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APPENDIX A
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND
PERTINENT CORRESPONDENCE

Public Involvement Plan for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Final
Feasibility Study and Final SEIS/EIR

Public Information and Scoping Session

At the initiation of the Feasibility Study, Massport hosted a public information and study
scoping session on 5 September 2002 at the Black Falcon Terminal in South Boston.
Advance notice to the meeting was provided by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) in News Releases and Memoranda. The Corps
and Massport provided an overview of prior and ongoing project efforts and a description of
the reconnaissance recommendations, feasibility study scope and timeline, NEPA process,
and proposed public involvement plan. Massport also discussed the importance of the
channel deepening to the future of the Port of Boston. A question and answer session and
dialogue on study scope followed the presentations.

Cooperating Agencies

By letters dated 11 April 2003, the USACE sent invitations to Federal and State agencies and
inviting participation in preparation of the SEIS as Cooperating Agencies. The US EPA, US
Coast Guard, National Marine Fisheries Service and Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone
Management all responded in the affirmative. These agencies have each been active in the
study’s development and in evaluation and review of study products and reports.

State Requlatory Process (MEPA) Notice and Scoping

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts consolidates scoping for environmental permitting
under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) office, an arm of its Executive
Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (MA EOEEA), a State cabinet level office. The
MEPA process requires project proponents to file an Environmental Notification Form (ENF)
with the MEPA office and with notice to State and local agencies and the public. Thereis a
public review period for the ENF during which a scoping session or hearing is held. At the
conclusion of the comment period the Secretary of MA EOEEA issues a Certificate that
includes the required scope of environmental studies the State will require. Massport filed the
ENF with the State on 31 January 2003. The MEPA Scoping Session was held on 25
February 2003 at the Black Falcon Terminal and included project presentations by Massport
and the USACE. The MA EOEEA Secretary’s Certification on the ENF was issued on 10
March 2003. The Certification and comment letters are included in this Appendix. Those
documents, along with the ENF, and a comment/response table, are also included in Appendix
P — Massachusetts Regulatory Review Documents.
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The Draft Feasibility Report and Draft SEIS/EIR were released to the public and agencies on
11 April 2008 for concurrent Federal and State review. The joint Federal and State review
period closed on 2 June 2008. A public meeting was held 20 May 2008 in Boston. The
Secretary of the MA EOEEA issued a Certification of the Draft EIR on 13 June 2008,
providing and summarizing the agency and public comments the State had received on the
draft documents and outlining the requirements for addressing those comments and providing
additional information in the Final EIR.

Public Review of Draft Feasibility Report and SEIS/EIR

The public comment period under the Federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and State MEPA processes closed on 2 June 2008. A total of 17 comment letters were
received in response to both the Federal and State review processes; four from Federal
agencies, seven from State agencies, the City of Boston, the Town of Winthrop, and four local
non-governmental organizations or associations with interest in the harbor. The comment
letters, annotated for significant comments, are included in Part 3. A Comment-Response
table, cross-referenced to the annotated letters, is included at the end of this appendix
immediately prior to the letters.

Boston Harbor Technical Working Group

The Boston Harbor Technical Working Group (TWG) was established in the 1990s as a
means of managing interagency and public coordination for the Design Phase and preparation
of the EIS for the Boston Harbor Main Tributaries Deepening Project authorized by Congress
in 1990 and constructed between 1998 and 2002. The Boston Harbor TWG functions as a
port-specific dredging team and has remained in operation to help facilitate the two major
maintenance dredging actions in the harbor from 2004 to 2012. In May 2003 the participating
agencies and groups were asked and agreed to continue their work with the TWG as part of
the current deep draft navigation improvement study. The Boston Harbor TWG includes the
following:

Corps of Engineers (USACE) — New England District (NAE)
Massachusetts Port Authority

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — Region |

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service

United States Coast Guard — MSO Captain of the Port

Massachusetts Institute of Technology — Sea Grant Program

City of Boston — Environment Department & Conservation Commission
City of Revere - Conservation Commission

City of Chelsea - Conservation Commission

Boston Harbor Pilots Association

Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs — MEPA Office
University of Massachusetts at Boston
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Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
The Boston Harbor Association
Save the Harbor/Save the Bay

Both the USACE and Massport have engaged contractors to assist in the studies and
documentation required for the feasibility study. Contractor personnel regularly take part in
the TWG meetings and presentations. Contractors include:

For the USACE - Battelle International (Environmental)
- David Miller Associates (Economics)
- University of Massachusetts Archaeological Services
- GEI Consultants (Sediment & Geophysical)
- TG&B Marine Services (Sediment Sampling)
- Applied Marine Sciences, Inc. (Sediment Testing)
- Ocean Surveys Inc. (Geophysical)
- CDM/Smith (Air Quality)
- CR Environmental (Sediment Sampling and Testing)
- Woods Hole Environmental Laboratories (Sediment S&T)

For Massport - AECOM (formerly EarthTech — Environmental, Regulatory & AQ)
- University of Massachusetts Boston (Economics)
- Norbridge, Inc.

Meetings of the Boston Harbor Technical Working Group were held periodically during the
feasibility study as follows:

10 June 2003 - Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston — Initial TWG Meeting for Study
27 January 2004 — Massachusetts Transportation Building, Boston
22 June 2004 — Massachusetts Transportation Building, Boston

5 January 2005 — Massachusetts Transportation Building, Boston
29 June 2005 - Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

29 November 2005 - Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

23 January 2006 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

10 April 2006 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

25 July 2006 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

15 August 2007 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

18 December 2007 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

19 May 2008 — Massachusetts Transportation Building, Boston

21 July 2008 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

3 December 2012 — Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston

A subgroup of the TWG was established to examine the effects of blasting operations on
fisheries resources, investigate means of minimizing blasting impacts and ultimately
recommend methods and procedures for future use. The group first met 4 February 2008 at
the New England District offices in Concord, MA. The group will re-convene once Design
Phase subsurface explorations results are available to enable development of a sequencing
plan for project construction that will minimize resource impacts.



Boston Harbor Port Operators Group

The Port Operators Group (POG) is chaired by the US Coast Guard MSO Boston and
Massport and meets about 11 times a year, on the third Wednesday of the month at either the
Black Falcon Terminal or the conference room at the Boston Autoport. The POG includes
many of the same parties participating in the project through the TWG. Additionally the POG
includes terminal operators, shippers, law enforcement, tug companies, and other harbor
interests. The POG focuses on issues of port operations and security, but also receives
updates on issues such as whale sightings and activities in Massachusetts Bay, activities and
conditions with respect to the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, and ongoing
construction activities in the harbor and bay from project proponents and managers. The New
England District project manager for Boston Harbor represents the USACE at the POG
meetings and provides regular updates on ongoing maintenance dredging activities and the
progress of the deep draft navigation improvement feasibility study.

Massachusetts State Dredging Team

The Massachusetts State Dredging Team (MASDT) is chaired by the Massachusetts Office of
Coastal Zone Management. The team has met quarterly since MA CZM took over hosting the
meetings from USEPA in late 2006. The MASDT consists of representatives from most of
the agencies and groups comprising the Boston Harbor Technical Working Group. At each
dredging team meeting the USACE and Massport provide updates on Boston harbor projects
and activities including the Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study. Specific
aspects of the Improvement Study, including the scope of channel improvements, resource
studies, and beneficial use proposals, have been the subject of detailed presentations to the
MASDT. State dredging team meetings where developments in the deep draft feasibility
study were briefed have been held as follows:

14 December 2005 - Black Falcon Terminal, South Boston
24 January 2006 — US EPA Region I, Boston
17 October 2006 — US EPA Region I, Boston
20 December 2006 — MACZM Offices, Boston
18 January 2007 - MACZM Offices, Boston

8 March 2007 — MACZM Offices, Boston

15 May 2007 - MACZM Offices, Boston

15 November 2007 — MACZM Offices, Boston
16 January 2008 — MACZM Offices, Boston
28 January 2011 - MACZM Offices, Boston
19 October 2012 - MACZM Offices, Boston

Annual Regional Federal Agency Coordination

The U.S. EPA, U.S. FWS, and NMFS with responsibility for New England and for Boston
Harbor in particular have held several sessions over the course of the feasibility study to
update agency management on study progress and interim findings, and to foster improved
interagency coordination. The Federal agencies meet annually, generally in the second
quarter of the Federal fiscal year when project budget allocations typically become known to
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review last year’s project activities and be briefed on the coming year’s river and harbor
work. No meetings were held in 2006 or 2008 due to the lateness of the budget allocations.
A project by project presentation and discussion is use to surface and help resolve any
outstanding issues and concerns. The status of the Boston Harbor Feasibility Study and the
work plan for the coming year’s study activities is briefed and discussed by the agencies.
Only the last couple meetings since 2008 are listed as economics was the primary discussion
for the Deep Draft Project from 2008 to 2011. No meetings were held in 2012.

30 January 2002 — New England District, Concord, MA
15 January 2003 — New England District, Concord, MA
21 January 2004 — New England District, Concord, MA
20 January 2005 — New England District, Concord, MA
26 February 2007 — New England District, Concord, MA
10 March 2011 — New England District, Concord, MA

19 September 2011 — New England District, Concord, MA

New England Regional Dredging Team Coordination

New England’s Regional Dredging Team (NERDT), known also as the Sudbury Group after
its original meeting place at the Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge in Sudbury,
Massachusetts, meets twice annually to discuss issues of regional scope for the dredging and
regulatory programs. Each meeting includes a briefing on the status and progress of the
Boston Harbor Feasibility Study.

2 May 2002 — New England District, Concord, MA

17 May 2005 - Kittery, Maine, Town Council Room

16 November 2005 — Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, Sudbury, Massachusetts
5 October 2006 — Kittery, Maine, Town Council Room

15 February 2007 — Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, Sudbury, Massachusetts
10 May 2007 — Kittery, Maine, Town Council Room

20 November 2007 — Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, Sudbury, Massachusetts
29 May 2008 — New Hampshire DES Offices, Portsmouth, NH

13 October 2010 — New Hampshire DES Offices, Portsmouth, NH

6 December 2011 — New Hampshire DES Offices, Portsmouth, NH

8 May 2012 — Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, Sudbury, Massachusetts

27 November 2012 — Save the Bay Offices, Providence, Rhode Island

Other Agency Coordination

The New England regional offices of the Federal agencies also meet at least annually for a
Mid-Level Managers Meeting (MLM), which typically involves staff one management level
above those that attending the NERDT meetings. These managers meet to resolve policy and
process issues referred up by the NERDT. The MLM is been briefed in detail on the Boston
Harbor Feasibility Study progress at each meeting.

Additionally the USACE has met with the U.S. Coast Guard to brief that agency on the
project and solicit their input into issues including project design, port safety and security,

A-5



anchorage needs, replacement of the Chelsea Street Bridge, and navigation traffic concerns
related to project construction.

The USACE has also met with the National Park Service at their Boston offices to discuss
their comments on the draft Feasibility Report and their concerns with project construction
and post-project vessel traffic and the potential for impacts to NPS properties in the harbor.

The USACE and US EPA and their contractors have also met at USACE District office in
Concord, MA on 11 October 2007 to discuss the details and feasibility of the proposed
beneficial use of dredged materials to cap the former Industrial Waste Site in Massachusetts
Bay. Also discussed was the development of a demonstration effort to examine controlled
capping at the MBDS.

Before establishment of the TWG and MASDT the USACE has also met with Massachusetts
Office of Coastal Zone Management (MACZM) and other agencies to provide briefings on
the feasibility study progress and to refine the study scope, provide detail on individual study
tasks, and to help define design and regulatory concerns.

Other agency coordination meetings and briefings are listed below:

15 August 2002 — Feasibility Study Initiation Meeting with Sponsor — Fish Pier, South Boston

14 February 2003 — Meeting between NAE, Massport and MACZM, Boston CZM Offices

17 March 2003 — Meeting with Massport, University of Maine and University of
Massachusetts Amherst to Plan Archaeological Survey Scope — NAE, Concord, MA

20 June 2003 - Project Briefing for U.S. Coast Guard at NAE on Chelsea Street Bridge

2 July 2003 — Meeting with USACE and USCG at USCG Headquarters, DC

9 July 2003 - Federal Agency Briefing on Boston Harbor — NAE Offices, Concord, MA

30 September 2004 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

16 March 2005 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

7 July 2005 — Teleconference between USCG and NAE on Port Safety and Security

26 October 2005 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

31 January 2006 — Meeting with NAE, Massport and FAA, Logan Airport, East Boston

15 November 2006 — MLM Meeting — at New England District, Concord, MA

15 March 2007 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

22 May 2007 — Meeting between NAE, NAD, PCX, Massport and Contractors on ITR

16 July 2007 — Meeting between NAE and EPA-I on IWS Capping Beneficial Use

13 September 2007 — MLM at New England District, Concord, MA

14 August 2008 — Meeting between NAE and National Park Service, Boston, MA

10 March 2011 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

19 September 2011 — MLM Meeting at New England District, Concord, MA

10 October 2012 — ESA/EFH Meeting between NAE and NMFS at Gloucester, MA
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Public Notice, Meetings and Hearings

In addition to the public information and scoping session in September 2002, and the periodic
meetings of the TWG and POG, various outreach activities have been held for the harbor
improvement study.

Public Meeting — Boston Harbor Inner Harbor Maintenance SEIS — Black Flacon Terminal
— 14 February 2006

After approval by USACE Headquarters (HQUSACE) of release of the Draft Feasibility
Report and DSEIS/DEIR for agency and public review, the District published the draft report,
with advance notice to the Governor and Congressional interests, on 11 April 2008. A Public
Notice and other advance materials consisting of project summaries and fact sheets were also
distributed to Congressional interests, State and local public officials and agencies, and other
interested parties. A Notice of Availability for the draft documents was provided to EPA’s
NEPA office on 11 April and was published in the Federal Register on 18 April 2008. A joint
Press Release from Massport and the USACE was made on 18 April 2008.

Public Meeting — Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project — Draft
Feasibility Report and Draft SEIS/SEIR — Black Flacon Terminal — 20 May 2008. This
meeting was held during the 45-day public review period to solicit public comment on the
draft documents.

Other Outreach and Communications

3 August 2004 — Meeting held with Massport, MADMF, Massachusetts Lobstermen’s
Association and Boston Harbor Lobstermen to identify potential sites for investigation for
hard bottom habitat creation using rock and other hard materials removed by the project.

28 March 2007 — Meeting held with Massport and China Overseas Shipping Company
(COSCO) at their offices in Seacaucus, New Jersey to discuss the shipper’s plans for service
with or without port deepening.

22 April 2008 - Project presentation to a meeting of Massachusetts Harbormasters, hosted by
the U.S. Coast Guard, Sector Boston, Commercial Street, Boston, Massachusetts.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW COMMENTS ON APRIL 2008
DRAFT FEASIBILITY REPORT AND SEIS/EIR AND RESPONSES

GENERAL RESPONSES

The availability of the Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Massachusetts Draft Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/EIR) was published in
the Federal Register on 18 April 2008. Copies of the documents were mailed to Federal, State
and municipal agencies, interested parties and elected officials on 10-11 April 2008. A public
notice was published, and a joint press release by the USACE and Massport issued 18 April
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2008. The public comment period for both the Federal and State review processes closed on 2
June 2008, and the MEPA Certificate was issued by the Secretary of the Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs on 13 June 2008. A letter from the
MEPA Office dated 12 December 2012 confirmed that the project changes described in this
document did not require any change to the 2008 Final EIR Scope Certificate.

The USACE and Massport reviewed the comments provided by the public, and by municipal,
State and Federal agencies on the Draft Feasibility Report and Draft SEIS/EIR. A meeting of
the Boston Harbor Dredging Technical Working Group and a Public Information Meeting
were held on 19 and 20 May 2008, respectively, to present the study recommendations, solicit
comments and answer questions on the project. Responses to these comments are provided in
this section of the Public Involvement Appendix.

A number of commenting parties had common concerns with certain aspects of the proposed
project. These mainly dealt with the nature and firmness of commitments by the USACE and
Massport for additional Design Phase investigations, planning and NEPA compliance on
specific areas and topics. The following paragraphs provide responses on these topics.

1. USACE Civil Work Process and Project Implementation Schedule

The nature of the USACE Civil Works process, project phasing, and the relationship to the
NEPA process was discussed with the agencies in the Technical Working Group meeting.
Large USACE civil works projects require specific Congressional authority to initiate studies
and construction. The Feasibility phase, for which this report and SEIS have been prepared,
is intended to answer the request by Congress for a report and recommendation on whether
Federal interest in further navigation project improvements to Boston Harbor is warranted.
This includes providing a specific recommendation on proposed project features, and an
estimated cost of those improvements. NEPA requires an open and transparent decision-
making process and an opportunity for public comment.

The feasibility phase has investigated the proposed navigation improvements to the level of
detail necessary to answer the Congressional request for a report, consistent with the USACE
published Planning Guidance and policies governing the civil works project investigations.
The Feasibility Report and Final SEIS are the Executive Branch’s decision document and will
provide Congress the necessary information to decide whether or not to authorize the
recommended project or other improvements to the harbor. Following public and agency
review of the Draft Feasibility Report and Draft SEIS, the USACE District prepares the draft
Final Feasibility Report and Final SEIS. These documents will be reviewed within the
USACE and the Department of the Army at the Washington level, and a decision made as to
whether to release a final report for review at the Federal cabinet level, to the public, and for
approval by the affected State(s). After those reviews are completed, the Final Feasibility
Report and SEIS and the Chief of Engineers Report would be prepared, a Record of Decision
(ROD) would be issued by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, and the
reports forwarded to Congress.
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Once the final Feasibility Report and Final SEIS are approved and the ROD issued, the
project may advance into the Design Phase (Planning, Engineering and Design, or PED),
subject to funding. The Design Phase will conduct any necessary field investigations needed
to support detailed design of the project, prepare and publish any additional NEPA/MEPA
documents related to Design Phase investigations and address significant changes made
during Design Phase. Also during the PED, any amended regulatory approvals required due
to design changes will be secured, and documents necessary to solicit bids for the project
prepared.

