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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
I REGION IX

PRO

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

June 24, 2019

Stacie Auvenshine
Restoration and Resources Section
Environmental B ranch, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Subject: EPA Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Integrated General
Reevaluation Report for the San Francisco Bay to Stockton Navigation Study, Mann,
Contra Costa, and Solano Counties, California (EIS #20190088)

Dear Ms. Auvenshine:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act. These comments were also prepared under the authority of, and in accordance with, the
provisions of the Federal Guidelines promulgated at 40 CFR 230 under Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) and EPA’s ocean dumping regulations promulgated at 40 CFR 220-227 under the
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA).

EPA submitted comments on the initial scoping notice for this project on May 16, 2008. We provided
additional feedback in letter dated February 13, 2013 after participating in an interagency “In Progress
Review” meeting. On April 4, 2016, we submitted scoping comments on the revised Notice of Intent
(NOT). We provided a fourth comment letter to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the
second revised NOT on January 3, 2018.

The Draft ETS analyzes a Proposed Action that has been considerably reduced from earlier proposed
projects, spanning roughly 13 nautical miles and requiring approximately 1.6 million cubic yards (cy) of
dredging, compared to the 29 million cy under the initial 75-mile project. While earlier projects
envisioned deepening navigation channels from the San Francisco Bay to the Port of Stockton, the Draft
ETS identifies a Proposed Action that now involves deepening only the Pinole Shoal Channel and
portions of the Suisun Bay Channel to oil refineries in Avon.

We appreciate USACE’s extensive coordination with our agency and other stakeholders over the years
to explore opportunities to reduce the project’s impacts on water quality and sensitive aquatic life in the
Delta. In our previous comments, we indicated that many of our most significant environmental
concerns, particularly those pertaining to water quality, would be addressed if US ACE limited the
project scope to channels west of Avon. The Draft ETS is generally consistent with this recommendation



and EPA appreciates the incorporation of our feedback.

The Proposed Action would primarily serve oil refineries in Contra Costa and Solano Counties. USACE

anticipates that the project would generate transportation efficiencies by enabling oil tankers to transport

the same quantity of crude oil and petroleum products in fewer trips. According to the Draft EIS, the

Proposed Action would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts. Given that the

project has the potential to affect oil tanker traffic and industrial activities in an area that experiences air
quality and water quality challenges, we request that additional information be included to support the

conclusions presented in the Draft EIS. The attached detailed comments describe concerns regarding the

potential water qua]ity, air quality, and dredged material management impacts. We have also attached

our previous comment letters for consideration should USACE and the Port of Stockton resume studying

the effects of dredging from Avon to the Port of Stockton.

Please note that effective October 22, 2018, EPA no longer includes ratings in our comment letters.
Information about this change and EPA’s continued roles and responsibilities in the review of federal
actions can be found on our website at: https://www.epa.gov/nepalepa-review-process-under-section
309-clean-air-act

We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft EIS. Please send a copy of the Final ETS

when it becomes available to this office at the address above (mail code TIP-2). If you have any
questions, please contact me at 415-947-4161, or Morgan Capilla, the lead reviewer for this project, at
415-972-3504 or capilla.morgan@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Connell Dunning, Acting Manager
Environmental Review Branch

Enclosures: EPA Detailed Comments
EPA Comments on the San Francisco Bay to Stockton Navigation Improvement

Project NOT (2008)
EPA Supplemental Comments on the San Francisco Bay to Stockton Navigation

Improvement Project NOl (2013)
EPA Comments on the San Francisco Bay to Stockton Navigation Improvement

Project Revised NOl (2016)

Electronic copy: Douglas Hampton, National Marine Fisheries Service
Sara Azat, National Marine Fisheries Service
Stephanie Milisap, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Elizabeth Kiteck, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Elizabeth Christian, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
Brenda Goeden, Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Am Aarreberg, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Chris Beegan, California Department of Water Resources
Richard Boyd, California Air Resources Board
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Alison Kirk, Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Jim Atone, Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District
Ryan Hernandez, Contra Costa County
Jeff Wingfield, Port of Stockton
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/DRAFT
INTEGRATED REEVALUATION REPORT FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON NAVIGATION

STUDY, CONTRA COSTA, MARIN, AND SOLANO COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA--JUNE 24, 2019

Scope of Analysis
EPA supports USACE’s efforts to reduce the proposed project’s impacts by limiting dredging to the
Pinole Shoal Channel and a portion of the Suisun Bay Channel; however, as noted in the Executive
Summary, the Port of Stockton recently notified USACE that they intend to pursue deepening from

Avon to Stockton. Cumulative impacts of deepening from Avon to Stockton are briefly noted in this
Draft EIS, and, according to page ES-2, the Port of Stockton would prepare a separate California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document to evaluate the impacts on a programmatic level.

Recommendations: li the event that the Port of Stockton and USACE pursue deepening from
Avon to Stockton, EPA provides the attached comment letters for consideration. li addition,
EPA recommends that the assessment of impacts for deepening from Avon to Stockton explicitly
address potential increase in algal blooms and harmful algal blooms (HABs) frequency and
intensity due to resuspension of nutrients during dredging. We also recommend clarifying in the
Final EIS for this project that deepening from Avon to Stockton would require further NEPA
compliance on the part of USACE, as well as the referenced CEQA compliance that would be
undertaken by the Port of Stockton.

Water Quality and Aiuatic Life
Salinity Intrusion
Impacts Water Quality-06 and Biological Resources-07 assess whether the project would result in any
significant adverse impacts on water exports/operations and aquatic life, respectively, due to salt water
intrusion into the Delta. Specifically, the Draft EIS employs a threshold of 1 kilometer (kin) to evaluate
the project’s potential to cause a significant “change” in the location of X2’, a water quality standard to
protect aquatic life. The Draft EIS (p. 4-23 and p. 4-52) cites the 2010/20 17 Los Vaqueros Reservior
Expansion EIS/ELR and the Environmental Water Account EIS (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation et al.,
2003) for this specific significance threshold. The Draft ElS states that it is a reasonable threshold given
the inherent uncertainty in the estimate of net Delta Outflow; we note, however, that no further
information is provided to justify the appropriateness of this threshold.

