3

2



NMFS - Protected Resources Division supplemental review of the
Savannah Harbor Expansion Project - Final Environment Impact Statement (FEIS)

The following additional comments are associated with our review of the FEIS for the Savannah
Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP) issued on April 11, 2012. They are intended to supplement
the comments we previously provided on the draft FEIS. Our comments on the draft FEIS, dated
February 17, 2012, primarily pertained to the incorporation of all of the specific terms and
conditions and conservation measures intended to assure that the impacts of the project do not
threaten the continued existence of the endangered species under our purview.

. In the FEIS, all of the figures depicting the conceptual design for the off-channel rock
ramp fish passage describe the steel sheet pile guide wall’s top elevation above the
channel bottom as being 4 inches; this should be corrected to 4 feet. The figures with the
incorrect height appear in Appendix C (Mitigation Planning) on page 75 as Figure 26 and
on page 130 as Figure 48, in Appendix L (Cumulative Impacts Analysis) on page 98 as
Figure 11, in Section 5 on page 5-120 as Figure 5-52, in Appendix B (Biological
Assessment) on page 177 as Figure 8-19, and on page 235 of the GRR Appendix C.
Note: all of the figures in the draft FEIS had the top elevation of the guide wall at the
correct height (4 feet), and not 4 inches.

• The reasonable order of magnitude cost estimate for the off-channel rock ramp fish
passage was stated as $26 million on pages 77 and 80 of Appendix C, but on page 97 of
Appendix L the cost estimate is shown as $32 million in Table 22. The $32 million cost
estimate also appears in Table 8-16 of Appendix B on page 176. The cost estimate in
Appendix C should be corrected to $32 million.

• The list of threatened and endangered species in Appendix B shows Atlantic sturgeon as
a candidate species. The federal status should be changed to endangered, as the effective
date of the listing was April 6, 2012, before the FEIS was issued.

• Our final comment concerns the significant change in the fish passage design that
occurred between the completion of our biological opinion on November 4, 2011, and the
issuance of the FEIS. We note that the conceptual design for the off-channel rock ramp
in the FEIS has been modified from the design that was originally provided by the Corps
in its May 11, 2011, SHEP Information Paper, and is included in our biological opinion.
Using information about the Corps’ proposed fish passage designs provided in the SHEP
Information Paper, NMFS consulted (via a conference call on May 16, 2011) with
sturgeon experts representing the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources, University of Georgia, and The Nature Conservancy.
The consensus was that the group had many questions about the efficacy of the Corps’
proposed fish passage design. On August 25, 2011, NMFS coordinated an interagency
site visit to the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam where Dr. Luther Aadland (an expert
on fish passage design for passing sturgeon) met with many of these sturgeon experts.
Following the site visit, Dr. Aadland prepared a technical report for NMFS, dated
September 12, 2011, that analyzed the Corps’ proposed designs for fish passage at the
New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam. The report also provided recommendations for
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modifications that would improve the Corps’ preferred design. On page 27 of our
biological opinion (the biological opinion is included in Appendix Z of the FEIS), we
requested that the Corps review and incorporate the recommendations provided by Dr.
Aadland in his technical report. We note that the new fish passage design provided in the
FEIS shows the entrance to the lower ramp located closer to the dam, the steel sheet pile
guide wall on the upstream side of the dam repositioned farther upriver, and the guide
wall for the downriver portion of the ramp removed. These changes reflect the
recommendations that were made by Dr. Aadland in his technical report, and we are
pleased to see that his recommendations were incorporated into the proposed fish passage
design.
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NMFS - Habitat Conservation Division review of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project
- Final Environment Impact Statement (FEIS)

The following comments are provided on the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP) FEIS
issued April 11, 2012. They are intended to supplement the comments provided on the draft
FEIS, dated February 17, 2012. Our comments on the draft FEIS focused on the response from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Savannah District (COE) to the essential fish habitat (EFH)
conservation recommendations provided July 1, 2011. The February letter indicated the COE
had adequately responded to the EFH conservation recommendations in accordance with Section
305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and its
implementing regulation at 50 CFR Section 600.920(k). Please consider the following additional
comments when preparing the Record of Decision and final report from the Chief of Engineers.

• As noted in past correspondence, NMFS is concerned that live/hardbottom habitat may
be present within or adjacent to the proposed footprint of the Ocean Bar Channel
extension. We appreciate the COE allowing us to contribute to the statement of work
entitled, “Remote Sensing Survey for Cultural Resources and Hardbottom Habitat of a
Proposed Bar Channel Extension with Diver Investigation of Anomalies/Targets in
Offshore and Inner Harbor Areas, Savannah Harbor Expansion Project.” We also
appreciate the COE acknowledges (in Appendix S) that they will work with NMFS to
develop a course of action, including selection of appropriate mitigation options, should
live/hardbottom habitat be found in these surveys. We request the Record of Decision
and final report from the Chief of Engineers clearly acknowledge this commitment, given
its importance for the Secretary of Commerce to determine whether the mitigation plan
adequately addresses the potential environmental impacts of the project, as required
under the Water Resources Development Act of 1999.

• The FEIS portrays disposal of dredged material in nearshore areas off Tybee Island as an
option that may be investigated in the future. We opposed this practice in earlier
correspondences, and we expect the COE to reinitiate EFH consultation should the COE
pursue this disposal option, regardless of whether live/hardbottom is present.

• To mitigate direct impacts to 15.7 acres of salt marsh, the COE intends to restore 42 acres
of salt marsh at Disposal Area iS. However, the COB is reserving 11.5 acres of this
mitigation for future federal projects in the watershed, rather than applying the full
mitigation acreage to the impacts from SHEP. As noted in past correspondence, We
continue to oppose operating Disposal Area iS as if it were a migration bank, unless it
fully complies with the regulation Compensatory Mitigation for Losses ofAquatic
Resources, promulgated by the COB (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332) and Environmental
Protection Agency 40 CFR Part 230.
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Scerno, Deborah HQ

From: Bee, Patricia L HQ02
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 10:18 AM
To: Ware, Charles L HQ02; Scerno, Deborah HQ
Subject: FW: Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (UNCLASSIFIED)

Categories: Red Category

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
Coast Guard response. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Joseph.B.Embres@uscg.mil [mailto:Joseph.B.Embres@uscg.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 9:55 AM 
To: Bee, Patricia L HQ02 
Cc: Haley, Andrew S LTJG 
Subject: FW: Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Sorry for the delay on this but we have already responded to ACOE Savannah District Office. 
 
We again reviewed what you have sent us and provide the below. 
 
For planning purposes, do you have any dates for the projects progress? 
 
 
Thank you for allowing the Coast Guard to comment on the EIS and FRR for the Savannah Harbor 
Expansion. After reviewing the documents, it is clear that the Army Corps have incorporated 
the earlier Coast Gaur comments.  The cost estimate for ATON has been increased from $0.8M to 
$5M. That should be sufficient to mark the channel and construct any new ranges. The Seventh 
District Waterways Management Office has no further comments concerning the EIS. Once again, 
thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
 
v/r 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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