The Feasibility Report identifies activities and their estimated costs to be undertaken in the
Design Phase. These include: subsurface investigations to identify locations of and
characterize rock requiring removal. A rock removal method will be developed in
consultation with the TWG. A project sequencing plan, air quality mitigation plan and
additional investigations related to potential beneficial uses of rock and other dredged
material will be undertaken as well as development of monitoring plans for the project and
remote sensing archaeological survey to identify historic properties within areas of potential
effect. The Design Phase cannot be initiated until the final Feasibility Report is approved and
forwarded to Congress and a design agreement is executed with the project sponsor.

The Design Phase investigations will yield more detailed data on the several technical issues
and topics listed in the discussions below. A number of these may result in changes to or
refinements of the Federal project base plan, and may require preparation of additional
NEPA/MEPA documents. One or more additional NEPA/MEPA documents may be prepared
to address any changes. At this time the following Design Phase activities are anticipated:

e Conduct subsurface investigations, revised dredged material quantities and prepare a
blast mitigation plan.

e Conduct remote sensing archaeological survey to identify historic properties within
project areas of potential effect.

e Conduct resource characterization and dredge area monitoring baseline of the benthic
environmental, fisheries and shellfisheries as needed.

e Develop a construction sequencing plan for removal of rock and non-rock material
needed for channel deepening.

e Pending changes to Federal conformity guidelines, conduct air quality emissions
conformity evaluations may be needed to determine the appropriate means of meeting
the emissions. Adjustments to the construction sequencing plan would be made
according to whatever final means of meeting air quality requirements is selected.

e Investigate additional beneficial use opportunities for rock with the State and local
communities.

e Rock reef habitat creation opportunities will be further investigated with the NMFS,
U.S. EPA, the Commonwealth, and other interested TWG members

e Coordinate with the U.S. EPA regarding the potential use of dredged material to cap
the former Industrial Waste Site. U.S. EPA will need to take regulatory action to
permit placement of these materials as cap at that site.



2. Continuation of the Interagency Technical Working Group

During the last three major dredging projects for Boston Harbor, the Boston Harbor Dredging
Technical Working Group (TWG) has met and provided comments, during the design and
construction of those projects. The USACE and Massport have committed to continuing
involvement of the TWG throughout the design and construction of this project, both as a
means of outreach to the participating parties, and as a means of engaging and soliciting
technical input on Design Phase investigations and adaptive management during construction
and any post-construction monitoring. In addition, interested agencies from the TWG are
invited to participate in sub-groups to help develop and comment on specific plans for blast
mitigation measures, construction sequencing, air quality conformity, and consideration of
beneficial use options for the rock and dredged material. The TWG would continue to
include Federal, State and municipal agencies with a regulatory interest in the harbor and port,
and those established non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with the technical expertise
and experience critical to developing and providing comment on the necessary investigations
and planning for detailed design of the project.

3. Development of the Rock Removal Approach and Blasting Mitigation Plan

The Design Phase of the project includes an extensive boring and probing program to
supplement and refine the results of the acoustic surveys and historic boring data that the
Feasibility Report relied on for its estimates. This work is critical to most of the remaining
design efforts and will be accomplished during the first year of the Design Phase. Once the
subsurface exploration program is completed, the division between rock and glacial till, and
the exact nature of the rock to be removed, will be understood. In the Feasibility Report, all
hard material identified by the acoustic surveys is classified as rock requiring blasting for
removal. This is assumed to be a worst case scenario, as prior work at Boston and other New
England harbors in recent years has shown that acoustic surveys overestimate the volume of
bedrock. .

Once the subsurface design effort is completed, the USACE will determine the appropriate
rock removal method for each project segment. Using this information, the USACE and
Massport will work with interested TWG agencies to refine plans for the range of possible
rock removal methods, which includes blast mitigation measures, that may be used for the
project. These plans will be developed in concert with the larger construction sequencing
plan (discussed separately) for the entire project. These plans will address environmental
concerns.

The subsurface effort may show areas where rock can be removed economically by means
other than drilling and blasting. During construction of the last Boston Harbor Navigation
Improvement Project between 1998 and 2001, areas of rock in the Reserved Channel Turning
Area, the Reserved Channel and in the inner confluence at the Head of the Main Ship Channel
were removed by ripping the ledge with a large toothed bucket. The cut into the ledge in
those areas was shallow; approximately two feet, and those outcrops at that shallow depth
were sufficiently weathered and fractured to permit this method of removal. Some strata,
while not sufficiently fractured to permit bucket ripping, may prove removable by other
mechanical means, such as a hydraulic hammer, as has been possible in limited areas with the
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deepening of the Elizabeth River Channel in New Jersey. A hydraulic hammer was also used
in the spring 2008 removal of several small rock pinnacle areas in the Broad Sound North
Entrance Channel. Some rock areas for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project
may lend themselves to similar methods of removal without drilling and blasting. The boring
program in the Design Phase will provide the information on the appropriate rock removal
method.

However, some level of caution is in order. The depth of the rock cut at Boston is estimated
to be between eight to fifteen feet in many areas, as the channel is being deepened from -40
feet at mean lower low water (MLLW) down to -47 feet MLLW. The Broad Sound North
Entrance Channel will be deepened to a controlling depth of -51 feet MLLW. In all channels
where rock is encountered the required channel depth will be increased two feet as a safety
measure. For all channels a two-foot allowable overdepth in all materials is possible. Rock at
that depth may not be weathered or fractured sufficiently to avoid a need for blasting. The
blasting estimates for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project currently call for
two drill barges, each with a three-gang drill rig, with blast daily for each. A hydraulic
hammer would work around the clock, except when it moves between areas to allow a dredge
to remove what has been fractured.

At this time, a few predictions as to likely components of the blasting plan can be made. For
project construction to proceed on schedule, with minimal interruption and minimal excess
mobilization-demobilization costs, drilling and blasting operations will need be underway in
some area(s) of the harbor the majority of the time. Due to weather and sea state concerns,
drilling and blasting in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel will not likely occur in
periods when heavy winter storms are expected. Fisheries observers and marine mammal
observers would be present during blasting operations. Fish detection and fish startle systems
would be employed.

For the Main Ship Channel Extension segment that extends up-harbor to about 1,000 feet
downstream of the Ted Williams Tunnel, the USACE will coordinate development of the rock
removal plan with the Massachusetts Department of Transportation, the owners of the 1-90
tunnel to ensure no impact to the tunnel.

The blasting efforts conducted for the ledge pinnacle removal project in 2007-2008 employed
several means of avoiding and minimizing fish kills, including use of the fish observer and a
fish startle system, and blast hole stemming. Even so, four of the blast events in November
and December of 2007 resulted in fish kills of varying size. An After Action Report prepared
by the USACE determined that the placement of the fish startle system and side scan sonar on
the blast barge may not be as effective as employing this system on a separate vessel (See
Appendix Y in the FSEIS). This alternate method was employed in the most recent rock
removal project in 2012 and no fish kills were experienced with this new method.

In response to comments from NMFS and others, the potential for noise in the water
generated by blasting to impact whales in Massachusetts Bay was also investigated. The
results of that investigation have been included in the FSEIS. The investigation concluded
that noise would be confined to the short distance from the blast site of no more than 1500
feet, with allowance for an additional safety zone outside the calculated noise impact zone.
The nearest concentrations of whales in the Bay are located several miles seaward around
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Stellwagen Bank. The potential for blasting noise to interfere with the whale-tracking buoy
system in Massachusetts Bay will be investigated during the Design Phase. The nearest of
these buoys is located in the shipping lanes seaward of the precautionary buoy, about 10.5
miles east of the seaward-most blasting area in the entrance channel.

As stated above, the After Action Report on the 2007 blasting work and its impacts, and the
results of the additional evaluation of blasting noise on aquatic resources, as well as those
from the 2012 blasting have been included in the Final Feasibility Report and FSEIS/EIR. It
is expected that the calculated blast safety zones presented in that report would be protective
of Federally listed threatened and endangered species that could occasionally occur in the
project area, including whales, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon. In addition, lessons learned
from the previous blasting in Boston Harbor will be incorporated, where appropriate into the
blasting mitigation measures. Some of these lessons include the development of a
communication plan between the fish observer and the contractor, and deploying the fish
startle system on an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge. Additional measures to
minimize blasting impacts to listed species can be found in the Final Feasibility Report and
FSEIS/EIR.

4. Beneficial Use of Rock - Investigation of Potential Rock Reef Sites

The USACE and Massport would prefer to find an acceptable beneficial use for the one
million+ cubic yards of blasted rock that would be generated by the improvement project,
rather than merely disposing of it in 300 feet of water at the designated Massachusetts Bay
Disposal Site (MBDS); the current base plan. Rock and other dredged material should always
first be considered as a public resource for beneficial use. Many environmental resource
agencies raise concerns about the potential loss of hard bottom habitat when dredging of hard
bottom is proposed at any project in New England. Accordingly the USACE’s first
consideration was to reuse this excess blasted rock material to create new hard bottom habitat.
However, some resource agencies believe that creation of additional hard bottom habitat in
Massachusetts Bay at the expense of covering existing soft-bottom habitat may not be
desirable.

In order for the USACE to recommend including such a beneficial use component in the
project it must either (1) entail no or minimal additional cost to the Government, (2) have any
additional cost paid for by non-Federal interests, or (3) involve a use where the benefits of
that use outweigh the additional cost, and have any additional cost to the project cost-shared
between the USACE and a non-Federal public agency. Accordingly, a zone of feasibility for
reef creation siting was established whereby the reduced hauling costs to the more distant
MBDS would offset by any additional project costs for beneficial use site investigations,
controlled dumping practices, and monitoring of site recovery and recolonization.

The intent of the reef creation option was to create hard-bottom habitat, not merely for adult
lobster, but also other species that prefer this type of habitat. Five candidate reef creation
sites were selected with input from the local lobstermen and the State marine fisheries staff at
a meeting held on 3 August 2004. The goal was to identify large areas where existing rocky
habitat was less represented than sandy or softer substrates. The analysis to date as presented
in the Feasibility documents was limited to bottom types, bathymetry, Essential Fish Habitat,
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and benthic resource characterization. As no real consensus developed among the Federal
and State agencies during the feasibility study as to the desirability of reef creation in
Massachusetts Bay, additional examination was deferred until the Design Phase, when more
specific information on the quantities and types of rock and other hard materials to be
generated by the project would become known. Other reviewing agencies also identified
concerns about the desirability of replacing soft-bottom habitat with rock reefs that may take
years to colonize, and would supplant the functions and value of the existing soft-bottom
habitat at these sites.

In response to Federal and State agency concerns expressed during meetings of the project’s
Technical Working Group, the District has committed to working with these agencies during
the Design Phase to examine these issues, define the exact type and quantity of materials
available for such use, and examine the candidate sites in greater detail to determine the value
of the existing habitat relative to the anticipated value of the reefs. Should reef creation
proceed, technical design issues such as mound width and elevation, mound spacing, setbacks
from existing hard bottom areas, cultural resource presence and protection, and targeted
species will all require further evaluation. A plan for monitoring recovery and recolonization
of any constructed reef site will also be developed. Some State agencies have suggested that
perhaps only half, or some other portion, of the rock should be made available for reef
creation, and making the rest available for other uses if found feasible (see next comment).

If it is determined that rock reef creation is desirable and feasible, and will be included in the
final design of the Federal Navigation Improvement Project, then the results of the additional
investigations, reef design, and habitat recovery monitoring plans will be published in an
additional NEPA/MEPA document if necessary.

5. Other Beneficial Uses for Rock Removed from the Project

In addition to reef habitat creation, some or all of the blasted rock could prove suitable for
other beneficial uses. Making the rock available to industry for processing as aggregate or for
other construction purposes has been mentioned. Making the rock available to State agencies
or area municipalities for use in public projects, particularly shore protection, has also been
mentioned. Some of these are discussed below. The Design Phase of this project will include
consultation and collaboration with these agencies and others to determine what economically
practical beneficial options may exist. The following information will be incorporated into
the Beneficial Use and Conclusions sections of the Feasibility Report.

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (MA CZM) is working with other
State agencies and industry to identify other potential beneficial uses of the rock beyond reef
creation. However, without knowing exactly when the Deep Draft Project will be authorized
and funds appropriated for construction, it is difficult to generate interest or get any
commitment from other parties to take the rock. At this time no parties interested in receiving
this material have been identified.

Massport, MA CZM and the USACE are discussing how making the rock available to upland

users might be accomplished without increasing the cost to, or delaying the construction of
the navigation project. The three agencies met on 18 June 2008 with a contractor identified
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by the State to discuss the nature of the rock material expected to be removed, and limitations
the dredged process would place on that material and opportunities for processing and re-
using that material. Massport is investigating whether some of its waterfront property may be
available for rehandling of this material. The Massport Marine Terminal and the Boston
Autoport are possibilities. Other non-Massport properties such as the Fore River shipyard site
in Quincy or partnerships with existing dry bulk terminals like Eastern Minerals should also
be explored by any party interested in receiving this material.

Processing this material for aggregate, or use for specific construction projects, including
shore protection, would require significant effort. Should the State or a private party agree to
accept the rock at the dredge, or pay to rehandle material ashore at some point on the harbor,
the Federal Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project could save some of the
transportation cost associated with placement of the rock at the designated ocean site.

Rock removed will be of a wide range of sizes in any particular scow-load; likely ranging
from fist-sized up to several tons. There will be no ability to separate particular sizes of rock
from a scow-load on the water without causing construction delays and increasing costs. Any
sorting or processing would need to occur onshore. There are at least two large public shore
protection projects proposed in close proximity to Boston Harbor (Winthrop Shores and
Nantasket Beach) that might benefit from receipt of this material if it proves to be of a type
suitable for those projects, and it can be transported and processed for such use economically
compared to other sources.

The State and the Department of the Interior have also expressed an interest in rock as shore
protection to stop erosion of some of the harbor islands. Most of the harbor islands are
included in both a State Park and a National Recreation Area. The USACE and Massport will
consult with the agencies managing these islands to determine if such needs can be reasonably
met, and whether these agencies are willing to undertake the rehandling and additional
transportation costs for rock from the project.

Once the design-phase subsurface investigations have been completed, more exact estimates
of rock type and volumes will be known. Estimates can then be made of production rates and
potential uses. The USACE and Massport have committed to working with the State to
identify practicable beneficial uses beyond in-water placement once the Design Phase data
has been developed.

Any changes to the Federal base plan for disposal of the rock at the MBDS would require
publication of such changes in an additional NEPA/MEPA document. Should new proposals
for reuse of the rock involve non-Federal projects, then the project proponent would need to
fund and conduct any necessary investigations and documentation, and secure all regulatory
approvals needed for such use or project(s) before the navigation project is advertised in order
to use project rock.
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6. Beneficial Use of Non-Rock Dredged Material — Former Industrial Waste Site
Capping Potential and Demonstration

The USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have proposed using some or all
of the non-rock dredged material to create a cap of the former Industrial Waste Site (IWS)
located in Massachusetts Bay north of and partially overlapping the existing Massachusetts
Bay Disposal Site (MBDS). As outlined in the Draft Feasibility Report, SEIS and EPA’s
memorandum included in Appendix R, capping the IWS would remove any remaining
potential conflict between fishing activities in the Bay and the sediments and disposed
materials at that site. While the barrels and containers used to dispose of chemical and
medical waste at the IWS from the 1940s to 1970s have largely deteriorated, sampling in the
1990s showed no contaminant levels of concern. However, EPA has indicated that
radiological waste disposal containers are still intact. Dragger trawl scars are visible
throughout the site, and fishermen occasionally bring up corroded waste containers. EPA
believes there remains a potential for fishing activity to disturb exposed barrels and sediments
at the site. EPA and the USACE believe that up to 11 million cubic yards of clay and other
parent sediments generated by the harbor improvement project represents a one-time
opportunity to cap the IWS and isolate any of its sediments and debris from the environment.

The principal concern discussed in the Feasibility Report and SEIS, and voiced by other
agencies, is whether or not such a capping operation can be designed and accomplished in a
manner that would limit the disturbance and resuspension of existing bottom sediments at the
IWS. To address these concerns, and to develop a better understanding of the methods and
feasibility of such a deep water capping operation using largely clay material, the USACE
conducted a demonstration project in 2008 using Boston blue clay material dredged from
Boston Harbor as part of the Boston Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project. In that
demonstration, illustrated in Figure 41 of the Feasibility Report, the USACE placed clay in
targeted rows at an undisturbed portion within the MBDS well removed from the IWS. The
demonstration assessed the ability to precisely place individual loads of material with split-
hulled scows and the ability to limit impact to ambient sediments by building an initial berm
of material and then advancing laterally by placing material on the flank of the berm.
Monitoring and results of the demonstration will be coordinated with the TWG agencies.

Design Phase investigations by the USACE and EPA, including the results of the capping
demonstration effort, may lead to a decision not to pursue capping of the IWS using the
dredged materials from the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project. In that case, the
Federal base plan for disposal of those materials at the MBDS would be followed, unless
another cost-effective beneficial use can be identified. EPA would modify the MBDS
boundaries to permit placement of dredged materials in areas of the IWS now outside the
designated MBDS boundary.