The Draft EIS characterizes project impacts as “shifting” or “changing” the location of X2. Please note
that the impact on X2 due to the proposed project does not actually change the X2 water quality
objective itself; rather, it is a measurement of the project’s impact on the salinity gradient. Any
additional salt water intrusion into the Delta due to the project would need to be offset by State and
Federal water projects from other beneficial users in order to maintain X2.

Recommendations for the Final ElS:
• Provide scientific, quantitative rationale behind the use of the 1 km significance threshold

for Impact WQ-06 and BR-07.
• Describe the coordination that has taken place between USACE, the California

Department of Water Resources, and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to ensure that the

1 X2 is a water quality standard that requires the location of the two part per thousand salinity line to be west of certain
locatIons for a specified number of days each month (specifically, Collinsville, Chipps Island, and Port Chicago at 81 km, 75
krn, and 64km, respectively, from the Golden Gate). The number of days is determined by the 8-river runoff index of the
prior month.



Bay Delta Estuary continues to meet water quality standards if the proposed project is
implemented.

impacts on Special Stcttus Species
Section 2.2.6.2 of the Draft EIS discusses entrainment monitoring in the Delta from hydraulic-pipeline
dredging. EPA understands that USACE has been monitoring entrainment via its self-propelled hopper
dredge Essayons, which is routinely used for maintenance dredging of the Pinole Shoal portion of the
project area. Confirmation that the Essayons entrains smelt is a key reason that the proposed deepening
project will employ only mechanical dredging techniques.

The proposed deepening project would result in an increase in future maintenance dredging. Most of the
increased maintenance dredging activities would occur in the Pinole Shoal area, where maintenance
dredging is proposed to be done hydraulically using hopper dredges such the Essayons. Entrainment of
smelt can, therefore, be expected to occur at an increased rate.

The significance determinations for impacts BR-O1 through BR-06 are largely based on qualitative
assessments using best professional judgement. Such assessments are not as precise as quantitative
evaluations. We recognize that data may not be available to conduct quantitative evaluations of each
impact; however, there are substantial, inherent limitations in each one of these qualitative assessments.

Recommendations for the final fISt
Commit to using mechanical dredges for maintenance dredging within the project area if
feasible. If this is determined to be infeasible, discuss the need for new, ongoing mitigation
for the increased entrainment resulting from the proposed project (i.e., in addition to the
conservation credits that USACE has been purchasing each year based on maintenance
dredging for the current channel depths). Include a table that contains the number of smelt
entrained during the Essayons monitoring by year. Update Impact BR-04 based on
entrainment of smelt by the Essayons that has been confirmed through direct monitoring.

• In Section 2.2.6.2, clarify that the decision to limit dredging within the programmatically
established Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMS) environmental work windows
constitutes an important avoidance measure with respect to Special Status Species and
Essential Fish Habitat.

• Disclose limitations associated with the qualitative assessments for impacts BR-Ol through
BR-06. We strongly encourage USACE to work closely with NOAA, USFWS, CDFW, and
other relevant agencies to obtain the most current information on migration and sensitive life
stages in the project area and adjust dredging schedules as necessary to avoid impacts to
aquatic species. We further recommend ongoing review of new information on entrainment
and impacts to benthic organisms to ensure that impact levels remain insignificant.

Algal Blooms and Harmful Algal Blooms
Algal bloom and HABs are occuring more frequently in the Delta and have been observed adjacent to
the project area, namely in McNabney Marsh near Avon. Resuspended nutrients could increase the
occurrence of algal blooms and HABs, and potentially lead to large swings in diurnal dissolved oxygen.

Recommendations for the final EIS: Evaluate potential increases in frequency and severity of
algal blooms and HABs under Impact WQ-Ol. Include mitigation measures for any adverse
impacts identified.

Resuspension of Contaminated Sediments
Page 4-16 of the Draft EIS describes various measures that USACE would take to ensure that dredging
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associated with the project would not resuspend contaminated sediments in the water column and cause

any water quality standard violations. EPA strongly supports these project features. We note that
adherence to these measures and best management practices will be critical to reducing the potential for

water quality degradation.

Recommendations for the Final EIS: Confirm in the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD)
that commitments described in Impact WQ-02 will be retained as permanent features of the
project to ensure that the project does not degrade water quality.

Selenium Criteria
As noted in our previous scoping comments, EPA is proposing to revise the current selenium water
quality criteria for the San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to protect aquatic life
and wildlife. We continue to recommend that the EIS for this project include a discussion of these

proposed revisions.

Recommendations for the Final EIS: Include a discussion of EPA’s proposed revisions to the
selenium water quality criteria for the San Francisco Bay and the Delta.2 Use the proposed or
final criteria as the basis for evaluating relevant water quality impacts.

Induced Growth
A key assumption embedded within the project’s impact analysis is that growth at oil refineries located
near the project area would continue at the same rate with or without the project. The Draft EIS does not
appear to contain any additional information that was used to validate this assumption. It is unclear
whether USACE examined the project’s potential to induce growth at the oil refineries located near the
project area. If increased transportation efficiencies associated with the project result in an increase in
production at these oil refineries, the area could experience additional adverse environmental impacts.

Recommendations for the Final EIS: Clarify whether USACE evaluated the project’s potential
to induce growth at the oil refineries that would benefit from this project. In order to provide the
public with a more comprehensive understanding of how this project could potentially influence
their health, we recommend updating pertinent sections of the environmental effects chapter to
reflect a situation where the project would increase production at the refineries (e.g., air quality,
water quality, environmental justice sections). Identify appropriate mitigation measures to
address any adverse impacts.

Air Quality
Most project activities would occur within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which is a
federal nonattainment area for ozone (marginal) and 24-hour PM2.5 (moderate). Some dredged material
is proposed to be placed within a portion of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin that is a federal
nonattainment area for 24-hour PM2.5 (moderate) and ozone (severe for the 2008 standard, moderate for
the 2015 standard). We understand that the project may have the ability to generate some short-term air
quality benefits by using more fully-laden ships; however, given the project’s potential to affect vessel
traffic and industrial activities in an area that suffers from poor air quality, we encourage USACE to
commit to all feasible air quality mitigation measures.

Recommendations for the Final EIS:

2 For more information, see EPA’s website on the Establishment of Revised Numeric Criteria for Selenium for the San
Francisco Bay and Delta, California. Available at: https://www.epa.gov/wgs-techlwater-guality-standards-establishment
revised-numeric-criteria-selenium-san-francisco-bay
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• Include the following mitigation measures:
o Use an electric clamshell dredge during the project’s construction phase if feasible.
o Require refineries and other commercial ports to grant priority access to cleaner

tankers (i.e., IMO Tier III, the equivalent of U.S. Tier 4).
o Require refinery and port docks to be outfitted for shoreside power.
o Refineries and ports should commit to commercial harbor craft capable of meeting all

emissions limits by 2022.
o In order to reduce emissions and fatal strikes on whales, require tankers to slow to 10-

12 knots when entering the San Francisco Bay.
• Include a discussion of the North American Emissions Control Area, which limits the sulfur

content in fuel for U.S. and international ocean-going vessels operating within 200 nautical
miles of the U.S. coast.4

• Update Table 4 of the Air Quality Report in Appendix G to reflect the current 2015 federal
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), which is 0.070 ppm.

• Update Table 5 of the Air Quality Report in Appendix G to show that the SFBAAB is in
nonattainment for the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. Include an air quality attainment status
summary table in the main report.

Operational Emissions
Operational emissions estimates included in the air quality section of the Draft EIS suggest that the
project will result in a reduction in criteria pollutant emissions due to a decrease in vessel traffic (Table
4-8, p. 4-33); however, it is unclear whether all relevant emissions were accounted for in this analysis.
For example, the climate change impact analysis indicates that the project would result in an increase in
greenhouse gas emissions, primarily driven by increased operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to
support the deeper channels (p. 4-41). The operational emissions analysis in the air quality impact
section does not appear to include emissions from increased O&M activities.

The Draft EIS appears to contain inconsistent information regarding the proposed project’s impact on
vessel activity. Table $ of the Economic Analysis (Appendix D) indicates that the project would not
affect vessel traffic for larger oil tanker classes (Aframax and Suezmax); however, Table 4.21 of the
Draft EIS indicates that the project would result in an increase in Aframax and Suezmax vessel calls
compared to the No Action Alternative. It appears that emissions from these vessels were excluded from
the project’s air quality impact analysis.

Recommendations for the Final EIS: Revise the air quality impact analysis to account for all
emissions associated with the project. For example, please include emissions from increased
O&M activities and from any Afrarnax and Suezmax vessels that would be affected by the
project, as well as any tugboats that would accompany them. Discuss mitigation measures for
any adverse air quality impacts identified. Ensure that all sections and appendices consistently
and accurately reflect the forecast vessel count for future with and without project conditions.

Dredged Material Management
EPA strongly supports USACE’s commitment to beneficially reuse all dredged sediment generated by

For more information, please see CARB’s Commercial Harbor Craft website: https://ww2.arh.ca.gov/our-
work!prorams!commerciaI-harbor-craft
1 For more information, see: hnps://www.epa.gov/regu1ations-emissions-vehicles-and-enines/international-standards-
reduce-emissions-marine-diesel
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this project, contingent on the final suitability determination, to further ecosystem restoration efforts in

the San Francisco Bay Area. Page 2-61 describes the project’s proposed dredged material placement
strategy, which focuses reuse at the Cullinan Ranch Tidal Restoration Site and the Montezuma Wetlands

Restoration Project. As noted in this section, beneficial reuse would assist in reducing the project’s

salinity impacts to a less-than-significant level (p. 2-6 1). In light of various complications that may arise

with implementing proposed beneficial reuse, EPA recommends that the Final EIS demonstrate how

USACE would reuse all dredged sediment associated with the project.

Recommendations for the Final ElS:
• Confirm in the Final EIS and the ROD that USACE will beneficially reuse all sediments

generated by this project.
• Discuss complications that might arise at the proposed reuse sites, and how the reuse

commitment will be achieved if complications occur.
o Address the possibility that the identified sites may not have sufficient capacity

available when project construction commences.
o Identify what will occur if final sediment testing indicates that some material is

not suitable for the proposed reuse sites (e.g., transported to other placement
sites). Please note that EPA will not concur on ocean disposal of any sediment
that could practicably be reused, even if reuse costs are greater than initially
assumed, or if minor construction delays occur.

• Consistent with our comments on USACE’s 201$ Delta Islands and Levees Final EIS, we
continue to recommend that USACE evaluate the Delta Islands Restoration Project as a
potential reuse option for this project.

• Update the description of the LTM$ on page 1-5 to include its goals to reduce in-Bay
disposal and maximize beneficial reuse of dredged material.

Increased Maintenance Dredging Requirements
The project would result in a 230,500 cubic yard (cy) increase in annual maintenance dredging volume.
55,000 cy would be disposed at the SF-15 in-Bay disposal site, and 176,000 cy would be disposed at the
SF-b in-Bay disposal site. Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIS concludes that, because this volume increase
is “only 1.2 percent of the average annual sediment flux to San Francisco Bay”, the effect would be
insignificant (p. 4-1 1). EPA believes that it would be more appropriate to evaluate the project’s impacts
based on the project’s increased reliance on in-Bay disposal sites with respect to the available disposal
site capacities. The maximum allowable annual disposal limit for SF-16 is 200,000 cy, and 500,000 cy
for SF-b. SF-9, which has also been used regularly by USACE, has developed a substantial shoal that
limits how much volume can safely be disposed there; however, this site has a much higher disposal
limit and may be able to accommodate some maintenance dredging needs for this project.

Recommendations for the Final EIS:
• Include a detailed discussion of how increased maintenance dredging needs will be met.

• Provide a table that includes the actual annual disposal volumes at each disposal site (SF
• 16, SF-lU, and SF-9) over the last 10 years for both USACE disposal and USACE

disposal combined with all other users in relation to the established site limits.

• Include a table identifying the expected percentage volume increase at each disposal site
due to the project’s increased maintenance dredging needs.

• Discuss the potential for exceeding the disposal limits at each site. If the annual limits are
expected to be exceeded, discuss the consequences for USACE maintenance operations
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and other users. This discussion should reflect the annual overall in-Bay disposal limits
established under the LTMS Management Plan (1.25 million cy at all in-Bay sites
combined), and the extent to which the overall maximum is more likely to be exceeded
on average with the increased maintenance volume. Please note that the potential socio
economic consequences of exceeding 1.25 million cy on average over a 3-year period
may be substantial and could result in mandatory dredger-specific disposal allocations.
Describe how significant impacts would be avoided.