7. Construction Sequencing Plan Development

The Design Phase of the project will include development of a Construction Sequencing Plan
to limit the impact of construction activities on harbor resources to the extent practicable. The
USACE and Massport will work with interested TWG member agencies to develop this plan
in a manner similar to the development and adaptive management of the rock removal
including a blasting mitigation plan. Drilling, blasting and dredging production rates will then
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be developed for each channel segment. The final determination of the air quality compliance
mitigation methods to be used for the project will also be determined. This will permit a
determination of construction durations for each piece of the project.

Critical times of year and geographic distribution within the harbor for various species of
concern will be developed after additional resource surveys have been completed and with
input from the TWG agencies. These spatial and temporal restrictions will be charted along
with the project construction durations. A best fit of construction activities relative to
resource concerns will then be developed. The intent will be to minimize to the extent
practical any conflict between construction and resources, while permitting the project to
proceed with minimal interruption and impact.

8. Benthic Resource Definition and Recolonization Studies for Dredged Areas

The benthic community in Boston Harbor has changed dramatically since the cessation in
1991 of sludge disposal in Boston Harbor, the conversion in 1998 of wastewater treatment
from primary to secondary treatment, and the relocation of the wastewater discharge outfall
from Boston Harbor to Massachusetts Bay in 2000. This is particularly true in the northern
part of the harbor, where the proposed Deep Draft Project is located, where an increase in
species diversity and numbers has been observed.

Benthic grab samples were collected from the navigation channels in 2003. Infaunal
communities within the project study area are clearly separable into two geographic regions.
The first extends from the innermost region, the Mystic and Chelsea Rivers to the vicinity of
the Reserved Channel. Within this region, infaunal abundances are very low to low, and
species numbers are also very small or small. The second region extends from the Reserved
Channel to the mouth of the harbor and includes the Lower Harbor, Main Ship Channel, and
President Roads Anchorage Area. Infaunal abundances here range from medium to large and
species numbers range from medium to large. Infaunal abundances in the Outer Harbor (the
entrance channels) are somewhat lower, but the species numbers are similar, than those in the
Lower Harbor, Main Ship Channel, and President Roads Anchorage.

The variation in species diversity and abundance can be partially related to the substrate type
and the location within the harbor. Physical samples were collected in 2002 to determine
grain size of the material to be dredged. The results of these tests show that the improvement
material corresponds to the sidescan and sub-bottom profile data. That is, coarser grained
(predominantly sand and gravel in the Outer and Lower Harbor) and finer grained sediment
(clay) in the upper portion of the harbor and rivers. After improvement dredging of the
Chelsea River and Mystic River in 2000, the underlying parent material composed mostly of
Boston blue clay was exposed. Until this material is reworked, or silt overlays the blue clay,
very low numbers of benthic organisms were or will be observed in this habitat.

Deepening the navigation channels could change the substrate composition, in particular the
Lower and Outer Harbor. In areas where recent maintenance or improvement dredging since
1998 has exposed parent glacial material (clay, till and bedrock) the proposed deepening will
not be likely to change the current condition as recovery of these areas has not yet been
completed. In some areas channel deepening will expose a different substrate. Bedrock
exposure will increase slightly as the deepened channels will be closer to the bedrock
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basement. Appendix Q to the Draft Feasibility Report/SEIS/EIR contains maps which
compare the various harbor bottom classifications for the existing condition with
improvement for either a 45-foot or 48-foot channel system. Overall the exposed areas of
bedrock and course till will increase as channel depth increases.

Pre- and post-monitoring of the benthic and shellfish community is proposed for the various
channel segments to document a baseline and to monitor the extent of recovery over time and
potential changes in the infaunal and macrofauna benthic community. Proposed monitoring
could include Sediment Profile Imaging (SPI) camera, benthic grabs, lobster traps
(vented/ventless), divers to conduct early benthic phase lobster surveys, and/or a towed
camera. Pre-construction baseline characterization surveys would be conducted during the
Design Phase and no more than about one year before construction. Post-construction
monitoring could begin one year after construction has been completed and continue for three
to five years. Input from the Technical Working Group participants would be solicited on the
details of the monitoring plan. The monitoring effort would need to be cost-shared with the
project sponsor. The results of additional resource characterization investigations and
detailed monitoring plans will be published in an additional NEPA/MEPA document, if
required.

9. Air Quality Compliance Methodology and Alternatives

The method presented in the Draft Feasibility Report and SEIS/EIR used construction activity
shut-down periods, in combination with a requirement that construction equipment meet
projected 2011 emissions requirements, to ensure that construction plant emissions did not
exceed compliance thresholds. By remaining below deminimis emission levels during
construction, the project would not need to undergo a general conformity analysis that would
require offsetting 100 percent of the project’s construction emissions. While the shut-down
method does keep the project in compliance with current emissions limits, it extends the
construction period by the total of the shutdown terms, delaying project benefits. Project
costs are also increased by additional demobilization and remobilization costs, and additional
cost escalation for the extended construction duration. Delaying completion of the project by
six months or more would also delay the start of benthic recolonization and ecological
recovery of the dredged areas where work was delayed. The construction shutdown also does
not reduce total project emissions or result in long-term emission reductions beyond those
otherwise provided as a result of the project through a reduction in truck-miles for the New
England region. The USACE and Massport would prefer an approach that further reduces or
offsets emissions from project construction if a cost-effective source or method can be
identified during the Design Phase.

The Draft Feasibility Report and SEIS/EIR stated that the USACE and Massport would revisit
the air quality question during the Design Phase as construction durations for the various
project segments became more defined by design level investigations. Several commenters
questioned why commitments to other methods couldn’t be made at the Feasibility phase.

Construction equipment used for this project would be required in the project specifications to
have more efficient cleaner burning technologies so as to be compliant with EPA’s 2011 tier 3
and tier 4 emissions standards. Even with this requirement, annual emissions thresholds for

some pollutants would be exceeded without further reduction measures. Without construction
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shutdowns to limit emissions in any one calendar year to below the conformity threshold
level, the project would need to mitigate 100 percent of all emissions through some
combination of emissions credits or emissions reduction offset measures. Substitution of any
of these measures would require a general conformity analysis. Even so, such methods may
prove less costly than construction shutdowns and require further consideration during project
design once the extent of required ledge removal and other components of a construction
sequencing plan are better known.

During the preparation of the Draft Feasibility Report and DSEIS/DEIR, available sources of
credits were investigated. Credits need to be for the precursors of the same non-attainment
pollutant that needs to be mitigated, if permitted by the State air pollution control authority,
for the year(s) in which the project would occur, and from the same, or nearby, maintenance
or non-attainment area as the project. While credits that meet these requirements may be
available, it is not known exactly when Congress would authorize the project, or when project
construction funds would be appropriated. The Government cannot commit to expenditure of
construction phase funds until after authorization and appropriation. Until then no
commitment can be made to any holder of credits that the Government could purchase those
credits.

An alternative compliance option is offsets; investments in new technology or replacement of
existing sources of emissions with more modern less emitting sources. Some offsets used for
other recent navigation projects outside New England include refitting existing vessels with
new cleaner engines, and replacement of municipal vehicle fleets in part with alternative fuel
vehicles. The USACE and Massport will continue to explore potential offset opportunities
during the Design Phase and will discuss these options with the TWG and agencies.

Project measures to demonstrate Air Quality Conformity cannot be finalized in the Feasibility
Phase due to factors such as uncertainties in the project timeline, the availability of credits in
the years that they would be required to offset construction- related emissions, and the
potential for conformity regulatory changes to occur in the near term. The only means of
complying with air quality requirements that is certain at the Feasibility Phase is construction
period shutdowns that avoid exceeding the emissions thresholds and thus avoid triggering
general conformity analysis. The USACE and Massport concur with reviewers of the Draft
Feasibility Report and Supplemental EIS/ EIR that alternative Air Quality compliance
strategies that result in real reductions in construction air emissions should be considered
when additional information can be developed. Although not currently eligible for
consideration in the Conformity Analysis, it should be noted that a key benefit of the
proposed harbor deepening is the regional reduction of on-road emissions as a result of more
New England based cargo being handled through the Port of Boston.

The Air Quality analysis will be re-examined following the Design Phase field investigations
and development of a construction sequencing plan to determine if a more desirable and cost-
effective means of compliance exists that would mitigate emissions rather than merely
deferring them over a longer construction duration with shutdowns. The USACE and
Massport are committed to working with EPA, the State, and interested TWG participants
with experience in Air Quality mitigation issues to develop an appropriate air quality
compliance strategy, should one still be required. This could be accomplished through
establishment of a formal TWG Air Quality subcommittee. Any changes in Federal and State
standards, conformity guidance, and implementation plans will be incorporated into the
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revised analysis at that time. Should any change in the method of ensuring compliance of the
project with air quality requirements result from this review, the USACE and Massport would
give notice of these changes to the public and provide an opportunity for public comment
through the General Conformity analysis and review process.

10. SSFATE (Turbidity) Monitoring and Impacts

An SSFATE model was used to predict the direction and concentration of the turbidity plume
from dredging, and the thickness of the deposition layer for the Outer Harbor Maintenance
Dredging Project in Boston Harbor. Grain sizes representative of silt were selected for use in
the modeling to predict the resulting turbidity plume when the dredge was operating in the
Lower Harbor, the President Roads Anchorage area, and the Broad Sound North Entrance
Channel. The model may be found on the USACE New England District website.

The results of the SSFATE model predicted that the concentration of the turbidity plume at
the mid-depth water column level would generally range from 30 to 60 mg/l with occasional
readings of 80-90 mg/l near the dredge. In general the plume stayed within the navigation
channel throughout the tide cycle. The SSFATE model also predicted the resulting thickness
of the re-suspended material overlaying the bottom once the plume settled. Bottom thickness
ranged from 0.01 to 0.1 mm outside the navigation channel, and up to 1-2 mm immediately
adjacent to the dredge.

The SSFATE model is usually conservative in predicting turbidity plumes from dredging
operations. Actual monitoring of the plume during dredging and disposal of the Boston
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project (tributaries deepening project) in 1998-2001 showed
that the plume stayed confined to the navigation channel and was generally difficult to discern
beyond 600 feet down-current of the dredge or disposal event.

Plume monitoring was completed for the Boston IHMDP during dredging, ship passage and
disposal into the CAD cell from June 30, 2008 through October 28, 2008. Plume tacking
included cross channel transects 300 feet up-current of the dredge and from 100 to 1500 feet
down-current of the dredge. Dredge plumes were monitored during four slack tides (two high
and two low), two ebb and two flood tides in each study area (near the inner confluence and
halfway between Castle Island and Spectacle Island) (USACE, 2009).

The Boston IHMDP dredge plume monitoring showed the dredging plumes to be of relatively
low concentrations and localized to the immediate dredge area (within 500 feet for the highest
turbidity readings) (USACE, 2009). In strong tidal currents the plumes were narrow and
concentrated near the dredge (150-250 feet wide), up to 20 NTU above background, and
usually present from surface to bottom and then they widened, dissipated and settled to the
lower half to two-thirds of the waver column as they were carried down the channel by the
tide. The plumes dissipated to background levels typically between 1000 and 1500 feet
down-current. As the dredge plumes dissipated they tended to be found across the full width
of the channel in the lowest one-third (or less) of the water column at low concentrations (<5
NTU above background) as they approached background levels. During slack tide conditions
the dredge plumes pooled beneath the dredge, typically no wider than 100-150 feet wide and
dissipated to background levels in as little as 500 to 1000 feet down-current of the dredge.
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The dredge plumes were typically confined to the channel, although low concentration plume
filaments were observed on two occasions as far as 650 feet from the channel in the southern
monitoring area where current flows are more complex, but did not impact any nearby
sensitive resource areas.

Since the material to be dredged from the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project is
parent material composed of Boston blue clay and glacial till, the turbidity plume is expected
to be smaller or at least not greater than the turbidity plume monitored during the Boston

Harbor Navigation Improvement Project or the Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

In addition to commonly raised issues and comments, each agency and individual commenter
raised specific comments and questions on a variety of topics and concerns. Specific
responses to these comments are provided below. Responses are made to these parties in a
specific order as follows; first, from letters received to our request in 2012 for any updated
information, and then in response to the release of the Draft SEIS/EIR in 2008:

Letters Received in 2012:
Federal Agencies
U.S Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Coast Guard — 7 November 2012
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — 9 November 2012
National Marine Fisheries Service (EFH Consultation) — 26 November 2012
National Marine Fisheries Service (Section 7) — 27 November 2012
State Agencies
Massachusetts Historical Commission — 18 October 2012
Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Office of Coastal Zone Management — 24 October 2012
Office of Coastal Zone Management — 26 October 2012
Office of Coastal Zone Management — 29 November 2012
Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources — 27 November 2012
MA Environmental Policy Act (MEPA Office — 12 December 2012
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority — 9 November 2012

Letters Received in 2008:

Federal Elected Officials — None Received

State and Municipal Elected Officials — None Received

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — 23 May 2008
National Marine Fisheries Service — 2 June 2008
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — 14 May 2008
Department of the Interior, Office of Environ Policy & Compliance — 2 June 2008

State Agencies
Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

Secretary’s Certificate on the Draft SEIS/EIR — 13 June 2008

Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management — 2 June 2008
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection — 2 June 2008
Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources — 2 June 2008
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Massachusetts Historical Commission, SHPO — 5 May 2008

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority — 2 June 2008

Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries — 2 June 2008
Municipal Agencies

City of Boston, Environment Department — 2 June 2008

Town of Winthrop, Town Council — 30 May 2008
Non-Governmental Organizations and Private Individuals

Boston Marine Society — 1 June 2008

The Boston Harbor Association — 2 June 2008

Boston Harbor Pilots Association — 2 June 2008

Save the Harbor, Save the Bay — 2 June 2008

The page reference to copies of the correspondence received and reproduced in this appendix
is shown at the beginning of the responses to each party. The source of the comment is
identified by number annotated on the correspondence and referenced to the response.

Correspondence from Re-Initiation of Coordination in 2012

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Coast Guard — Letter to | Letter at Page

NAE - 7 November 2012 A-2-71

Comment | Although the Coast Guard is charged with maximizing efficiencies of the

USCG-01 | Marine Transportation System (MTS), we do not feel that this one foot
reduction in proposed project depth will negatively impact current and future
needs of the MTS for the Port of Boston.

Response | Comment noted.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 — Letter to NAE - Letter at Page

9 November 2012 A-2-59

Comment | We suggest that the USACE discuss the general conformity issue with us after

EPA-01 | the proposed implementation rule for the 2008 ozone standard is published.

Response | The USACE and Massport are currently re-examining the expected air quality
impacts of the project with reference to the revised air quality determinations.
The results of that examination will be discussed with the TWG when they
become available.

Comment | As addressed in our 2008 scoping comments, the Boston area carbon monoxide

EPA-02 | attainment area [Middlesex County (part) Cities of Cambridge, Everett,
Malden, Medford, and Somerville; Norfolk County (part) Quincy City; and
Suffolk County (part) Cities of Boston, Chelsea, and Revere], with an
associated maintenance plan would also trigger General Conformity provisions.

Response | Comment noted.
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Comment
EPA-03

On Monday April 25, 2010, EPA finalized revisions to the General Conformity
Regulation (64 FR 17254-17279). The USACE may be able to take advantage
of the flexibility and benefits offered by the revised general conformity rule.
We should plan to discuss this issue at the upcoming Technical Working Group
meeting.

Response

Agreed. The USACE and Massport added this topic to the TWG agenda for the
3 December 2012. The USACE and Massport are currently re-examining the
expected air quality impacts of the project with reference to the revised air
quality determinations. Any EPA regulatory revisions would be incorporated
in the Design Phase conformity analysis. The results of that examination will
be discussed with the TWG when they become available.

Comment
EPA-04

Should any new onroad mobile modeling be required, MOVES should be used
in developing the onroad mobile emission inventories.

Response

If needed, then MOVES would be used to develop the onroad mobile emission
inventory.

Comment
EPA-05

Our 2008 comments on the DSEIS noted our objections to the proposed
blasting activities and rock reef creation due to a lack of information relative to
the extent and impact of both. Our letter strongly encouraged the USACE to
meet and work with us and other interested federal and state agencies to resolve
those issues. Absent any meaningful coordination on both issues over the past
four years, we note that the basis for our objections has not changed.

Response

See General Topics #2 and # 3 above for additional information and responses
to this comment. Section 7 consultation has been conducted for effects of
blasting on listed species and NMFS has concurred that the proposed blasting is
not likely to adversely affect any NMFS listed species. Blasting mitigation
measures will be developed in coordination with the TWG as well as other
interested federal and state agencies.

Comment
EPA-06

Moreover, we believe that these discussions are an important part of the
USACE work to develop a comprehensive and defensible FSEIS and we would
hope that interagency coordination can help to resolve our outstanding
objections in advance of the finalization of the FSEIS analysis.

Response

See General Topics #2 and #3 above and response to previous comment.
USACE will is planning to work with TWG and other interested agencies to
develop mitigation measures for rock removal/fracturing and beneficial use of
fractured rock.
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U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration — National Marine Fisheries Service — Letter to NAE
— 26 November 2012 — Habitat Conservation

Letter at Page
A-2-46

Comment
NMFS-01

Although your letter indicates that you will share additional information and
details of the project as they are developed during the Design Phase of this
project, it does not specify whether or not the information we requested in our
June 2, 2008 letter will be provided.

Response

Additional investigations would be conducted during the Design Phase of the
project, see general topic #8 above. This information will be shared with
NMFS and published in supplemental NEPA documents if necessary.