Sediment Characterizcttion
A summary of past sediment testing is included in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS; however, more recent
results for these areas are available. Specifically, data from Pinole Shoal testing is available for 2010,
2014, and 2017, while data from the Suisun Bay Channel/New York Slough are available for 2017 and
2019. The last sentence of this section states that “confirmatory testing will be completed prior to
placement at the reuse sites” (p. 2-5). Given that previous testing results from overlying maintenance
dredging material might not accurately represent the characteristics of deeper sediment, this
confirmatory testing will be important.

Recommendations for the final EIS:
• Update the Sediment Characteristics section to include results from the most recent

available sediment testing.5
• Confirm that additional testing will be completed prior to placement at reuse sites. EPA is

available to review a draft Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) to ensure the adequacy and
appropriate characterization of the deepening material.

Potential Shifts in Conveyance Mode
The Draft EIS does not clarify whether improving oil tanker transportation efficiency would cause any
shifts in other modes of conveyance at petroleum facilities near the project area. For example, the Draft
EIS does not disclose whether crude oil and petroleum products previously transported through other
methods (e.g., rail, pipeline) would be incentivized to switch to marine transport if the project is
implemented. Such shifts in conveyance could affect the project’s impacts.

Recommendations for the final EIS: Clarify whether the proposed project would cause any
shifts in conveyance modes at the oil refineries near the project area. If any shifts are anticipated,
analyze and disclose impacts associated with the shifts and identify appropriate mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

Environmental justice
A brief Environmental Justice analysis is included in Section 4.1.12 of the Draft EIS. Page 4-66 states
that the proposed project would not result in any environmental justice impacts because “any operational
air quality impact would be equally borne by all populations.” In EPA’s January 3, 2018 scoping letter,
we provided USACE with resources and recommendations for the project’s Environmental Justice
assessment. Our letter included suggestions for defining the “affected” and “reference” communities,
which are essential components in determining whether the project would result in disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental impacts.

Recommendations for the final EIS:
• Clearly define the affected population and the reference population. The affected community

See Dredged Material Management Oflice Database: https://www.dmmosthay.org/site!alias_dmmo/293/default.aspx
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should accurately reflect the demographic characteristics of the population likely to be

adversely affected by the proposed project. The reference community should reflect the
characteristics of the general population that would benefit from the project (e.g., municipal,
regional, state).

• Provide demographic and socioeconomic information for the affected population and
reference populations. Include maps that convey the percentages of low-income and minority

populations in the affected communities if feasible.

• Explain the rationale behind the assertion that operational air quality impacts would be

equally borne by all populations
• If any revisions are made to the Final EIS that would affect the project’s environmental

justice assessment (e.g., air quality, water quality, induced growth), we recommend that
USACE update the environmental justice analysis accordingly and identify appiopriate
mitigation measures for any adverse impacts.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco. CA 94105-3901 

April 4, 2016 

Cynthia J. Fowler 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District 
Planning Branch 
1455 Market Street 
San Francisco, California 94103-1398 

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact 
Report for the San Francisco Bay to Stockton (John F. Baldwin and Stockton Ship 
Channels) Navigation Improvement Study, San Francisco, Mann, Contra Costa, Solano, 
Sacramento, and San Joaquin Counties, CA 

Dear Ms. Fowler: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the US Army Corps of Engineers’ Notice of 
Intent to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report for the San 
Francisco Bay to Stockton (John F. Baldwin and Stockton Ship Channels) Navigation Improvement 
Study. Our comments are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. These comments were also prepared under the authority of, and in 
accordance with, the provisions of the Federal Guidelines (Guidelines) promulgated at 40 CFR 230 
under Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and EPA’s ocean dumping regulations 
promulgated at 40 CFR 220-227 under the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). 

The NOT is supplemental to the March 12, 2008 notice released for the San Francisco Bay to Stockton 
Navigation Improvement Study. The previous NOT was for a deepening project that extended the length 
of the project area. EPA appreciates that the supplemental NOT has separated the proposed project into 
two phases: Phase T would deepen the Western Reach of the project to Avon; Phase II would deepen the 
Eastern Reach from Avon to the Port of Stockton, revisit further deepening in the Western Reach, and 
provide an ecosystem restoration study. According to the NOT, the ETS will evaluate Phase I at a project 
level and Phase II at a programmatic level. EPA submitted comments on the previous NOT on May 16, 
2008 and provided additional comments in a letter dated February 13, 2013 after participating in an 
interagency Tn Progress Review (1PR) meeting where additional project details and alternatives were 
discussed. This letter serves as an update and supplement to our previous scoping letters. 

Purpose and Need 
The DETS for the proposed project should clearly identify the underlying purpose and need that is the 
basis for proposing the range of alternatives (40 CFR 1502.13). The purpose of the proposed action is 
typically the specific objectives of the activity, while the need for the proposed action may be to 
eliminate a broader underlying problem or take advantage of an opportunity. 



The statement of purpose and need should explain why the USACE, Port of Stockton, and Contra Costa 
Water Agency (local sponsors) are considering undertalcing the proposed Project, and the objectives that 
the action is intended to achieve. The NOl states that the purpose of Phases I and II of the study is more 
efficient deep-draft navigation, and Phase II includes an additional purpose of identifying beneficial 
reuse opportunities for material generated from the deepening project. The need for the project is stated 
to be addressing vehicle restrictions imposed by existing channel depths. The EIS should clarify whether 
the purpose and need include expansion of existing facilities at the Port of Stockton and other locations 
along the channels, and why this is needed or whether this is considered a connected action for the 
purposes of the EIS. 

For the Phase II programmatic analysis, EPA highlights our recommendation from our 2013 letter that 
USACE consider an alternative that would move goods by barge from Stockton to the Port of Oaldand 
or other regional ports. The Department of Transportation Maritime Administration (MARAD) provided 
a grant to the Ports of Oaldand, Sacramento, and Stockton to create a new alternative to conventional 
freight and cargo movement in Northern California. This marine highway concept would avoid impacts 
of deepening the shipping channel and is an approach that is afready widely used elsewhere in the U.S. 
and around the world. By evaluating goods movement collectively, including intermodal transfers, San 
Francisco Bay and Central Valley ports can more strategically consider goods movement at a regional 
scale to optimize investment, avoid environmental impacts, and maximize transportation efficiency. We 
understand that the marine highway project was attempted and suspended in 2014. The ETS should 
examine if the project could be a viable alternative in the future. 

Regional Context 
Tn 2012, EPA issued the San Francisco Bay Delta Action Plan containing seven priorities for EPA 
actions and investments designed to work with state and federal partners to reverse the dramatic decline 
of migratory and resident fisheries, improve water quality and protection of beneficial uses, and advance 
the restoration of aquatic habitat in the San Francisco Bay, Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins.’ Several elements of theAction Plan should be considered in 
the DEIS including: 1) the pending update of estuarine water quality standards in the Bay-Delta Water 
Quality Control Plan; 2) advancing regional monitoring; 3) accelerating water quality improvement 
through Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) implementation; 4) revised selenium criteria in San 
Francisco Bay and Delta; and 5) the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (which is no longer proposed as a 
habitat conservation plan and has been recast as the California WaterFix). 

Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan 
The State Water Resources Control Board is in the midst of comprehensively updating water quality 
standards through the Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan (Bay Delta WQCP).2EPA is working 
closely with the State Water Board to ensure that the revised standards are sufficient to protect beneficial 
uses, address impaired water quality conditions in the Delta, and reverse the sharp declines in the 
abundance of resident and migratory fishes. In our 2013 letter, we noted that the preliminary modeling 
results presented at the IPR meeting showed that a deepened channel would cause direct, indirect, and 
perhaps permanent adverse impacts to water quality and listed species, and that construction and 
operation may conflict with new or revised water quality standards in the forthcoming WQCP. A deeper 
ship channel may increase the eastern extent of salinity intrusion and lower dissolved oxygen levels in 
the Delta. The EIS should discuss the forthcoming WQCP update and how alternatives for the project’s 
two phases would comport or conflict with the plan. 

1 https://www.epa.gov/sfbay-deltalbay-delta-action-plan 
2hp://www waterboards.ca. gov/waterrights/water issues/programs/bay deltalindex.shtml 

https://waterboards.ca
https://www.epa.gov/sfbay-deltalbay-delta-action-plan


Selenium Criteria & TMDL Implementation 
Changing the hydrodynamics of the San Francisco Bay and Delta by deepening the ship channel may 
affect dissolved oxygen levels and alter sensitive organisms’ selenium exposure. EPA plans to release 
draft revised selenium criteria in mid-2016 for the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta to protect aquatic life and wildlife. The ETS should evaluate how changes in hydrodynamics would 
affect selenium exposure and protection of fish and wildlife in the context of existing and new modified 
draft criteria. Similarly the ETS should evaluate how changes in hydrodynamics that would result from 
deepening the ship channel would impact implementation of selenium and dissolved oxygen TMDLs 
and other efforts to achieve water quality targets for these stressors. 

WaterFix 
The California Department of Water Resources has proposed the California WaterFix project to 
construct new water diversion intakes on the Sacramento River and a 40 mile twin tunnel conveyance 
facility under the Delta to existing water export facilities at the south end of the Delta. This project 
would result in a significant change to the way freshwater moves into and through the Delta. California 
has launched a separate EcoRestore initiative to pursue the restoration and stewardship of 30,000 acres 
of floodplains, riparian forests, and wetlands within the Delta. The ETS should discuss the proposed 
project in the context of the proposed operational scenario for the WaterFix Project (including Central 
Valley Project and State Water Project operations) as well as in the context of the goals, implementation, 
and environmental impacts of both WaterFix and EcoRestore. 

Range of Alternatives 
A robust range of alternatives will include options for avoiding significant environmental impacts. The 
DEIS should clearly describe the rationale used to determine whether impacts of an alternative are 
significant or not. Thresholds of significance should be determined by considering the context and 
intensity of an action and its effects (40 CFR 1508.27). 

The environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives should be presented in comparative form, 
thus sharply defming the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision 
maker and the public (40 CFR 1502.14). The potential environmental impacts of each alternative should 
be quantified to the greatest extent possible (e.g. acres of wetlands impacted; change in water quality). 

The Phase I project-level alternatives listed in the NOT are No Action, Deepening to -37 feet MLLW, 
and Deepening to -38 feet MLLW. 

EPA strongly recommends that the definition of the baseline conditions for “no action” (that is, without 
project conditions) be coordinated with federal and state agencies that are also conducting impact 
analyses for proposed projects affecting the Delta, including WaterFix and EcoRestore. In particular, 
establishing common baseline assumptions regarding water management projects and their operations is 
an important step in modeling water movement into and within the Delta and provides a common basis 
for evaluating impacts of alternatives. Use of a common baseline will also assist evaluation of effects of 
USACE’s project in combination with other proposed projects affecting the Delta. 

Dredging and Dredged Material Management 
Beneficial Reuse 
The NOT does not provide an estimate of the volume of dredged material that would be generated by any 
of the deepening alternatives, but EPA anticipates that it would amount to several million cubic yards. 
Please note that EPA will not concur on ocean disposal of dredged material if, in our independent 
evaluation, we determine that there is an alternative to ocean disposal that is practicable. We do not 



consider that incrementally increased construction costs, alone, necessarily render an alternative to 
ocean disposal impracticable, especially for a new construction Civil Works project.3We understand 
that the EIS must identify the National Economic Development (NED) alternative; however, we also 
note that USACE is not obligated to select the NED plan. 

We reiterate the comments from our previous two scoping letters that the EIS should commit to direct 
beneficial reuse of 100 percent of the dredged material generated by the deepening project. EPA 
believes reuse of all of the project’s dredged material will assist with important efforts to combat the 
effects of sea level rise and help restore habitat. To this end, the EIS should evaluate in detail the 
capacity at existing reuse sites (including but not limited to Cullinan Ranch, Winter Island, the 
Montezuma Wetlands Restoration Project, Ocean Beach, and other sites identified durmg development 
of the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel DEIS), as well as other potential sites currently in the 
planning phases (such as Skaggs Island, Bel Mann Keys, Eden Landmg, Ravenswood, and the South 
Bay Salt Ponds) The ElS should also consider potential placement sites bemg evaluated by the 
WaterFix project The ElS should not limit its evaluation to mdividual beneficial reuse sites capable of 
accommodatmg all of the material, reuse opportunities exist along the length of the proposed project 
and utilization of a mix of these sites should also be considered 

Stockpilingfor Future Beneficial Reuse 
To the extent that sufficient capacity may not exist for direct and immediate reuse of all the project’s 
dredged material, the EIS should commit to stockpilmg any remainder at locations specifically chosen to 
facilitate access to and reuse by others m the reasonably near term, as well as to mimmize any temporary 
environmental impacts durmg the period of stockpilmg Specifically any stockpilmg should occur at 
environmentally appropriate locations that are m proximity to potentia]Jhkely reuse areas, or at least at 
locations that ase easily accessible to future users via barge, truck, or rail Ideally material would be 
placed at such locations directly during the dredging process, as opposed to needing to stage and re 
handle material after dredging. This reduces costs and impacts associated with moving material multiple 
times, including air emissions, noise, and cumulative effects to surface and groundwater (if any). 