Comment
NMFS-02

In fact several of these BMPs were incorporated in the blasting conducted in
September 2012, and we note that you reported no fish kills during that recent
rock removal work. However, this project involved removing just over 3,000
cy over a three-day period of blasting in September, which is a time when
minimal presence of diadromous fish are expected in Boston Harbor.

Response

First, it should be noted that only about 500 cy of rock was removed over a
few weeks; not 3,000 cy over a 3-day period. However, measures that were
taken to reduce these blasting impacts included: stemming, blast delays, use of
fish observers, sonar monitoring, and a fish startle system to deter fish. One
noted difference from previous blasting in Boston Harbor was the location of
the fish startle system on an alternative vessel, which appeared to be more
effective in deterring fish from the presence of the blast location since the
deterring system could operate until very shortly before a blast. An
underwater blasting TWG will be formed during the Design Phase to explore
the practicality and feasibility of any potential mitigative measures (including
project sequencing). Recommendations agreed to by the TWG and the
USACE to reduce potential blast impacts will be incorporated into the design
specifications for the Deep Draft Project. USACE will work with the
Technical Working Group to develop a blasting mitigation measures that seeks
to minimize impacts to critical resources during sensitive time periods in the
various areas of the harbor. Also see general topics #2 and #3 above.

Comment
NMFS-03

We continue to contend that an underwater blasting technical working group is
needed for the proposed BHDDNIP. The complexities of underwater blasting,
as well as the diverse technologies and best management practices that are
available, require a thorough review by a technical working group composed
of federal and state resource and permitting agencies.

Response

Agree. See response NMFS-02 above. Also see general topics #2 and #3
above.

Comment
NMFS-04

We continue to believe the FSEIS/FEIR should consider the effects of the loss
of soft bottom habitats as a result of the creation of artificial reefs relative to
the overall ecosystem functions and values.
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Response

As a matter of USACE policy, rock and other dredged material should always
be considered first as a public resource. Many environmental resource
agencies raised concerns about the potential loss of hard bottom habitat when
dredging hard bottom is proposed at any project in New England.
Accordingly, our first consideration was to reuse any rock material removed to
create new hard bottom habitat. However, some resource agencies believe that
creation of additional hard bottom habitat in Massachusetts Bay at the expense
of covering existing soft-bottom habitat may not be desirable. See general
topic #4 and #5.

Comment
NMFS-05

We continue to believe the results of this demonstration project should be
considered in the FSEIS/FEIR to determine the efficacy of using the dredged
material from the proposed BHDDNIP to cap the IWS.

Response

Results of the pilot project to demonstrate the efficacy of using the dredged
material to cap barrels at the IWS are summarized in the FSEIS/FEIR with
reference to a detailed report to be published in the spring of 2013. The results
of this pilot project showed that the potential to cap barrels at the IWS should
be successful. See general topics # 6.

Comment
NMFS-06

To avoid impacts to winter flounder spawning, egg, larvae, and juvenile
development habitat, no dredging or underwater blasting should be conducted
between February 1-June 15 of any year in any areas of the Mystic River and
Chelsea River, and the Reserved Channel, and the Main Ship Channel and
Turning Basin landward of the Conley Terminal.

Response

Only a small portion of the Mystic River navigation channel located opposite
the Medford Street Terminal is proposed to be deepened; no underwater
blasting is proposed for this area. The proposed area to be dredged is
relatively small, especially when compared to the total amount of available
area in the Mystic River for winter flounder habitat; therefore no significant
impact to overall winter flounder habitat from dredging impacts is expected in
the Mystic River.

Winter flounder spawn in shallow waters less than six meters (<20 feet) deep
(EFH, 1999). The navigation channels proposed to be deepened in Boston
Harbor are -35 feet MLLW or more. Thus, the navigation channels would not
be considered prime winter flounder spawning habitat.

Plume monitoring was conducted between 1998 and 2000 for the Boston
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project (BHNIP). Monitoring was conducted
when both navigation channels were dredged and during disposal into Boston
Harbor CAD cells. Plume monitoring was also conducted for the Inner Harbor
Maintenance Dredging Project (IHMDP) in 2008 (Battelle, 2009). This
monitoring showed that the plume stayed confined to the navigation channel.
The only exception was the area just south of Castle Island where variable
currents carried a filament of the plume out of the channel as far as 650 feet,
away from the potential winter flounder spawning area near Governors Island.
Maximum turbidity levels within the plume were low (~12 NTU above
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background).

Therefore, while we disagree with this EFH conservation recommendation for
the above areas proposed for navigation channel deepening, we will seek to
accommodate the February 1 to June 15 environmental window to avoid
dredging in the most sensitive areas for winter flounder to the extent
practicable. We will coordinate with the TWG to help determine the extent of
sensitive areas and period of concern for the various areas of the harbor during
that timeframe. This restriction, however, will need to be evaluated during the
Planning, Engineering and Design Phase (Design Phase) once the overall
project sequencing plans are developed and taking into account potential
blasting and air quality emission impacts.

Comment
NMFS-07

In order to protect EFH forage species, no dredging or underwater blasting
should be conducted between March 1-June 30 of any year in any areas of the
Mystic River and Chelsea River channels and private terminals berths, the
Reserved Channel and terminal berths at Massport facilities, the Main Ship
Channel and terminal berths, and the Turning Basin west of the Conley
Terminal to avoid adverse impacts on upstream spawning migrations of
alewife, blueback herring, rainbow smelt.

Response

As mentioned above, both the BHNIP and the IHMDP plume monitoring
showed that, except for the area just south of Castle Island, the plume stays
confined to the navigation channel. See general topic # 10.

The proposed deepening of the Chelsea River would increase the depth of the
entire navigation channel by an additional two feet. Based on the above plume
monitoring results, and the large areas of the harbor not impacted by a dredge
plume, no impedance to upstream spawning migrations of alewife, blueback
herring, and rainbow smelt is expected during dredging. However, given its
confined nature, dredging in the Chelsea River could potentially impede
upstream migration of fish species that may be present. We will coordinate
with the TWG to determine what species are present at what time of year and
then determine the appropriate means to minimize impacts, if necessary.

Comment
NMFS-08

For the remaining sections of the BHDDNIP (i.e., Main Ship Channel east of
the Conley Terminal, President Roads Anchorage, Broad Sound North
Entrance Channel, maintenance of the 35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance
Channel, 30-foot deep Broad Sound South Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep
Nubble Channel and 35-foot deep MLLW Barge Anchorage), an underwater
blasting plan should be developed during the Planning Engineering, and
Design Phase of the proposed project. The underwater blasting plan should be
convened as soon as possible to begin evaluating data from the proposed
Boston Harbor Main Ship Channel rock removal project, as well as gathering
information from other past underwater blasting projects in this and other
regions. This technical working group should identify and evaluate the most
current knowledge on the science and management of underwater blasting and
monitoring needs that can be directly related to the proposed BHDDNIP.
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Response

An underwater blasting TWG will be formed during the Design Phase to
explore the practicality and feasibility of any additional potential mitigation
measures (including project sequencing). Recommendations agreed to by the
TWG and the USACE to reduce potential blast impacts will be incorporated
into the design specifications for the Deep Draft Project. See general topic # 3.

Comment
NMFS-09

Recommendations of this [Blasting] Technical Working Group should be
incorporated into the FSEIS/FEIR

Response

It should be noted that funding will not become available for use in the
development of the underwater TWG and the subsequent development of
blasting mitigation measures until the project enters the Design Phase.
Therefore, any recommendations of this TWG cannot be incorporated into the
FSEIS/FEIR.

Comment
NMFS-10

Alternative beneficial reuse of rock material that avoid and minimize adverse
impacts on biologically productive soft bottom habitats should be evaluated
more fully within the FSEIS/FEIR, including using rock for upland
construction purposes and the use for ongoing shore protection projects.

Response

In order for the USACE to recommend including a beneficial use component
in the project, it must either (1) entail no or minimal additional cost to the
Government, (2) have any additional cost paid for by non-Federal interests, or
(3) involve a use where the benefits outweigh the additional cost, and have any
additional cost to the project cost-shared between the USACE and a non-
Federal public agency. Accordingly, a zone of feasibility for reef creation
siting was established whereby the reduced hauling costs to the more distant
MBDS would be offset by any additional project costs for beneficial use site
investigations, controlled dumping practices, and monitoring of site recovery
and recolonization.

In addition to reef habitat creation, some or all of the removed rock could
prove suitable for other beneficial uses such as making the rock available to
industry for processing as aggregate or for other construction purposes.
Making the rock available to State agencies or area municipalities for use in
public projects, particularly shore protection, was considered during
preparation of the Draft Feasibility Report, but no parties interested in
receiving the rock at their cost were identified. Therefore, the Federal base
plan for rock disposal as laid out in the Feasibility Report and FSEIS/FEIR is
placement at the MBDS. The Design Phase of this project will include
additional consultation and collaboration with interested agencies and others to
determine what, if any, economically practical beneficial use options for this
material may exist at the time of construction and what parties are interested in
receiving that material for their own uses. At this time however, without
interested parties and uses identified, there are no quantifiable beneficial uses
to evaluate. See general topics # 5.
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Comment
NMFS-11

The results of the demonstration capping project within the IWS should be
evaluated more fully within the FSEIS/FEIR in order to determine the efficacy
of using the dredged material from the proposed BHDDNIP to cap the IWS
and to assess potential impacts to biological communities within the MBDS.

Response

Detailed results of the capping demonstration project will be available in a
report expected to be finalized in spring 2013 (too lengthy to include within
the FSEIS/FEIR). The DAMOS Program has monitored the benthic
community at MBDS for several decades. The results of this monitoring are
also summarized in the FSEIS/FEIR and clearly show that the benthic
community recovers after placement of dredged material at the disposal site.
See general topic #6.

Comment
NMFS-12

Please note that Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA requires you to provide us
with a detailed written response to these EFH conservation recommendations,
including a description of measures you intend to adopt for avoiding,
minimizing, or offsetting the impact of the project on EFH. In the case if a
response that is inconsistent with our recommendations, Section 305(b)(4)(B)
of the MSA also indicates that our must explain your reasoning for not
following the recommendations.

Response

A letter dated December 6, 2012 was sent to NMFS in response to the EFH
conservation recommendations received.

Comment
NMFS-13

Please also note that a distinct and further EFH consultation must be reinitiated
pursuant to 50 CFR 600.9209(1) if new information becomes available or the
project is revised in such a manner that affects the basis for the above EFH
conservation recommendations. Since additional information will be
generated as you undertake the Planning, Engineering, and Design Phase of
the BHDDNIP, it may affect the basis of our EFH conservation
recommendations, which would require the re-initiation of our EFH
consultation

Response

Additional information acquired during the Design Phase investigations will
be provided to NMFS. If the results affect the EFH consultation
recommendations, the consultation will be reinitiated.

Comment
NMFS-14

As discussed above, the BHDDNIP supports populations of shellfish and
American lobster, and a number of species of anadromous fish that use the
area for various stages of their life history, including the spawning migrations
of blueback herring, alewife, and rainbow smelt. In order to avoid adversely
affecting the sensitive spawning periods of these species, we recommend all
EFH conservation recommendations listed above be adopted.

Response

See responses NMFS-06 and 07 above as well as general topics #2, 7, 8, and
10.

Comment
NMFS-15

Unfortunately, the lack of site-specific details for a project of this magnitude
required us to take a risk-averse approach in the issuance of our EFH
conservation recommendations in order to ensure protection of fishery
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resources and habitats. As additional information becomes available which
would affect the basis of our EFH conservation recommendations, re-initiation
of the consultation may be warranted.

Response

It is acknowledged that NMFS took a risk-averse approach to the issuance of
the EFH conservation recommendations in light of your determination that the
Deep Draft Project lacks site-specific details at this time. If additional
information acquired during the Design Phase investigations would affect the
EFH consultation recommendations, the consultation will be reinitiated.

U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Letter at Page
Administration — National Marine Fisheries Service — Northeast A-2-26

Region — Letter to NAE — 27 November 2012 - ESA

Comment
NMFS-01

This analysis relies on the full implementation of all special conditions listed
above; we consider these to be part of the proposed action. It is important to
note that project plans may be refined in the future. Prior to the USACE
entering into any contracts or carrying out any dredging or blasting, updated
project plans and special conditions will be provided to us. At that time we
will determine if there are likely to be any effects that we did not consider here
and, if there are, re-initiation of this consultation will be necessary.

Response

Concur.

Comment
NMFS-02

Re-initiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by the Federal
agency or by the Service, where discretionary Federal involvement or control
over the action has been retained or is authorized by law and: (a) If new
information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered in the
consultation; (b) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner
that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not
considered in the consultation; or (c) If a new species is listed or critical
habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action. No take is
anticipated or exempted. If there is any incidental take of a listed species, re-
initiation would be required. As noted above, we expect that you will provide
us with refined project plans once they are available.

Response

Concur; refined project plans will be submitted as available

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts — Massachusetts Historical Letter at Page
Commission — Letter to NAE — 18 October 2012 A-2-81

Comment
MHC-01

In regards to the project change, the MHC advises that the USACE should
review the results of previous identification efforts for historic properties in
the area of potential effect, and evaluate the potential of the currently proposed
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project to affect previously identified historic properties, or properties not yet
identified that may be located in the project area that have not yet been
sufficiently surveyed for historic properties.

Response | Concur. USACE responded with a letter dated 4 December 2012..

Comment | The MHC looks forward to review of scopes for any additional proposed

MHC-02 | archaeological identification and evaluation efforts, and the USACE findings
and determinations in accordance with 36 CFR 800.

Response | The surveys proposed are for the Chelsea River channel widening areas only.
These surveys are included in the Design Phase scope, and input will be
sought from the MHC and the BUAR during that phase. Additional survey
efforts may be required for disposal of dredged material at the MBDS and
Industrial Waste Site and/or creation of new beneficial use sites.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Energy Letter at Page

and Environmental Affairs Office of Coastal Zone Management — A-2-80

Letter to NAE - 24 Oct 2012

Comment | CZM is requesting additional information on commitment/planning by

CzZM-01 USACE and Massport to pursue viable options regarding alternatives for
beneficial reuse beyond the creation of the rock reefs, including both shore
protection and upland use.

Response | We are committed to working further on beneficial use for the rock to be
removed from this project. See response letter dated October 26, 2012 for
additional detail.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Energy Letter at Page

and Environmental Affairs Office of Coastal Zone Management — A-2-72

Letter to NAE — 26 October 2012

Comment | CZM has received the necessary information to initiate their federal
CzZM-01 consistency review for the proposed project.
Response | CZM Federal Consistency Review Schedule noted.
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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Energy Letter at Page

and Environmental Affairs Office of Coastal Zone Management — A-2-23
Letter to NAE - 29 November 2012
Comment | Based upon our review of applicable information, we concur with your
CzZM-01 certification and find that the activity’s effects...are consistent with the CZM
enforceable program policies...If the above-referenced project is modified in
any manner....it is incumbent upon the proponent to notify CZM.
Response | Comment noted.
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts — Board of Underwater Letter at Page
Archaeological Resources Executive Office of Energy and A-2-25
Environmental Affairs — Letter to NAE — 27 November 2012
Comment | The Board notes the updated plan specifically calls for deepening access to the
BUAR-01 | Chelsea River. This area is considered archaeological sensitive, particularly in
relation to the 1775 Battle of Chelsea Creek and the loss of HMS Diana. The
recommendation that a remote sensing archaeological survey should be
conducted for the areas of potential affect in the Mystic River and Chelsea
River Channels remains applicable.
Response | Email communication between USACE and BUAR provided more detail
regarding the proposed project activities in Chelsea River and the IWS.
USACE concurred and commented in a letter dated 4 December 2012.
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority — Letter to NAE -9 Letter at Page
November 2012 A-2-62
Comment | MWRA'’s concerns continue to focus on the need to protect MWRA’s
MWRA-01 | infrastructure in two locations within the project area:
e Reserve Channel: where NSTAR’s four-mile 115 Kv Submarine
Cross Harbor Cable runs the entire length beneath the channel and
continues across the Harbor to Deer Island.
e Chelsea Creek: where MWRA has an active 36-inch diameter water
main that crosses the Creek supplying East Boston and Logan
International Airport.
Response .Phone communication between USACE and MWRA indicated that the Deep
Draft Project would not interfere with the water main pipe crossing the
Chelsea Creek. See comment below for the Reserved Channel.
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Comment | For these reasons, it is extremely important that the ACOE and Massport be

MWRA-02 | satisfied that any plans which NSTAR may have to protect or to relocate the
cable be sufficient to ensure its integrity. To date, NSTAR has not shared its
plans with MWRA. MWRA remains very concerned about the protection of
the cable which is a vital and non-expendable item of infrastructure upon
which MWRA relies heavily.

Response The U.S. Attorney’s office is currently in negotiations with MWRA and
NSTAR to ensure that the cable will not impact the Deep Draft Project.

Comment | Any future dredging and/or blasting in the Reserve Channel or the Chelsea

MWRA-03 | Creak area should be carefully coordinated with MWRA through the 8 (m)
permitting process.

Response The project’s non-Federal sponsor, Massachusetts Port Authority, is

responsible for acquiring any MWRA 8(m) permit, should one be required for
the project. Massport will discuss and coordinate with MWRA on any
needed approvals.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Energy
and Environmental Affairs — 12 December 2012

Letter at Page
A-2-6

Comment | Based on the review of the information you presented, | concur that the project

MEPA-01 | changes do not warrant filing of a Notice of Project Change or revisions to the
Scope for the FEIR.

Response | Comment noted.

Correspondence through Release of the Draft Report/DSEIS/EIR in 2008

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region | — Letter to NAE - 23

Letter at Page

May 2008 A-3-1
Comment | EPA requested that the USACE consider means of ensuring air quality
EPA-01 compliance other than construction shutdowns and to provide an analysis of
tradeoffs and costs for shutdowns compared to securing credits or offsets.
Response | Please see general topic #9 above for a response to this comment.
Comment | EPA recommended the establishment of two “advisory panels” of State and
EPA-02 Federal stakeholders to address issues they believed were outstanding,
including air quality compliance, rock reef creation impacts, and blasting
impacts.
Response | As discussed in general topics #2, 3, 4, 8 and 9 above, the USACE and

Massport have committed to continuing involvement of the Boston Harbor
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Dredging Technical Working Group (TWG) throughout the Design and
Construction Phases of the project to solicit technical input to project design
and adaptive management approaches during construction and post-
construction monitoring. Sub-groups of the TWG will be convened as needed
to address specific issues, including those mentioned by EPA.

Comment
EPA-03

EPA applied its rating system for NEPA documents to the Draft SEIS. EPA
rated the base plan for disposal of dredged material at the MBDS, and the use
of non-rock material for capping the IWS as “Lack of Objections-Adequate.”
EPA rated the blasting of ledge from the navigation channels and beneficial
use of blasted rock to creation hard bottom (rock reef) habitat as
“Environmental Objections-Insufficient Information.”

Response

All available information on these topics and plans has been included in the
Draft and Final Feasibility Report and SEIS/EIR. Additional investigations
required to completely evaluate these two aspects of the project will need to
await the detailed Design Phase of the project. The USACE and Massport
have committed to making these investigations and working with the TWG
agencies to develop a blasting plan, construction sequencing plan, and full
investigation and evaluation of the reef creation alternative and other
beneficial use opportunities for the blasted rock. The USACE and Massport
will develop and file additional NEPA/MEPA documents needed to document
these investigations and detailed plans, and any resulting project changes. See
general topics #1, 3, 4, and 5 above for a response to this comment.

Comment
EPA-04

In its specific comments attachment, EPA discussed the potential impacts of
blasting and called for development of a blasting plan to minimize impacts.
EPA also requested the USACE examine whether or not realignment of the
channels could reduce rock removal quantities.

Response

See general topic #3 above for the blasting plan discussion. The existing
channels at Boston are the result of nearly 14 decades of channel
improvements to deepen and widen the port’s navigation arteries. The original
controlling depth in the harbor in the 1860s was 17 feet at mean low water
(MLW), and the first dredging project was to establish a 23-foot channel
depth. Successive projects up to 2001 dredged and blasted these channels to
the present 40-foot authorized depth, with rock often removed to a greater
depth over most areas. Shifting the channel alignments would move the
proposed dredging areas into shallower areas where ledge has not already been
reduced to the 40-foot or greater depth, increasing blasting and dredging
requirements. The Feasibility report examined the harbor’s three entrance
channels to determine which would require the least work to deepen to 45 feet
or beyond and concluded that the 40-foot North Entrance Channel would
require less blasting and dredging than either the 30-foot South Entrance
Channel or the 27-foot Narrows Channel. No further investigation on this
topic is planned.
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Comment | EPA requested that the USACE “commit to an extensive monitoring program

EPA-05 spanning the entire project life cycle that will provide real-time information on
the impacts of blasting”, and that such a plan be developed in consultation
with the TWG.

Response | See general topics #2 and 3 above for a response to this comment.

Comment | EPA requested that the USACE “work to make sure that the public is kept

EPA-06 fully informed of the blasting program and work group discussions as the
project advances.

Response | See general topics #1, 2 and 3 above for a response to this comment.

Comment | EPA stated that it “does not object to the disposal of project generated material

EPA-07 at the MBDS.”

Response | Noted

Comment | EPA stated with respect to the industrial waste site that “the area is technically

EPA-08 closed to fishing ...”

Response | It is the USACE understanding that this statement is incorrect; that neither
NMFS or the NEFMC have “closed” the site to fishing.

Comment | EPA raised concerns with the rock reef sites, their suitability for reef

EPA-09 development, the substitution of soft bottom habitat for hard bottom habitat,
and TWG involvement in further consideration of this alternative, and full
investigation of this alternative before preparing a Final SEIS.

Response | Please see general topics #1, 2 and 4 above for a response to this comment.

Comment | EPA requested that the USACE evaluate impacts of blasting on the acoustic

EPA-10 monitoring system established with listening buoys in the shipping lanes. The
system was established to provide ships transiting to and from the harbor with
real time data on the location of whales, thereby reducing the potential for ship
strikes. EPA also suggested consultation with NMFS on the potential for
blasting impacts on whales, and inclusion of use of the acoustic monitoring
system in contract documents.

Response | The USACE investigated the potential for noise from blasting activities in the

harbor to impact whales in Massachusetts Bay and the listening buoys located
in the separation zone of the Boston Harbor traffic lanes. A conservative
calculation for the zone radii on the distance underwater noise would travel to
create a nuisance for marine mammals was estimated to be approximately
1500 feet safety zone relative to the outermost area of blasting for the project
in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel. Based on distribution maps for
whales in Massachusetts Bay, and the location of the listening buoys more
than 10.5 miles from the seaward end of the harbor entrance channel, it was
determined that the noise from blasting would not affect whales or the
operation of the listening buoys. This has been coordinated with the National
Marine Fisheries Service. The National Marine Fisheries Service has
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concurred with the USACE determination that the proposed Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project is not likely to adversely affect
any listed species under their jurisdiction (See letters dated November 7, 2012
and November 27, 2012).

The USACE will include a requirement in our contract specifications that
Contractor(s) must monitor the results of the listening buoy acoustic data for
the presence of whales in the project area and take the necessary precautions.

Comment | EPA believes that the USACE and Massport should fund and carry out post-

EPA-11 construction monitoring of any rock reef habitat creation site, and work with
the TWG to “explore this issue”.

Response | The DSEIS (page 2-25) states that such monitoring of recolonization rates
would be important. The estimated cost for such a monitoring plan is included
in the project cost estimates. See general topics #2 and 4 above for further
response to this comment.

Comment | DSEIS page 3-23: EPA staff has observed European oysters within Boston

EPA-12 Harbor along the Winthrop and East Boston shorelines.

Response | Noted. We have included this information in the FSEIS/EIR.

Comment | DSEIS page 3-83: The DSEIS notes that only transient marine mammals are

EPA-13 found in Boston Harbor. EPA believes that harbor seals and harbor porpoise
are regular seasonal visitors to the harbor. Harbor porpoise are routinely
observed around the Charles River dam in the spring during anadromous fish
inward migration. They have also been observed in Chelsea Creek. Harbor
seals have been observed year round throughout the harbor.

Response | Noted. The USACE has included this information in the FSEIS/EIR.

Comment | EPA requested information on the change in water intake (cooling, ballast)

EPA-14 with larger ships compared to usage with current vessel sizes.

Response | The USACE discussed this question with COSCO and MSC, the two largest
container shippers using the Port of Boston. Both shippers did not expect that
ballast water requirements would increase at Boston with larger vessels. With
the deepened channels, ships would be taking on more cargo, and would
therefore require less ballast water than at present, even with larger vessels.
MSC stated that larger vessels coming into service with newer engines have
closed cooling systems. The first requirement for these vessels upon arrival at
Boston, their first stop after crossing the Atlantic, would be to take on fresh
water from the dock to fill their cooling system. Salt water intakes are on a
separate loop that draws heat off the fresh water loop and return to the harbor.
The closed system reduces intake requirements.

Comment | EPA suggested that the USACE should look at the cumulative impact of

EPA-15 additional barge traffic to the MBDS to the risk of ship strikes on whales.
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Response

The USACE currently has a mechanism in place to reduce the risk of a vessel
collision with whales (whale observers will be on board scows transiting to the
MBDS between February 1 and May 31). In addition, the Contractor will be
required to monitor the buoy listening system for whales in the area. No
vessel collisions with whales have occurred since monitoring disposal at the
MBDS.

Comment
EPA-16

EPA stated that this project would cause a conversion of between 1100 to
1300 acres of soft-bottom habitat to hard substrate.

Response

The project’s total dredging area would impact a total of about 1200 acres of
the harbor bottom. Existing bottom classification data and subsurface data
indicate that post-construction conditions would include more surface
exposure of bedrock and blue clay than existing conditions. However only a
portion of the 1200 acres would be different habitat than the existing bottom.
Bottom type change maps were included in Appendix Q. These will be
updated using information developed from the Design Phase subsurface
explorations.

Comment
EPA-17

EPA stated that the SEIS should “analyze the cumulative impact to benthic
habitat from this project and the large number of other projected projects in the
harbor.”

Response

Section 4.5.3 of the Final SEIS/EIR describes the cumulative benthic habitat
from the Boston Harbor navigation projects and disturbance from other
projects.

Comment
EPA-18

EPA stated that the USACE should satisfy the issue of general conformity
before issuing the Final SEIS. We also note that in paragraph 2 of page 9 of
EPA’s letter they state: “Should the USACE adopt ... enforceable
environmental commitments that insure the use of new equipment with more
stringent EPA emissions standards, and enforceable dredging schedule, then
general conformity would be satisfied by the action falling below emission
thresholds.”

Response

See general topics #1 and 9 above for a response to this comment. EPA’s
statement repeated above indicates that the plan for combining the use of new
cleaner construction equipment and construction shutdown periods, would if
enforced contractually, satisfy emissions requirements. While concurring with
EPA’s statement, the USACE and Massport have committed to investigating
alternative means of air quality compliance during the Design Phase to
determine the most cost effective means of meeting the requirements. Pending
U.S. EPA regulatory changes will also have a potential effect on the
reanalysis.

Comment
EPA-19

EPA stated that the USACE focused more emphasis on efforts to avoid
triggering offset requirements of general conformity, and should analyze the
relative cost and benefits of avoidance against the impacts of stretching the
construction schedule over more years.
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Response

See general topic #9 above for a response to this comment. The USACE
“goal” was to develop and present an implementable project. When
commitments to availability of future credits proved unobtainable and offset
opportunities for the construction period were not able to be identified at this
time, the combination of shutdowns and use of cleaner equipment proved the
only option which could be said with any certainty was available to meet the
requirements. As stated above, the Corps and Massport have committed to
investigating alternative means of USACE air quality compliance during the
Design Phase to determine the most cost effective means of meeting the
requirements.

Comment
EPA-20

EPA notes that offsets for a time-limited project such as this construction may
be supplied using time-limited discrete emission reduction credits.

Response

As noted in General Comment #9, the USACE will investigate the feasibility
of purchasing emission credits (including time-limited discrete emission
reduction credits) and/or offsets in the next Design Phase of the project. The
USACE will discuss the use of time-limited discrete emission reduction credits
for this project with EPA.

Comment
EPA-21

EPA also suggests that construction operations that occur during the winter
may avoid the ozone season and emissions outside the ozone season may be
excludable from the conformity analysis.

Response

At this time the proposed construction period shutdowns would occur for a six
month period every other year from 1 October to 31 March. This is to limit
construction to nine months per year while limiting the impact of shutdowns to
a single 6-month period spanning two calendar years, rather than two separate
3-month periods. Pollutants other than ozone are of concern and need to be
avoided by the shutdowns. With demobilization-remobilization costs at about
$4 to 6 million per event avoiding work during the summer 0zone season
would have significant additional costs. See general topic #9 above for
additional information and response to this comment.

Comment
EPA-22

EPA notes that the USACE base plan for air quality compliance includes a
requirement for Contractor equipment to meet EPA’s emission reduction
standards. EPA asks that a Record of Decision on this project include an
enforceable commitment to include this requirement in the project
specifications.

Response

The USACE concurs with including this requirement in the project
specifications should it be necessary to include such a requirement in the final
project plan after conclusion of the air quality compliance review during the
Design Phase. EPA is among the agencies requesting that the USACE
conduct an evaluation of whether construction shutdowns are the best method
of compliance compared to credits and offsets. As stated in general topic #9
above the USACE and Massport have committed to conducting such a review
and involving EPA, the State and interested TWG members in that analysis.
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Comment | EPA states that the relevant non-attainment or maintenance plan “areas for the

EPA-23 project are the Boston-Lawrence-Worcester (E. Mass), MA moderate eight-
hour ozone non-attainment area and the Boston area carbon monoxide
attainment area with an associated maintenance plan.”

Response | The Final SEIS/EIR has been updated to reflect the latest regulatory
designations.

Comment | EPA requests that tables in the SEIS and Appendix O be revised to reflect

EPA-24 recent changes in EPA ozone standards.

Response | Please see general response topic #9 above. The FSEIS/EIR has been updated
as of December 2012 to address the regulatory issues raised in the comments.
The Air Quality analysis will be re-examined following the Design Phase field
investigations and development of a construction sequencing plan. The
USACE and Massport will work with EPA, the State, and interested TWG
participants with experience in Air Quality mitigation issues to develop an
appropriate air quality compliance strategy, should one still be required.
Changes in Federal and State standards and implementation plans will be
incorporated into the revised analysis at that time.

Comment | EPA requests that tables in the SEIS be revised to reflect changes in State

EPA-25 Implementation Plans for ozone as recently submitted to EPA.

Response | Please see response to comment EPA-24 above.

Comment | EPA notes that EPA’s proposed revisions to the general conformity

EPA-26 regulations may provide more flexibility and benefits to the project’s air
quality evaluation.

Response | The USACE notes that the FSEIS/EIR has been updated as of December 2012
to address regulatory concerns raised in the comment. We will include
consideration of the revised regulations should they be in place at the time the
Design Phase air quality conformance review is conducted.

Comment | EPA requested that back-up data and calculations for the air quality analysis

EPA-27 be provided to complete their review.

Response | The additional data and calculation files requested by EPA have been provided
by the USACE to EPA separately.

National Marine Fisheries Service — Letter to NAE — 2 June 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-13

Comment | The Service noted that while the EFH assessment contained in the DSEIS/

NMFS-01 | DEIR addresses many of the issues associated with the project, specific

information described later in their letter, is necessary for the Service to
evaluate anticipated impacts. Upon receipt of the additional information, the
Service will provide appropriate specific EFH conservation recommendations.
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Response

As requested, the USACE will provide the additional information when
available and include that information, the Service’s recommendations, and
any further USACE response in an additional NEPA document covering the
additional resource studies to be conducted in the Design Phase. EFH
conservation recommendations were received in a letter dated November 26,
2012 and responded to in a letter dated December 10, 2012.

Comment
NMFS-02

The Service noted that due to the low populations of alewife and blueback

herring throughout the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the MADMF has
prohibited all harvest of these species. In addition, rainbow smelt has been
identified as a “species of concern” by the Service

Response

Noted. The USACE has included this information in the FSEIS/EIR in
Section 3.3.5.

Comment
NMFS-03

The Service noted that the proposed dredging and the resulting suspended
sediment and deposition may result in adverse effects to fishery resources and
habitats. The Service also indicated that larval stages of winter flounder may
be susceptible to impacts from suspended sediment due to abrasion.

Response

SSFATE modeling results indicate that very low sedimentation rates are
expected to occur outside the navigation channels from dredging. These rates
are not expected to be different than naturally occurring rates from weather,
tidal conditions, and/or ship conditions. Monitoring of the plume from the
Boston Harbor Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging in 2008 confirmed earlier
plume monitoring results that indicate the dredge plume does not travel
outside the navigation channel to winter flounder spawning areas.

Comment
NMFS-04

The Service remains concerned that dredging activities and associated plumes
of contaminated sediment have the potential to impair migration of
anadromous species.

Response

The parent material to be dredged is composed of Boston blue clay, glacial till
and rock and is not contaminated. This material has been approved by EPA as
suitable for ocean water disposal. In addition, previous monitoring for the
BHNIP showed that the width of the plume generally stayed within 200 feet of
either side of the dredge. As the harbor is approximately 2,000 feet wide at
the narrowest point, the turbidity plume should not inhibit the movement of
anadromous fish.

Comment
NMFS-05

The Service noted that a laboratory study found that rainbow smelt avoided
suspended sediment when concentrations were in excess of 20 mg/I.

Response

Previous monitoring for the BHNIP showed that the width of the plume
generally stayed within 200 feet of either side of the dredge and was difficult
to discern beyond the edge of the plume. As the harbor is approximately 2,000
feet wide at the narrowest point, the turbidity plume should not inhibit the
movement of anadromous fish.
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Comment | The Service suggested that results of the real-time dredge plume tracking

NMFS-06 | effort to be undertaken during the Inner Harbor maintenance project in 2008
be used in part to develop a dredging sequencing plan.

Response | The USACE agrees and intends to work with the TWG agencies to develop a
construction sequencing plan for the project, including blasting and dredging.
The sequencing plan, other detailed project plans developed during the Design
Phase, and the results of the investigations used to develop those plans will be
included in supplemental NEPA/MEPA document filings. See general topic
#7 above for additional information and response to this comment.

Comment | The Service requested that an analysis of blasting impacts be incorporated into

NMFS-07 | the EFH assessment and that a blasting plan be developed. Information
needed to respond to this comment and to develop a blasting plan for the
project will not be available until the Design Phase of the project has advanced
to completion of the subsurface field effort.

Response | See general topics #2 and 3 above for additional information and response to
this comment.

Comment | The Service requested that an After Action plan being developed to discuss the

NMFS-08 | four fish kill events during the ledge pinnacle removal project in 2007 be
incorporated into the recommended blasting plan. The Service also Discussed
the TWG subgroup established to examine underwater blasting and that this
group be engaged in development and approval of the blasting plan.