Potential Dredging Impacts to Sensitive Species 
Federal- and State-endangered species including Delta smelt, green sturgeon, various salmon runs, and 
the state-listed longfin smelt (among other sensitive species) occur in the project area. These species are 
particularly vulnerable to entrainment via hydraulic dredging (including by hopper dredges), but are 
generally considered less vulnerable to mechanical clamshell dredging. The choice of dredging method 
therefore may have a direct relation to the degree of environmental impact caused by both initial 
deepening and future maintenance dredging activities. The EIS should specifically discuss construction 
methods and commit to using the least damaging method possible in each project reach. This evaluation 
should also consider future maintenance dredging. 

Future Maintenance Dredging Needs — Federal Standard 
The EIS should evaluate whether deepening the channel would affect future maintenance dredging 
volumes in different reaches. It should then discuss how future maintenance dredging will be 
accomplished, including whether specific dredge equipment types are absolutely necessary (see 
comment above) and where placement of maintenance dredged material would occur. We note that the 
issue of certain dredge equipment types specifically with regard to entrainment of sensitive species is—— 

already significantly controversial in the project area. Regulatory and resource agencies are calling for 

See, for example, 40 CFR subpart C, parts 227.14-16, and particularly including 227.16(c), “...alternative methods of 
disposal are practicable when they are available at reasonable incremental cost and energy expenditures, which need not be 
competitive with the costs of ocean dumping...” 



reduced hydraulic (hopper) maintenance dredging in the area, and it is possible that USACE will be 
required to reduce hydraulic dredging in the future, independent of deepening the channel. The EIS 
should address whether and how the benefit-cost ratio for maintaining the deepened channel would be 
affected by the type of dredging — mechanical or hydraulic — chosen or required for the different project 
reaches.. This evaluation should not be deferred to a future Dredged Material Management Plan 
(DMMP) exercise for determining the “Federal Standard” for the different reaches, nor should a single 
“Federal Standard” placement option be presumed for the entire project length. 

Water Quality 
The project has the potential to significantly impact water quality in the Delta and San Francisco Bay, 
and each of the alternatives should include a robust discussion of impacts to water quality. The 
importance of Delta water quality as a source of drinking water, irrigation water, and as the habitat for 
many important aquatic species places a spotlight on water quality analyses for the EIS. 

The California WaterFix project would significantly change the “plumbing” of the Delta and should be 
considered a reasonably foreseeable future action for this project’s EIS. The EIS should include an 
evaluation of salinity and other water quality impacts of the project, both with and without the proposed 
major diversion of freshwater around the Delta. 

The EIS should also assess potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to water quality from 
project activities such as sediment dredging and disposal. The analysis in the EIS should describe Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) listings of impaired water bodies and TMDLs, and describe how the project 
could potentially affect these impairments. Of particular relevance to the second phase of the proposed 
project is the low dissolved oxygen (DO) in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and the fact that 
existing channel configuration contributes to this impairment. The EIS should consider potential impacts 
on DO levels in the lower San Joaquin River. This analysis should clearly state assumptions regarding 
implementation of all aspects of the TMDL (improving ship channel geometry, management of oxygen 
demanding substances, and River flows). We also recommend that USACE consider if low DO can be 
reduced through changes in channel geometry associated with Project alternatives. 

Hydrodynamics 
Channel deepening is expected to affect the hydrodynamics of the Delta and SF Bay. The EIS should 
describe these effects and the modeling used to inform the determinations. The EIS should also discuss 
the potential for altered hydrodynamics to directly, indirectly and cumulatively affect water quality, 
biological resources, and other resources influenced by hydrodynamic conditions in the Project area. 
EPA is particularly concerned with effects to aquatic life from changes to dissolved oxygen and salinity 
concentrations that could result from modified hydrodynamics from channel deepening. 

Mitigation 
In addition to baseline and effects analysis, the EIS should describe avoidance and mitigation measures 
to address water quality degradation from the project. Mitigation should be focused on meeting water 
quality standards and compliance with the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 
The Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Boards should be consulted 
as well as EPA, in the development of mitigation measures. Results of this coordination should be 
described in the EIS. 

In our 2013 letter, we understood a key water quality mitigation measure for the project would be 
restoration of tidal action to several thousand acres of lands within the Suisun Marsh. Given that the 
project is now proposed in two phases, and EPA assumes the majority of the acres needed for mitigation 



would be in Phase II, our prior concerns with regard to availability of appropriate mitigation should be 
directed at the programmatic evaluation of Phase II. Both phases in the ETS should include an evaluation 
of availability and water quality benefits of any proposed mitigation. 

As noted in our 2013 letter, if additional water releases from reservoirs are needed for water quality 
impact mitigation, the ETS should discuss whether such volumes would be possible given the other 
constraints on the water supply/delivery system. The EIS should disclose how the overall cost of needed 
mitigation (including water releases) may affect the benefitlcost ration of the project alternatives. 

Water Supply 
Because of the importance of the Delta to water supply in California, the ETS should include an analysis 
and discussion of how the alternatives could affect water supply conditions within both a water delivery 
and water quality context. 

Aquatic Life 
The Delta is a biologically diverse ecosystem that will be affected by the project. Several human 
induced factors have resulted in degradation of Delta habitats resulting in the federal and state listings of 
several threatened and endangered species that could be further affected by the project. The EIS should 
describe baseline habitat conditions and species that occur or could occur in the project area, and areas 
that could be affected by project activities. The ETS should include a rigorous analysis of potential 
project effects on both habitats and species, including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts and 
describe mitigation measures to address any unavoidable impacts of the project on aquatic resources. 
The ETS should describe coordination efforts with the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, and the California Department of Fish & Wildlife and consistency with appropriate 
state and the federal laws implemented by these agencies. 