Response | The USACE concurs in these recommendations as further discussed in general
topics #2 and 3 above. The After Action Report on the 2007 blasting
operation and fish kill events is included in this Final SEIS/EIR.

Comment | The Service stated that as Massport recently indicated that the Marine

NMFS-09 | Terminal could be used as a transfer facility, that upland alternatives for
disposal of the rock should be explored more fully.

Response | The USACE and Massport have recently had additional discussions with
MACZM. Please see general topic response #5.

Comment | The Service requested that the FSEIS/FEIR consider the loss of soft bottom

NMFS-10 | habitats as result of the creation of artificial reefs relative to the overall
ecosystem functions and values.

Response | Demersal species such as American plaice, Atlantic halibut, summer flounder,

winter flounder, windowpane flounder, witch flounder, red and white hake,
and yellowtail flounder may be present in the finer sediments at the proposed
enhancement sites. The placement of a rock reef in the fine sediment areas of
the proposed enhancement sites would displace some of these EFH listed
species, but not all. Some EFH species such as juvenile and adult American
plaice, juvenile Atlantic halibut, and adult winter flounder may also continue
to use the rock reef as habitat. This information will also be added to the Final
SEIS. This also will be considered as the USACE and Massport work with the
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TWG to further assess the potential creation of rock reef sites are discussed in
general topic response #4.

Comment | The Service stated that the results of the capping demonstration effort should

NMFS-11 | be presented to the Federal and State resource agencies in order to determine if
this method is acceptable for use for the IWS capping project.

Response | Please see general topic response #6. The USACE and EPA reviewed the
results of the capping demonstration with the TWG.

Comment | The Service will provide specific EFH conservation recommendations, as

NMFS-12 | appropriate upon receipt of the following information: 1) a sequencing plan, 2)
a comprehensive blasting plan, 3) an alternative beneficial reuse options
alternatives discussion, and 4) results of the upcoming capping demonstration
project at the MBDS.

Response | The USACE will provide the requested information to the Service and will
publish the results of the Design Phase investigations in supplemental NEPA
documents. This is further discussed in general topics #3, 5, 6, and 7. EFH
conservation recommendations were provided in a letter dated November 26,
2012 and responded to in a letter dated December 10, 2012.

Comment | The Service notes that on occasion Federally endangered whales may enter

NMFS-13 | Boston Harbor

Response | No blasting will occur in Boston Harbor if marine mammals are present in the
area. Appropriate actions will be taken if the presence of the dredge and barge
operation would interfere with the movement of any whale observed in the
project area.

Comment | The Service requested that the USACE reinitiate Section 7 Endangered

NMFS-14 | Species Consultation because the currently proposed blasting operation was
not considered.

Response | Section 7 Consultation with the Service was reinitiated to address the effects
of blasting on Federally listed whales, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon, and
NMFS has concurred with USACE’ determination that the proposed blasting
is not likely to adversely affect any NMFS listed species (See letters dated
November 7, 2012, and November 27, 2012).

Comment | The Service requests that additional information on the underwater noise

NMFES-15 | resulting from blasting as well as information on project timing, sequencing,
and monitoring be included in correspondence with the Service for listed
species.

Response | The USACE has investigated the potential for noise from blasting activities in

the harbor to impact whales in Massachusetts Bay and is coordinating this
information with NMFS. That information will be included in the FEIS. The
USACE will also provide the remaining information requested by the Service.
Additional information on the effects of blasting on whales, sea turtles and
Atlantic sturgeon has been added to the FSEIS/EIR.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — ESA Letter to NAE - 14 May 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-22
Comment | Inits letter of 14 May 2008 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided its
F&WS-01 | final comments under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and stated that
“no Federally-listed or proposed threatened or endangered species or critical
habitat under the Service’s jurisdiction are known to occur in the project area.”
Response | Noted

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Letter at Page

Compliance, Boston, MA — Letter to NAE - 2 June 2008 A-3-24

Comment | The DOI stated that indirect impacts of dredging on intertidal habitat were not

DOI-01 fully addressed, “such as altered wave energy or sediment transfer dynamics
due to increases shipping traffic with larger vessels.” DOI also stated that they
were concerned with direct and indirect effects of the project on maritime cliff
and beach communities from changes in “erosion rates and patterns in the
harbor.”

Response | The navigation improvement project proposes to deepen the existing 40-foot

deep navigation channels to 48 feet (50 feet in the case of the entrance
channel). These channels are already periodically dredged for maintenance
purposes every 16 to 40 years. The shoaling rates in Boston’s channels are
very low leading to the conclusion that their presence, maintenance and the
deepening under this project will have no effect on wave energy reaching the
shores of the harbor islands, most of which are directly exposed to the open
Atlantic. There is a significant distance between nearly all of the harbor islands
and the channels to be dredged. The closest of the harbor islands to the
dredged channels, Lovells, Gallops, and the Nixes Mate shoal are located in
areas where the channel will not require dredging to deepen it as natural
scouring of the bottom by tidal currents provides depths of 50 to 90 feet. The
northern end of Long Island at the former Fort Strong was armored by previous
projects, and some ledge removal is required along the channel margin closest
to this headland. However no impacts are anticipated given the hard nature of
the material at that location.

Shipping is not expected to increase with the recommended improvements. In
fact the number of ships transiting the harbor is expected to decrease, primarily
due to conversion of the petroleum tankships and cement carriers to less
frequent calls by larger vessels. The base economic case for containership
traffic increases vessel size, but only for the four weekly services now calling
on the port. Other economic scenarios projected the addition of a single weekly
service for a total of five container ship calls weekly. No increase in vessel-
related erosion is anticipated at the harbor islands.

A-41




Comment
DOI-02

DOl stated that excessive noise and light would affect park visitor experience
and degrade park habitat.

Response

The dredge plant activities will be minor sources of noise and light compared to
the other activities of the Port, airport and City. Lovells and Gallops Islands
are located more than % of a mile from the nearest dredging areas. Submarine
blasting will not result in surface noise and will only occur in daylight.

Lighting on dredge equipment working at night will be insignificant compared
to lights from the airport, seaport or the MWRA sewage treatment plant (STP)
on Deer Island.

Comment
DOI-03

DOl stated that dredging activities would likely impact the viewshed of the
park.

Response

Dredging plant vessels would be insignificant objects compared to the 1000+-
foot long tankships and containerships transiting the channel several times a
day and using the anchorage. The port, airport and STP are far larger objects
than a 100-foot long dredge barge % of a mile to several miles distant. The
dredge and drilling plants will move over the entire project area of more than
10 miles of channel. The floating plant would only be in any particular channel
reach for several months before moving on to the next area of the project.

Comment
DOI-04

DOl stated that island archaeological sites are subject to indirect impacts of the
project’s influence on erosion rates and patterns in the harbor. DOI also stated
that historic structures on the harbor islands may be sensitive to impacts from
dredging and increased ship traffic.

Response

See response to DOI-1 above. The USACE is aware of the seawalls at Fort
Warren on Georges Island; in fact the USACE built the seawalls at Fort
Warren, Lovells, Long and Gallops Islands and most of the other armored
headlands and islands around the harbor as “works of preservation” as part of
the Boston Harbor Federal Navigation Project in the early to mid 1800s, with
modifications made during construction of the various coast defenses. Fort
Warren is located more than 1.4 nautical miles from the nearest dredging
location along a channel (The Narrows Channel) that is not proposed for
dredging under this project. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to
have an impact on the historic structures on the harbor islands.

Comment
DOI-05

DOI asked what volumes/rates of suspended sediment would not be contained
during dredging operations, and what “trajectories” these suspended sediments
might take.

Response

Refer to Section 4.2.1 in the SEIS for this information.

Comment
DOI-06

DOI asked about the results of chemistry performed on samples.

Response

The materials to be removed by the navigation improvement project to deepen
the harbor are parent materials of largely glacial origin. These materials were
sampled by coring, and physical tests were conducted that determined them to
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be glacial till, Boston blue clay, sand and gravel. These materials were
excluded from further chemical testing due to their non-industrial origin. The
fine blue clay is very cohesive and contains no contaminants. There will be no
contaminants released from the dredging and disposal of these materials. This
improvement dredging material has been approved by EPA for ocean water
disposal at the MBDS.

Comment | DOI asked “what is meant in the report by sediment disposal will not disrupt

DOI-07 navigation.”

Response | Disposal at the MBDS will occur in areas removed some distance from the
shipping lanes in areas of about 300 feet of water. The MBDS is located
approximately 20 miles east of Boston and is not located within any Federal
navigation channels. MBDS is an active EPA-approved dredged material
disposal site and is marked on navigation charts. Therefore there will be no
impact on shipping from either disposal activities or the disposal mounds
formed on the ocean floor.

Comment | Feasibility report discussion on sediment characteristics and quality should be

DOI-08 more “clear and meaningful.”

Response | Comment Noted

Comment | Appendix K, Sediment Sampling, presents a data compilation with no

DOI-09 discussion or synthesis of results.

Response | Comment Noted. Appendix K is intended only to present test results.

Comment | Appendix J, Geology, should be revised to state that the lower till may be

DOI-10 Wisconsonian or pre-Wisconsonian while the younger till is not post-
Wisconsonian

Response | Comment Noted

Comment | NEPA requires an analysis of deepening all New England ports, as other ports

DOI-11 may seek deepening if Boston is deepened. Deepening other New England
Ports should be considered as alternatives to Boston Harbor or in addition to
Boston Harbor deepening.

Response | A detailed discussion on the non-structural alternatives and why these

alternatives do not meet the project purpose is available in the Feasibility
Report. The Feasibility Report was attached to the Draft SEIS/EIR and
circulated to the public for review.

There are no proposals currently to deepen either of New England’s two other
40-foot ports, as was discussed in the Feasibility Report section on alternative
ports. The only two other 40-foot ports in New England are New London CT
and Providence RI. New London was deepened to 40 feet solely for the Navy’s
use and neither the Navy nor the other deep draft users have any need to deepen
that harbor further. There are no container terminals or large petroleum
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terminals at New London, nor any sites available for development of such
facilities.

Providence recently underwent a major maintenance dredging operation, its
first dredging project since 1970. CAD Cells were constructed beneath the
upper harbor basin at elevations that will limit future deepening as no need for
future port deepening was anticipated by the State of Rhode Island.

Comment
DOI-12

Completion of maintenance dredging will “reset the colonization clock” in
2009. Resources in the harbor and at the disposal sites may change before the
deepening project is authorized and constructed, a process which could take a
decade or longer. DOI recommends that the Feasibility Report and SEIS
include a “look back” requirement to review the impacted resources in
coordination with other agencies.

Response

Please see general topics #1, 2 and 8 above for additional information and
response to this comment. The USACE cannot predict in what timeframe
Congress may act on any recommendation to deepen Boston Harbor. There
near-term timeline is for construction to begin in late 2014 and take up to three
years to complete.

Comment
DOI-13

DOI requests that additional hydrographic surveys be conducted of the
channels to be dredged and expanded out 1000 feet from the channel limits to
monitor adjacent areas to determine if erosion or accretion results from
deepening the channels. These expanded surveys should be conducted pre and
post-dredging, one-year post-dredging and then every three years for an
additional nine years. Data should be evaluated against the pre- and immediate
post-dredging baselines.

Response

The USACE will conduct additional hydrographic surveys during the Design
Phase, immediately before dredging commences on each channel segment and
after dredging of each segment is complete. For channels of this depth and
width surveys are typically extended about 200 feet outward from the side
slopes of the channels to examine slope stability and ensure adequate coverage.

Boston Harbor’s navigation channels shoal very slowly, requiring maintenance
dredging every 16 to 40 years, with the entrance and Main Ship Channels
having the longest maintenance cycle, and the inner channels in the Mystic and
Chelsea Rivers having the shortest. The dredging and maintenance of the
channels have had no discernible effect on the elevations of surrounding sub-
tidal flats as these areas do not produce shoal materials for the channels at any
significant rate. The USACE sees no need to expand the typical survey limits
further unless any channel segment were to exhibit shoaling. In that case the
limit of the next survey would be expanded in the likely source direction.
However, without a demonstrated need, the survey cost and limits would be
held to the area of the channel, its side slopes and immediate area as at present.

Similarly, post-construction surveys would not be conducted outside of the
typical condition survey cycle presently followed for the various channels.
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Harbor pilots, the USCG and other port users keep a close eye on depth
conditions in the channels and advise the USACE of any problems. The
USACE performs additional surveys when these parties report any reduction in
controlling depth. If shoaling is found sooner than expected, then it would
make some sense to investigate the potential sources more distant from the
channel. In the absence of any such shoaling, the USACE sees no need to
increase the frequency of post-dredging condition surveys.

Comment | USGS states that the reference provided for its data is no longer current.
DOI-14
Response | Noted. The web link reference has been updated.

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs | Letter at Page
— Certificate of the Secretary on the Draft SEIS/EIR — A-3-29

13 June 2008

Comment
EOEEA-01

The Certificate on page 2 states that the TWG “will develop conditions for the
Water Quality Certification, evaluate disposal alternatives and modify
construction and monitoring techniques as necessary to ensure adequate
environmental protection.”

Response

This seems to misrepresent the role of the Technical Working Group. As
stated in general topic response #2, the USACE [and Massport] will continue
to involve the TWG in the scoping of Design Phase studies, evaluation of
study results, development of monitoring plans, development of the blasting
and construction sequencing plans, and adaptive management of
environmental protection measures employed during construction. However,
it is the USACE, and not the TWG that will develop and propose these plans.
The USACE will frequently seek and rely on the technical expertise of the
members of the TWG in developing its plans, and provide the TWG members
with opportunity to review and comment on all scopes and Design Phase
studies and plans. The USACE will apprise the TWG of any developments in
project impacts during construction and will seek the TWG input to solving
any situations that may develop. If a Water Quality Certificate is required for
the project (see below), our understanding is that development of conditions is
the responsibility of MA DEP, although they would likely solicit input from
the TWG as well as the USACE and Massport on appropriate conditions.

Comment
EOEEA-02

The Certificate on page 3 states that the project requires a 401 Water Quality
Certification and it may require an 8(m) permit from the Mass Water
Resources Authority.

Response

The USACE will seek a Water Quality Certification from the State only if
disposal or other placement of dredged materials occurs in State waters. A
WQC will not be sought for dredging activities, which are characterized as
deminimis discharges under the Clean Water Act, or for placement of dredged
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material seaward of the territorial sea in Federal Waters where the Marine
Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act is the regulatory authority and not the
Clean Water Act.

The project’s non-Federal sponsor, Massachusetts Port Authority, is
responsible for the acquisition of the MWRA 8(m) permit if needed. Massport
is aware of the requirement and will coordinate with MWRA on its
acquisition. See response to comment MWRA-08.

Comment
EOEEA-03

The Certificate on page 4 states that “because the proponent [Massport] is a
state agency and, under a cost sharing agreement is responsible for providing a
significant percentage of the project costs, MEPA jurisdiction extends to all
aspects of the project that may cause significant Damage to the Environment
including air quality, water quality, threatened and endangered species, marine
habitat, fisheries and historic and archaeological resources.

Response

Comment acknowledged

Comment
EOEEA-04

The Certificate on page 4 states that the several prior dredging projects at
Boston required removal of only a small amount of rock compared to the
proposed project, and the volume of parent material is 3 to 6 times greater than
that for the last improvement project. Due to the fish kills during blasting with
the current maintenance project the large volume associated with this
improvement project is a significant concern.

Response

The USACE and Massport share the Secretary’s concern. The After Action
Report on the 2007 blasting operation and fish kill events has been included in
the Final SEIS/EIR (see Appendix Y). Blasting and construction sequencing
plans and monitoring programs will be developed with input from the TWG
agencies as described in general topic responses #3, 7 and 8. These plans will
be published in supplemental NEPA/MEPA documents during the Design
Phase of the project. It should be noted that during the most recent blasting in
September of 2012, there were no apparent fish kills. In addition, lessons
learned from the previous blasting in Boston Harbor will be incorporated,
where appropriate into the blasting mitigation measures. Some of these
lessons include the development or a communication plan between the fish
observer and the contractor, and that the fish startle system will be deployed on
an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge to facilitate longer effectiveness.

Comment
EOEEA-05

The Certificate noted that the evaluation of beneficial reuse of the rock was
not thorough and should be re-evaluated.

Response

Additional beneficial uses for the blasted rock will be investigated during the
next Design Phase of the project. Please see general topic response #4.

Comment
EOEEA-06

The Certificates states on page 6 that the Final EIR should address whether
any of the material would be appropriate for beach nourishment at Winthrop
Beach.
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Response

The Federal project base plan is to dispose of the material at the MBDS. As
has been stated in general topic response #4, the USACE and Massport are
willing to work with the State and others during the Design Phase to determine
if other practicable beneficial use options for the rock exist. However,
whether or not any of the dredged materials to be generated by the navigation
project are suitable for use on any other project must be determined by the
proponent of such project(s). The Corps will better define, through surveys
and subsurface explorations, the quantities, locations, and physical nature of
the material to be removed for channel deepening. That information will be
shared with all interested parties. The responsibility for further investigation,
testing, design and regulatory approvals for any project or party desiring to
take the materials generating by dredging rests with those parties. The Federal
project will not bear those costs or conduct those evaluations. During
construction, any additional costs associated with rehandling, processing or
transporting materials for use on other projects, such as Winthrop Beach,
would need to be funded by non-Federal parties and would not be a cost to the
Federal Navigation Project.

Comment
EOEEA-07

If the artificial reef is intended to serve as a major mitigation commitment,
then close consultation with the state and federal agencies...is needed to
identify a site and develop a design that meet the project objectives.

Response

For clarification purposes, at this time the artificial rock reef would be
developed as a beneficial use, not as mitigation. We have not identified any
significant adverse environmental impacts from the navigation dredging that in
our view would require compensatory mitigation. The Federal base plan is to
dispose of the rock at the MBDS if a practicable beneficial use can not be
identified. See response to General Topic Response #4 regarding our
commitment to working with the State and Federal agencies on identifying
appropriate site(s), design, placement methodology, and monitoring for the
rock reef.

Comment
EOEEA-08

The Draft SEIS/EIR generally characterizes impacts as insignificant and/or
temporary in nature, even though the dredging project will convert more than
1,100 acres of soft bottom to hard bottom.

Response

Table 4-1 in the DSEIS/EIR states that between 186 and 518 acres of soft
bottom would be used for the rock reef, not 1,100 acres. In addition, Table 2-5
in the DSEIS/EIR states that the habitat enhancement sites would create a
permanent (not temporary) change from soft bottom to mixed hard bottom
habitat.

In the dredged areas, the Feasibility Report states that 1205 acres of bottom
habitat would be impacted through dredging, including side slopes and about
20 acres of previously undredged areas where the channels and turning basin
require widening. Many areas will have the same post-construction bottom
type as before dredging, however there will be a variety of pre-dredge v. post-
dredge changes in bottom type over the project. In general, the deeper the
channels are dredged, the more hard-bottom materials will be exposed, such as
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till and rock. Appendix Q to the Draft report contains maps of the existing and
post-construction bottom types (for a 45 and 48-foot channel depth). These
maps and the areas of various bottom types existing and with the project will
be refined once the Design Phase field exploration programs have been
completed.

Comment
EOEEA-09

The Draft SEIS/EIR does not provide the “After Action Report” or identify
revisions to protocols or mitigation. ...the DSEIS/EIR does not provide a
sequencing schedule to minimize fish impacts.

Response

The “After Action Report” has now been completed and is included as
Appendix Y to the Final SEIS/EIR. The “After Action Report” provides a
base from which to develop the Blasting Plan for the Deep Draft Project. The
Blasting Plan would also inform the development of the larger construction
sequencing plan. See General Topic #3 for additional discussion on the
Blasting Plan.

Comment
EOEEA-10

The Draft SEISIEIR indicates that, development of more detailed data,
including more extensive borings to characterize the type and quantities of
rock to be removed, will not be conducted until the final Design Phase.

Response

This is correct. Please see general topic response #3 for development of the
blasting plan during the Design Phase.

Comment
EOEEA-11

EOEEA notes that comments from MA DEP and US EPA state that credits
should be pursued as a means of air quality compliance and if not that any
construction shutdowns be targeted to summer.

Response

Please see general topic response #9 for information on Design Phase air
quality compliance investigations. Currently, construction shutdowns are
targeted to the winter months so that a single extended shutdown (with its $4
to $6 million demobilization-remobilization costs) would suffice for two
calendar years’ emission reduction requirements.

Comment
EOEEA-12

Cultural resource investigations to be continued — Page 9

EOEEA notes that the SEIS indicates that borings and remote sensing surveys
should be conducted for the widening of the Chelsea River Channel to assess
the presence of cultural resources, and that the Draft EISIEIR indicates that the
USACE will continue consultation with the Massachusetts Historical
Commission (MHC) and the Massachusetts Board of Underwater
Archaeological Resources (BUAR).

Response

These statements are correct. The MHC and BUAR have both concurred in
the determination of no cultural resource impacts from work in the lower and
outer harbor. The USACE has agreed to develop a scope of work for areas of
Chelsea River that may not yet have been fully investigated, and to conduct
those surveys during the Design Phase. Disposal of dredged material at the
IWS and/or creation of beneficial use sites may require additional surveys and
evaluation as well as coordination with MHC and BUAR.
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Comment
EOEEA-13

Review of the Draft SEIS/EIR, review of comment letters and consultation
with state agencies indicate support for the proposed project. Although
additional review of alternatives is not warranted, there are significant
outstanding issues that must be resolved regarding development of measures to
avoid, minimize and mitigate project impacts.

Response

We concur with this statement and will work with the agencies during the
Design Phase to adequately investigate and address the remaining issues.

Comment
EOEEA-14

The EOEEA notes that in the event that the Final EIS does not fully address
the remaining issues, EPA has noted that an additional NEPA process may be
necessary to engage the agencies and public on supplemental information
during the Design Phase of the project. EOEEA also notes that State MEPA
regulations allow the filing of a Notice of Project Change (NPC) subsequent to
the review of the Final EIR that can be used to provide public review of
significant changes to the project and/or development of additional
information/analysis.

Response

This is the overall plan that the USACE and Massport have presented in the
Draft and Final Feasibility Report and SEIS/EIR. The Design Phase
commitments are spelled out in the several general topic comments, and in
other commitments made in these responses.

Comment
EOEEA-15

EOEEA state that a Water Quality Certificate, issued by MA DEP, will be the
vehicle for establishing enforceable mitigation commitments, that adequate
resource characterization and mitigation commitments will be necessary for
CZM to issue Consistency, and that the Final EIR should provide information
on 401 WQC standards and demonstrate project consistency with these
requirements. EOEEA states that provision of adequate resource
characterization and mitigation will balance the need for more conservative
mitigation approaches such as strict dredging windows.

Response

The USACE agrees that best management practices should be employed to the
extent practicable to limit impacts, whether significant or not. Given current
project status we do not at this time believe that there are any adverse resource
impacts from this project of such significance as to require compensatory
mitigation. As stated in general topic response #7 and #8 we will conduct
additional resource characterization investigations in the Design Phase in
consultation with the TWG and will develop a construction sequencing plan to
best avoid impacts to identified resources in different areas of the harbor and
different times of the year. CZM consistency concurrence was issued on
November 29, 2012. A Water Quality Certificate would only be needed if
disposal of unsuitable maintenance material into the Main Ship Channel CAD
cell or for creation of rock reef (State waters) is needed.

Comment
EOEEA-16

EOEEA notes that the Final EIR must provide more information on
sequencing including the location, timing and methods of proposed blasting
and anticipated impacts on marine resources. The Final EIR should further
illustrate how much hard bottom is impacted, how much will be converted to

A-49




other habitat and how much may be created within the project site. In
addition, a pre- and post-monitoring plan must be developed for the project as
a whole, including the artificial reef if that remains as a project component

Response Please see general topic responses #3, #4, #6, #7 and #8 above.

Comment The Final EIR should identify total impacts (permanent and temporary) to

EOEEA-17 | Land Under the Ocean. It should include a timeline and plans that clearly
illustrate where and when the BHNIP, IHMDP, OHMDP and the BHDDNIP
overlap. It should provide a plan that clearly delineates areas that BHDDNIP
will alter that have not been disturbed by the BHNIP, IHMDP and OHMDP.
The Final EIR should include maps that clearly delineate resource areas
including eelgrass beds and shellfish habitat.

Response As stated in response to comment EOEEA #08 above, the Design Phase
subsurface investigations will result in updating the survey and bottom
classification maps already included in the Draft Report. The timeline and
work conducted for the BHNIP have been described in detail in the Phase Il
report prepared by ENSR at the conclusion of that project. There will be no
timeline overlap between the other projects and the Deep Draft Improvement
Project. Shellfish beds in proximity to the navigation project are mapped. All
eelgrass beds are greater than 1,000 feet from the project sites. Maps showing
the Deep Draft Project relative to the existing project areas will be prepared.

Comment | EOEEA stated that the Final EIR should assess noise impacts associated with

EOEEA-18 | the blasting, in particular, for blasting associated with the Mystic River and
Chelsea River.

Response There is no blasting in the Mystic River. Blasting in the Chelsea River will be
limited to a small are of ledge requiring less than 2000 CY of rock removal in
the area adjacent to the petroleum terminals at the upstream turning basin in
Revere. Submarine blasting generates only negligible surface noise due to
charge size, the significant depth of water (>40 feet) at low tide, and measures
taken to reduce shock waves. Noise has not been and will not be a factor with
submarine blasting for this project.

Comment | Monitoring plan & Resource characterization — page 11

EOEEA-19

Response Please see general topic response #8 above.

Comment | The total amount of conversion of soft-bottom habitat to hard substrate should

EOEEA-20 | be identified and conversion should be identified on project plans.

Response Please see response to comment EEOEA #08 above.

Comment | EOEEA stated that MA DMF noted concern with softshell clam habitat that

EOEEA-21 | will be impacted by dredging in the Chelsea River, including permanent loss

through habitat conversion. The Final EIR should include a clear delineation
of the shellfish habitat potentially impacted by dredging and assess the
functional loss to other species.
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Response

The DSEIS/EIR noted that softshell clam habitat is present along the banks of
the Chelsea River. The population was determined to be negligible as
softshell clam was noted in only one grab sample collected in the area of this
identified habitat. Also see response to EOEEA #17 above.

Comment
EOEEA-22

EOEEA states that the Final EIR should identify any elements of the project
that are located within the Cod Conservation Zone.

Response

Portions of the project occur within the Cod Conservation Zone. Fisheries and
cod are discussed in the FEIS/EIR at Section 3.3.5, 4.2, and 5.3. The Cod
Conservation Zone was designated to shut down fishing for cod in specified
areas of Massachusetts Bay during winter months to protect aggregations of
cod engaged in spawning, and as currently envisioned the project will not be
active during some winter months due to Clean Air Act conformity issues and
winter weather safety restriction on rock removal and dredging activities in the
entrance channels. Due to this timing of the shutdowns, it is not expected that
aggregations of spawning cod will be impacted. Moreover, as discussed in
Section 5.3 of the FEIS/EIR, cod are not expected to be found in the dredging
areas. To the extent that the winter shutdown schedule changes or that
aggregating cod are expected to be found in the project area, and are expected
to be affected by dredging operations, this can be taken into account in
determining how the project is sequenced, as we do for other species.

Comment
EOEEA-23

EOEEA stated that the sequencing plan should include a plan for sequencing
the most disruptive and potentially damaging aspects of the project (e.g.
blasting) to avoid sensitive locations during critical times of the year.

Response

Please see general topic response #7 above. The blasting mitigation measures
will be used in part to inform the larger sequencing plan for the project to
avoid and minimize significant impacts to critical resources while permitting
the project to proceed.

Comment
EOEEA-24

EOEEA stated that a minimum of one year of biological surveys of fisheries
resources and habitat should be completed to support a rational sequencing
plan, and that DEP and DMF should be consulted to determine what data is
necessary to support sequencing and monitoring.

EOEEA also stated that the plan should consider timing of disposal to dredge
contaminated material early phases so that it can be capped with clean material
dredged in subsequent phases.

Response

See response to General Topics #7 and #8. The USACE and Massport
anticipate including DEP and DMF, and the TWG for consultation during the
Design Phase on the data needed to support sequencing and monitoring.

There is no “contaminated material” associated with the navigation
improvement project. All harbor maintenance dredging will have been
completed before the improvement project commences and the harbor’s
channels have very low shoaling rates. All improvement material has been
approved by EPA for disposal at the MBDS.
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Comment | Communicate with lobstermen — page 12

EOEEA-25 | The proponent should establish plans for communication with the fishing and
lobstering communities regarding construction activities and timing to avoid
impacts and conflicts

Response As with the recently completed and currently ongoing navigation projects in
Boston Harbor, the USACE will provide, through its contractors, a public
notice informing the fishing and shellfishing communities of the location and
timing of dredging.

Comment EOEEA noted that the blasting plan should consider avoidance measures

EOEEA-26 | (shifting channel limits, and rock removal by bucket ripping rather than
blasting), and should consider sequencing and time of year restrictions, and
technological approaches including use of additional acoustic fish exclusion
devices and consideration of bubble curtains.

Response Please see rock removal including blasting mitigation measures and the later
construction sequencing plan.

Comment | EOEEA noted that EPA stated that the Final EIR should evaluate the potential

EOEEA-27 | for impacts of blasting on the recently installed buoy listening and monitoring
system

Response The FEIS/EIR addresses this issue and concludes that the blasting will have no
impact on the buoy listening system. The nearest buoy is more than 10.5 miles
from Finns Ledge at the outer end of the entrance channel — the seaward-most
location of blasting. See Section 4.2.5 of the Final SEIS/EIR.

Comment | EOEEA notes a need to re-assess beneficial uses for the rock material, and to

EOEEA-28 | reconsider upland disposal options as a first priority and creation of the
proposed reef as a secondary consideration, in addition to consulting with MA
CZM regarding an upland disposal alternative it is pursuing.

Response The USACE and Massport agree. See general topic response #5 above.

Comment | EOEEA states that the artificial reef alternative should require continued

EOEEA-29 | consultation with the TWG to develop better alternatives for providing fish
habitat, and that further planning for the reef include defining the loss of soft
bottom habitat and related impacts, and include a monitoring program to
document colonization rates and other indicators of habitat creation.

Response The USACE and Massport agree to conduct such investigations during the
Design Phase of the project. See general topic response #4 above.

Comment | EOEEA notes that US EPA and MA CZM support use of parent material to

EOEEA-30 | cap the IWS in Massachusetts Bay, and states that the results of the
preliminary capping demonstration should be reviewed by the TWG and
included in the Final EIR.

Response Please see general topic response #6 above. The capping demonstration

results were favorable and are currently in report preparation. The report will
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be reviewed with the TWG and serve as a basis for designing the capping
project for the IWS if a decision is made to proceed.

Comment
EOEEA-31

EOEEA states that the Final EIR should address whether any of the material
that will be dredged is appropriate for placement on Winthrop Beach for its
beach nourishment program, and should assess the compatibility of material
with Winthrop Beach using the additional geotechnical investigations that will
be conducted, and should consult with the DCR and the Town of Winthrop.

Response

Please see the response to comment EOEEA #06 above on this topic. The
USACE will make the results of its Design Phase investigations of dredged
material types, quantities and locations available to all interested parties for
their consideration of uses for that material and will work with any party
expressing an interest in taking such material.

Comment
EOEEA-32

EOEEA states that the TWG should participate in the development of the Final
EIR, the Design Phase, and development of monitoring and mitigation
requirements. EOEEA also states that the TWG should be convened during
construction to assess the success of control measures and review project
progress.

Response

Please see general topic response #2 above.

Comment
EOEEA-33

EOEEA notes that MA CZM suggested that the project employ a third-party
contractor as an independent facilitator for the TWG to manage “unforeseen
developments as they arise during the construction phase of the project,” and
to coordinate with the independent fisheries observer during dredging
operations to provide a rapid, coordinated response from

agency and community representatives.

Response

The USACE and Massport agree that the independent observer played a
beneficial role in the BHNIP (1998-2001). However, the need for an
independent observer for the Deep Draft Project is not evident at this point.

Comment
EOEEA-34

EOEEA noted that MA DEP and US EPA requested that additional air quality
mitigation strategies be explored, including the use of emission reduction
credits to offset project related emissions. EOEEA also urged a project
commitment to the purchase of emission reduction credits.

Response

See general topic response #9. No actual purchase commitment can be made
until Congress authorizes and funds the project.

Comment
EOEEA-35

EOEEA states that the MHC indicates that it anticipates continued
consultation with ACOE regarding the methodology and results of its cultural
resource surveys (for the Chelsea River), and that the MA BUAR indicates
that it has been satisfied with findings and recommendations of archaeological
surveys conducted to date and concurs with the recommendation that a remote
sensing archaeological survey should be conducted for the areas of potential
affect in the Mystic River and Chelsea River channels.

A-53




Response

See response to comment EOEEA #12 above. In its 4 December 2012 letter to
BUAR, the USACE stated that the plan of improvement includes deepening an
area of the existing 35-foot Mystic River Channel to 40 feet. This area
accesses Massport’s Medford Street Terminal in Charlestown. Massport has
already deepened its berth at this terminal to 40 feet. As this area was
deepened in the past to reach the current 35-foot depth and sampling shows the
improvement material to be Boston blue clay, no plans for further
investigations are necessary.

Comment
EOEEA-36

EOEEA repeats a statement from the MWRA that the proposed limit of the
project may deepen the Reserved Channel at or deeper than the current
location of the NSTAR cable supplying Deer Island.

Response

Based on the best information currently available, dredging to 47 feet, with 2
feet of overdepth allowance and 2 feet additional required removal in rock
areas would not reach the MWRA cable. Because this work would be
sufficiently close to the cable, however, NSTAR has developed a proposed
protection scheme that, assuming its feasibility, would allow the Improvement
Project to move forward without requiring the much more expensive option of
removing and reinstalling the cable. NSTAR has already conducted field data
collection to refine the corrective plan, and reported those results to the
USACE. The USACE has requested some additional studies and information,
and NSTAR is in the process of addressing that request. The USACE
anticipates entering into an Agreement with NSTAR and MWRA that will
specify timelines and requirements for NSTAR to implement its cable
protection scheme.

Comment
EOEEA-37

EOEEA notes the MWRA comments that work in Chelsea River be carefully
coordinated with the MWRA to avoid impacts to its 36" water main and three
wastewater crossings, and that an 8(m) permit may be required.

Response

Massport will coordinate the need for any 8(m) permits with the MWRA.
Correspondence from the MWRA indicates the Chelsea utilities are of
sufficient depth (50 feet) that they will not be impacted by the proposed
deepening of Chelsea River to 40 feet.

Comment
EOEEA-38

The FEIR should include an updated mitigation section and draft Section 61
Findings for the 401 WQC.

Response

The mitigation section of the Final SEIS/EIR has been updated.
A draft Section 61 Findings is included in the Final SEIS/EIR.