Since the 2008 NOT, populations of several fish species dependent on the Delta ecosystem have 
continued to decline: endangered Delta smelt and Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and 
threatened Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, as well as several non-
listed resident and migratory fishes. For example, the 2015 summer townet survey for Delta smelt 
recorded a zero juvenile Delta smelt abundance index4 and the 2015 fall midwater trawl survey recorded 
an abundance index of 7, the lowest on record for adults and sub-adult abundance.5The continued 
decline of resident and migratory fish populations suggests that multi-agency efforts to improve 
protection for aquatic habitat in the San Francisco estuary watershed have not yet been successful in 
protecting aquatic habitat, reversing population declines, avoiding jeopardy, and/or improving aquatic 
life beneficial use protection. The EIS should evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative project impacts 
on aquatic life in the project area. 

Air Quality 
The ETS should provide a detailed discussion of existing ambient air conditions, National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and nonattainment areas, and potential air quality impacts of the project, 
including cumulative and indirect impacts. Cumulative impacts include, but are not limited to, those 
from construction, any increased ship traffic, new capacity for larger ships due to channel deepening, 
increased truck or rail transport, on-dock equipment use, and refmery operations. The expected timing 
and frequency of dredging and transporting of dredged material should be identified in the ETS. 
Emissions should be estimated for any construction phases and for maintenance activities, including 

“California Department of Fish and Wildlife Memorandum (June 26, 2015) to Scott Wilson from Felipa La Luz regarding 
2015 Summer Townet Survey Age-0 Delta Smelt Abundance Index. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Fall Midwater Trawl Survey http://www.dfg.ca. ov/delta/dataIfmwtJindicesasp 

http://www.dfg.ca


dredge spoil activities. Measures that could mitigate construction-related emissions should be discussed, 
including alternative fuels, electrification, minimizing diesel truck trips, etc. An estimate of the air 
quality benefits that would result from each identified mitigation measure should be included in the EIS. 

While we acknowledge the air quality benefits of using more fully laden vessels to deliver goods, we 
encourage the project sponsors to work with their shipping partners to speed the deployment of cleaner 
ocean-going vessels, such as those meeting International Maritime Organization Tier 2 and Tier 3 
standards.6 

EPA’s General Conformity Rule, established under Section 176(c)(4) of the Clean Air Act, provides a 
specific process for ensuring federal actions will conform with State Implementation Plans to achieve 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The ElS should include a discussion of the applicability of the 
General Conformity Rule to the project. 

The proposed project area falls within both the San Francisco Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley air 
basins. Both of these basins are designated nonattainment for national ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQS), including ozone (03) and particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). The SF Bay 
Area basin is designated marginal nonattainment for 8-hour ozone, and moderate nonattainment for 24-
hour PM2.5. The San Joaquin Valley air basin is designated extreme nonattainment for 8-hour 03, 
serious nonattainment for 24-hour PM2.5, moderate nonattainment for annual PM2.5, and maintenance 
for PM1O. The Port of Stockton also appears to be located within the Stockton Carbon Monoxide 
maintenance area. 

Ecosystem Services 
In 2013, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released Updated Principles and Requirements 
for Federal Investments in Water Resource?, followed in 2014 by Interagency Guidelines8.These 
documents define ecosystem services as “the direct or indirect contributions, including economic, 
environmental and social effects, which ecosystems make to the environment and human populations.” 
Together, these documents direct specific federal agencies, including USACE, to consider the both the 
monetized and non-monetized values of ecosystem services in agency planning and decision making 
processes. The 2015 Presidential Memorandum, “Incorporating Natural Infrastructure and Ecosystem 
Services in Federal Decision-Making,”9further acknowledges the need to incorporate ecosystem 
services’ benefits in these processes even as our understanding of these services’ values evolves. EPA 
recommends that USACE consider the potential changes in monetized values of ecosystem services in 
its benefit-cost analyses for each alternative proposed and in comparing alternatives to determine the 
NED. 

The Interagency Guidelines highlight three kinds of ecosystem services to consider (page 22): 
1. “Provisioning services refer to the food, fuel, fiber, and clean water that ecosystems provide. 
2. Regulating services refer to specific ecosystem processes for which people are willing to pay. 

Examples include pollination, storm protection, climate regulation, and water regulation. 

2 standards applied to vessels built in or after Jan 2011. Tier 3 standards apply beginning in 2016 and require the use of 
high efficiency emission control technology such as selective catalytic reduction to achieve NOx reductions 80% below 
current levels. For more information about these standards, see Annex VI of the International Convention for the Prevention 
of Pollution from Ships (or MARPOL). https://www.epa.gov/enforcernentimarpol-annex-vi 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/final principles and requirements march 2013 .pdf 
8 Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelinesfor Water and Related Land Resources hnplemnentation Studies; 
Final Interagency Guidelines. https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/prgjnteragency guidelines 12 20 14.pdf 
9https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/defaultlfiles/omb/rnemorandaJ2o16/rn- 16-01 .pdf 

6 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/defaultlfiles/omb/rnemorandaJ2o16/rn-16-01
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/prgjnteragency
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/final
https://www.epa.gov/enforcernentimarpol-annex-vi


3. Cultural services refer to the benefits ecosystems confer that do not directly relate to our physical 
health or material well-being. Examples include recreation, aesthetic, spiritual, existence, and 
option “values.” Whereas the first two of these are experiential, the latter “non-use” values 
depend simply on the continued survival of the ecosystem and its attributes.” 

Ecosystem services accounted for in USACE’s valuations should include direct and indirect consumer 
values, and use and non-use values. For example, ecosystem service “costs” due to decline of Delta 
smelt from this project could be accounted for in multiple ways since the smelt provide both indirect use 
value as a food source to fishery species and direct non-use, existence value to the general public. 
Ecosystem service “benefits,” such as those from improved wetland habitat from the beneficial reuse of 
dredged material, should also be included. 

There are several tools available to help assess costs and benefits of ecosystem services. The USACE 
1996 study, “Monetary Measurement of Environmental Goods and Services: Framework and Summary 
of Techniques for Corps Planners”° contains a broad overview of valuation methods, and EPA’s 
“Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses,”1’updated in 2014, includes guidance for how to include 
such valuations. Though intended for policy analysis, EPA’s recently published “National Ecosystem 
Services Classification System (NESCS): Framework Design and Policy Application”2and “Final 
Ecosystem Goods and Services Classification System”3offer frameworks for determining those 
ecosystem services to consider. Two documents published by USACE in 2013, “Incorporating 
Ecosystem Goods and Services in Environmental Planning — Definitions, Classification and Operational 
Approaches”4and “Using Information on Ecosystem Goods and Services in Corps5Planning,” outline 
specific strategies for incorporating these considerations in planning processes. 

Cumulative Effects 
The Eastern Reach of the project, which would be evaluated at a programmatic level in the EIS, passes 
adjacent to many areas that are not currently developed for maritime use. Some locations may be 
particularly subject to additional or different development pressures if this portion of the channel is 
deepened and vessel traffic increases (for example, the former Concord Naval Weapons Station). The 
EIS should generally discuss the degree to which the deepening project may have growth-inducing 
effects beyond the Port of Stockton itself. 

Climate Change 
EPA recommends that this EIS include a qualitative description of relevant climate change impacts, an 
estimate of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the project during construction and 
operation, and practicable mitigation measures to reduce project-related GHG emissions. We suggest the 
following approach: 

Affected Environment Section 
Include in the “Affected Environment” section of the EIS a summary discussion of climate change and 
ongoing and reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts relevant to the project, based on U.S. 
Global Change Research Program assessments.16These future climate scenarios can be useful when 
considering mitigation to reduce potential impacts of the proposal that could be altered by a changing 

10 http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/Portals/70/docs/iwrreports/96r24.pclf 
11 https://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epaleerm.nsf/vwANfEE-0568-50.pdf/$file/EE-0568-50.pdf 
12 https:llwww.epa.gov/sites/productionlfiles/20 15-1 2/documents/I 10915 nescs final report compliant I .pdf-

“ https://gispub4.epa.gov/FEGS/FEGS_home.html 
‘4http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/erl 8.pdf 
15 http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/Portals/70/docs/iwrreportsfEGS_Policy_Review_2013-R-07.pdf 
16 http://www.globalchange.gov/ 

http://www.globalchange.gov
http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/Portals/70/docs/iwrreportsfEGS_Policy_Review_2013-R-07.pdf
http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/erl
https://gispub4.epa.gov/FEGS/FEGS_home.html
https:llwww.epa.gov/sites/productionlfiles/20
https://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epaleerm.nsf/vwANfEE-0568-50.pdf/$file/EE-0568-50.pdf
http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/Portals/70/docs/iwrreports/96r24.pclf


climate. Impacts to consider include sea level rise and changing hydrology due to differences in timing, 
frequency and amount of precipitation providing water flows through the project area. 

Environmental Consequences Section 
The EPA recommends that the EIS estimate the GHG emissions associated with the proposal and its 
alternatives. Example tools for estimating and quantifying GHG emissions can be found on CEQ’s 
website.’7These emissions levels can serve as a reasonable proxy for climate change impacts when 
comparing the alternatives and mitigation. 

Cumulative Impacts and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
In addition to looking at the direct impacts of a proposed project, CEQ regulations (Section 1502.16) 
instruct agencies to consider other effects that are reasonably foreseeable. Thus, in addition to analyzing 
impacts associated with the construction of the project, we recommend that the ElS analyze reasonably 
foreseeable impacts resulting from a potential increase in the transportation and combustion of refined 
petroleum and coal, which are major exports of ports within the proposed project area. We recommend 
that the study include a calculation of the increased potential for export and consumption of refmed 
petroleum and coal that would result from the proposed action’s impact on transportation costs and 
vessel loads. Even though the ultimate end use of the petroleum and coal is likely to occur outside the 
US, due to the global nature of climate change, these additional greenhouse gas emissions would impact 
the U.S. Because of these impacts, it is appropriate and consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations to 
disclose the GHG emissions in the EIS. These emissions should be disclosed in the EIS due to their 
reasonably close causal relationship to the project. 

The EPA recommends that the EIS describe measures to reduce GHG emissions associated with the 
project, including reasonable alternatives or other practicable mitigation opportunities and disclose the 
estimated GHG reductions associated with such measures. The EPA further recommends that the EIS 
commit to implementation of reasonable mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate project-
related GHG emissions. 

Climate Change Adaptation 
The EPA recommends that USACE discuss how future climate scenarios addressed in the “Affected 
Environment” section may impact the proposal. Changing climate conditions can affect a proposed 
project, as well as the project’s ability to meet the purpose and need presented in the ETS. In some cases, 
adaptation measures may avoid the potentially significant environmental impacts of failure to adequately 
address the threat of a changing climate on the proposal. 

Effects of Climate Change on Project Impacts 
When considering the potential impacts of the proposal, we recommend USACE consider the future 
climate scenarios in the “Affected Environment” section to determine whether the environmental 
impacts of the alternatives would be exacerbated by climate change. If impacts may be exacerbated by 
climate change, additional mitigation measures may be warranted. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the preparation of the DEIS. Please send one 
hard copy and one CD of the DEIS to this office at the same time it is officially file&with our 
Washington D.C. Office. If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 947-4167or 
prijatel.jean@epa.gov. 

17https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/GHGaccountingmethods_7Jan2O15.html 
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mailto:prijatel.jean@epa.gov


Sincerely, 

Jean Prijatel 
Environmental Review Section 

cc: Douglas Hampton, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Sara Azat, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Steve Culberson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Am Aarreberg, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Jim Starr, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Jeff Wingfield, Port of Stockton 
John Greitzer, Contra Costa County 
Brian Hernandez, Contra Costa County 
Becky Victorine, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Daniel Yuska, U.S. Maritime Administration 
Alan Hicks, U.S. Maritime Administration 
Johanna Jensen, State Water Resources Control Board 
Beth Christian, Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay 
Phil Giovannini, Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 
Elizabeth Lee, Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 
Jack Broadbent, Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
S eyed Sadredin, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Brenda Goeden, Bay Conservation Development Commission 
Lucinda Shth, Contra Costa County Water District 
Richard Sinicoff, Port of Oakland 
Milce Luken, Port of Sacramento 
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