Comment
EOEEA-39

Indicate whether compensatory mitigation plans will be developed for direct
and indirect mortality of fisheries resources, delayed recovery of habitat and
areas of habitat that are permanently lost or altered.

Response

Upon completion of the additional resource characterization to be conducted
during the Design Phase, the USACE and Massport will work with the TWG
agencies to develop blasting mitigation measures and sequencing plans, best
management practices, beneficial use plans, and adaptive management
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procedures that would avoid or minimize significant adverse impacts to the
maximum extent practicable. If the habitat enhancement sites are considered a
permanent loss of soft-bottom habitat then the rock would be disposed or
beneficially used elsewhere. The impacts from delayed recovery or alteration
of habitat, and direct and indirect impacts to fisheries resources are expected to
be temporary and short-term. Critical resources and special aquatic sites are
not expected to be impacted by the channel deepening. Compensatory
mitigation is not believed necessary. Should the investigations that will be
conducted during the Design Phase lead the USACE to a different conclusion,
then appropriate mitigation strategies and measures will be developed.

Comment | EOEEA noted the Town of Winthrop’s concern with the project which cited
EOEEA-40 | impacts on fisheries habitat and potential changes to sediment transport
patterns. EOEEA expects the USACE to respond to those issues and, in
particular, address the potential of the project to affect long-term sediment
transport patterns.
Response Please see responses to the Town of Winthrop’s comments below, in particular
the response to comment TOW #12,
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management — 2 June 2008 Letter at Page
A-3-46
Comment | MZ CZM suggests continuation of the TWG during the Design Phase of the
CzZM-01 project. CZM also suggested establishment of a smaller “sub-committee”
facilitated by an “independent third party contractor” to “manage situations as
they arise during the construction phase.”
Response | The USACE concurs with continuing the involvement of the TWG in this
project. Please see general topic #2 above.

Comment | MA CZM states that, besides lobster, there was little or dated information on
CZM-02 the other potentially impacted natural resources such as shellfish, fish, benthic
infauna, and epifauna, and other species of decapod crustaceans.

Response | Based on discussions with the TWG, a conservative approach was determined

to be the best method for describing natural resources considered important to
the discussion of the Affected Environment and Environmental Impact sections
of the SEIS/EIR. This approach assumes that a natural resource is in the area
unless the physical environment or other data suggests the habitat is not
suitable for a particular species or community.

As discussed in general response topic #8 above, additional resources surveys
will be conducted during the Design Phase to inform the development of the
construction sequencing plan and to serve a baseline for the monitoring surveys
measuring habitat recovery post-construction.
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Comment
CZM-03

The lack of site-specific data for the blast areas is of particular concern due to
the potential impacts to the relatively stable exposed bedrock seafloor habitat.
The area to be blasted is largely different from the proposed dredging areas.
The seafloor in the inner and lower harbor is largely comprised of relatively
mobile soft sediments that support dynamic community of benthic infauna and
epiufauna typical of highly disturbed environments. The area in the outer
harbor to be blasted is an area of hard bottom (bedrock and boulders) that is
presumably very stable and not highly disturbed, potentially supporting a stable
community.

Response

Benthic resource characterization was investigated through sampling and
analysis in the project area (including the blast areas) and is described in the
Final SEIS/EIR.

All areas proposed for dredging and rock removal, with very limited exceptions
where the entrance bend at Finns Ledge and the turning area off the Army Base
pier will be widened, are within the existing channel and subjected to periodic
maintenance dredging. In fact, maintenance of the 40-foot lane of the north
entrance channel was accomplished in 2004-2005. Most areas of rock removal
will need to be dredged first to remove overlying unconsolidated substrate,
before drilling can occur. Only a small portion of the ledge areas are exposed
bedrock.

Comment
CZM-04

MA CZM suggested that a pre- and post blasting/dredging monitoring program
of the impacted areas, particularly the areas to be blasted and outer and lower
harbor resources would allow for a sufficient description of the baseline
characteristics and potential impacts, while facilitating the monitoring of
recovery in the area.

Response

The USACE agrees to perform a pre and post monitoring program to document
the recovery of the impacted areas. The details of the monitoring program will
be discussed with the TWG. See general topic #8 above for an outline of the
monitoring proposed.

Comment
CZM-05

A comprehensive blast plan should be developed. An independent third-party
observer should be present during the project to ensure the blast plan
procedures are followed, or modified on a real time basis with the TWG.

Response

See general topics #2 and 3 above for details on the rock removal blast plan and
coordination with the TWG. USACE inspectors and fish observers will be on-
site during construction to ensure adherence to the specifications for the
project, including the blast mitigation measures.

Comment
CZM-06

MA CZM suggested that consideration should be given to harvesting American
lobsters and rock crabs from the blast areas as part of the plan to limit the
impact to these valuable commercial lobsters. Substantial concentrations of
mussels should also be removed and relocated (transported to similar nearby
habitat) to minimize impacts to these resources.
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Response | Lobsters, mussels and crabs do not have air bladders like many fish that need
them for buoyancy. Because of this, they are not usually impacted from the
blast shock wave. Divers exploring for unexploded ordnance after each blast
event in Boston Harbor fall of 2007, did not note the presence of dead lobsters
from blasting. Also, dredging will disturb the area prior to blasting, as
unconsolidated overburden must be removed prior to drilling, which may limit
the value of this habitat for these resources.

Comment | MA CZM suggested that the concentration of total suspended solids in the

CzZM-07 sediment plume should be modeled. CZM also noted that SSFATE data and
maps were not presented in the draft report/SEIS/EIR.

Response | An SSFATE model was used for the Outer Harbor Maintenance Dredging
Project, which much of the Deep Draft Project overlaps. Details from plume
monitoring of the IHMDP are included in the FSEIS/EIR. Please see general
topic #10 above for additional response.

Comment | Project sequencing should be addressed to avoid or minimize the effects on

CZM-08 different species occurring at different times of year.

Response | A project sequencing plan will be developed as more specific data is collected
during the Design Phase. Please see general topic #7 above for additional
details on this commitment.

Comment | The creation of the proposed rock reef may not be warranted. A better

CZM-09 understanding is required to make a judgment on this proposal. The use of rock
for shore protection and upland uses should be further evaluated.

Response | See general topics #4 and 5 above for response to these topics.

Comment | CZM supports the plan to use parent material (clay) to cap the IWS. Results of

CzZM-10 the capping demonstration planned for the MBDS should be reviewed by the
TWG and used to design the capping project.

Response | The USACE concurs with CZM’s statements. Please see general topic #6
above for response to these comments.

Comment | The project is subject to Federal consistency review and must be found

CzZM-11 consistent with CZM’s enforceable policies.

Response | The USACE concurs. A CZM Consistency Determination was provided to the

Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management on October 16, 2012,
followed by a conference a call on October 24, 2012 and then another letter on
October 26, 2012. CZM Consistency Determination concurrence was received
on November 29, 2012.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection — Letter to Letter at Page

MAEOEEA - 2 June 2008 A-3-50
Comment | The Department notes that a Section 401 Water Quality Certification will be
DEP-01 required for the project.

Response | The USACE concurs that a WQC will be required for any disposal of dredged
material or fill in State waters.

Comment | The Department stated that “the proponents should perform a community

DEP-02 outreach effort to provide coastal communities with an opportunity to use the
material for projects addressing shoreline erosion, beach renourishment, and
other needs.”

Response | Please see general topic responses #4, 5 and 6. The USACE and Massport are
working with MACZM to identify additional potential uses for rock and other
hard materials. There is unlikely to be any significant sandy materials practical
for use as traditional beach nourishment. Should Design Phase subsurface
investigations determine such materials are present in sufficient localized
quantities to make the additional cost of segregating those materials practicable
and identifiable, then the State and other interested parties will be canvassed to
determine their willingness to receive any such materials as their cost.

Comment | The Department stated that “as sequencing allows, clean material may function

DEP-03 as a suitable cap over material to be disposed of in a confined aquatic disposal
(CAD) cell.”

Response | As all improvement dredging materials are clean and have been found suitable
for unconfined ocean disposal at the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site, no CAD
cells are proposed for the improvement project. If CAD cells are required for
any concurrent maintenance dredging activities yielding materials unsuitable
for ocean disposal, the use of clean improvement materials for capping CAD
cells will be considered, as the Department suggests.

Comment | The Department stated that “rocky materials may provide suitable habitat in

DEP-04 some instances” and recommended consultation with the agencies to develop a
suitable habitat enhancement plan.

Response | Please see general topic response #4.

Comment | The Department stated that a sequencing plan be developed, in particular for

DEP-05 blasting activities.

Response | Please see general topic responses #3 and #7.

Comment | MA DEP recommends that the most contaminated dredged material be placed

DEP-06 at the bottom of a CAD cell to maximize the separation of such materials from
aquatic habitats.

Response | The material to be removed by the improvement project is all parent material,

all of which has been found suitable for ocean placement at the MBDS. No

A-58




CAD cells are anticipated for this project. If CAD cells are required for any
concurrent maintenance dredging activities yielding materials unsuitable for
ocean disposal, then sequencing of disposal into any cells will be examined as
the Department suggests.

Comment
DEP-07

The Department stated its belief that the Technical Working Group’s
involvement in the project be continued. The TWG’s ability to provide input
on minimizing impacts, and for communicating unexpected occurrences were
cited. The Department also stated that the proponent should provide a third-
party contractor to facilitate and report to the TWG.

Response

Please see general topic response #2. The USACE and Massport are committed
to continuing the role of the TWG through the design and construction phases
of the project. There will be USACE inspectors on the project to ensure the
Contractor(s)’ compliance with the requirements of the project’s Plans and
Specifications. Use of a facilitator proved helpful during the Navigation
Improvement Project of 1998-2001. However, the need for a facilitator for the
Deep Draft Project is not evident at this time.

Comment
DEP-08

MA DEP suggests that the enforcement of the emission reduction strategy be
described, that additional engine retrofit opportunities be explored, as well as
the use of emission credits. More detailed information on the dredging
schedule within each year including targeting dredging operations in the pre-
and post-ozone season.

Response

Please refer to general topic #9 for a response to the above comments. The
USACE will work with U.S. EPA, MA DEP, and interested TWG members
with expertise in air quality issues during the Design Phase to develop an
appropriate strategy for any required mitigation of air quality impacts.

Massachusetts Bureau of Underwater Archaeological Resources — Letter at Page
Letter to NAE - 2 June 2008 A-3-54

Comment
BUAR-01

The Board has concurred with the findings and recommendations of the surveys
conducted to date for the Main Ship Channel, Reserved Channel and its
Turning Area, President Roads Channel Reach and Anchorage and the North
Entrance Channel from Broad Sound.

Response

Noted. No further cultural resource surveys are required in these areas.

Comment
BUAR-02

The Board concurs in the recommendation that a remote archaeological survey
of potential effect areas in the Mystic and Chelsea Rivers should be conducted
and will work with the USACE to develop a survey strategy.

Response

As stated in the draft Feasibility Report/SEIS/EIR, the USACE has included
surveys of the widened channel areas in the Chelsea River in the design phase
scope.
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Massachusetts Historical Commission, SHPO — Letter to NAE - 5 Letter at Page

May 2008 A-3-55
Comment | The MHC looks forward to reviewing the scope of the proposed additional
MHC-01 | cultural resource surveys as stated in the USACE letter of 4 October 2007.
Response | The surveys proposed are for the channel widening areas along the Chelsea

River. As described above in response to the BUAR letter, these surveys are
included in the Design Phase scope, and input will be sought from the MHC
and the BUAR at that time.

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority — Letter to NAE — 2 June Letter at Page

2008 A-3-56
Comment | The project would bring the Reserved Channel to a finished depth of not less
MWRA-01 | than -52 feet MLLW.

Response In areas of ordinary material a 2-foot overdepth is allowed, not required. In
areas of rock, there is a two foot overdepth required and an additional 2 foot of
overdepth allowed. For a channel to be dredged to -47 feet in rock, the
contractor is required to remove material to -49 feet and can remove material
to -51 feet. However, the comment that the finished depth would be not less
than -52 feet is incorrect. That is the maximum depth that would be allowed,
not the minimum.

Comment | NSTAR’s documents indicate that this cable was installed at approximately -

MWRA-02 | 50 feet with variations higher and lower along its course ...

Response The as-built drawings submitted to the USACE of Engineers and the MWRA
do not support the statement that the cable was installed at a depth of -50 feet.
The permit issued to the MWRA and the NSTAR required the cable to be
installed to a minimum of -60 feet MLLW. As-built drawings appear to show
that the minimum elevation of the cable is -54 feet MLLW.

Comment | The permit required the cable to reach a depth of -60 MLLW which, based

MWRA-03 | upon the “as-built” data of NSTAR’s contractor, was not achieved.

Response We concur with your comment that the permit issued to NSTAR and the
MWRA for the installation of the cable required the cable to be buried to a
minimum depth of -60 feet and that the as-built drawings clearly indicate that
that minimum depth was not achieved.

Comment | MWRA staff has attended meetings with the USACE, NSTAR and the U.S.

MWRA-04 | Justice Department over the past several years ... in response to the USACE

insistence that corrective action be taken to bring the cable’s location into
compliance with [the] permit. ... No concrete progress has been made toward
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finding a solution that will assure that the cable could survive the channel
deepening process.

Response

When it became apparent that the cable was not installed to the minimum
depth required under the USACE permit, the USACE initiated discussions
with NSTAR and the MWRA.. After the initial discussions between the
USACE, NSTAR, and MWRA in 2003-2004, this matter was referred to the
U.S. Attorney’s Office for the District of Massachusetts, and since then the
parties have engaged in productive settlement discussions. These discussions
have resulted in a plan developed by NSTAR for protection of the cable.

This commitment led NSTAR to develop a proposed protection scheme that,
precludes the need of requiring the much more expensive option of removing
and reinstalling the cable. NSTAR has already conducted field data collection
to refine the corrective plan, and reported those results to the USACE. The
USACE has requested some additional studies and information, and NSTAR is
in the process of addressing that request. The USACE anticipates entering into
an Agreement with the MWRA and NSTAR that will specify timelines and
requirements to allow for a timely, effective resolution of the cable matter.

Comment
MWRA-05

NSTAR’s preferred option of placing protective mats over the cable cannot be
expected to work if the cable’s current location is already at or above -52
MLLW.

Response

See response to Comment 4.

Comment
MWRA-06

It appears that the proposed dredging may impact MWRA’s Section 38, a 36
inch water main that crosses the Chelsea River. ... Section 38 is located at
approximately -44 feet, so that any dredging or blasting should be carefully
coordinated with MWRA.

Response

A new Section 38 line was installed near the Chelsea Street Bridge. Since
there is no additional widening proposed for this area, the line should not be
impacted.

Comment
MWRA-07

There are three wastewater crossings of the Chelsea River, an abandoned
siphon (Section 10), an active deep tunnel (Section 101), and an active siphon
(Section 37.5).

Response

In an email dated 22 May 2008 which was provided to the USACE, Mr.
Terrence Flynn of the MWRA indicated that the wastewater siphons in the
Chelsea River are at an elevation of approximately -50 feet mean low water.
This is approximately 10 feet below the required depth being proposed in the
Chelsea River.

Comment
MWRA-08

An MWRA 8(m) permit will be required.

Response

The project’s non-Federal sponsor, Massachusetts Port Authority, is
responsible for acquiring any MWRA 8(m) permit, should one be required for
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the project. Massport will discuss and coordinate with MWRA on any needed
approvals.

Comment | MWRA understand that the Chelsea River deepening assumes that the Chelsea
MWRA-09 | Street Bridge and the Keyspan gas siphon would be replaced.
Response This comment is correct. The Chelsea Street Bridge has been replaced in

2012. The pipeline was relocated in 2007. Neither the bridge or pipeline pose
a restriction to deepening the Chelsea River.

Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries — Letter to MA EOEEA - | Letter at Page

2 June 2008 A-3-60
Comment | This project constitutes work begun in 1995 ... and continued through 2007. ...
DMF-01 work has proceeded for nearly this entire period.

Response

These statements are incorrect. Work for the last improvement project began in
August 1998 and continued through December 2001. Work for the outer
harbor maintenance was accomplished from August 2004 to May 2005. The
inner harbor ledge removal work was completed in two phases; 2008 and 2012.
Work of this nature and frequency is common for a major regional commercial
industrial port like Boston Harbor. One of the factors contributing to the
improvement in water quality in the port is the removal by dredging of silty
shoal material a portion of which includes contaminants of sufficient elevation
to require confined disposal. The USACE concurs that harbor deepening
activities should be sequenced, if possible, to avoid critical fish spawning and
passage at various times of year in various areas of the harbor. Please see
general topic #7 and 8 above for discussion of the proposed construction
sequencing plan and resource monitoring.

Comment
DMF-02

The Division stated that virtually every estuarine waterway in Massachusetts is
impacted by dredging. There is considerable concern regarding cumulative
impacts on the overall ecosystem. With continuous dredging these projects
change from an acute short-term impact to a chronic impact.

Response

The cumulative impact section of the DSEIS/EIR discusses cumulative
impacts. The combined subtidal impact from all projects in Boston Harbor is
less than 20% (approximately 18%), with the majority of impacts attributable to
the Boston Harbor dredging projects and the Hubline. However, the areas
proposed for dredging within Boston Harbor associated with this project are
contained within existing previously impacted navigation channels. Table 1-2
shows the years dredging has occurred in Boston Harbor. Dredging has not
been continuous over this period allowing impacted areas to recolonize and
recover and would therefore not be considered a chronic condition. In addition,
past dredging has targeted different areas of the harbor allowing areas to
recover over varying extended periods. Construction of the Deep Draft Project
will, however, impact some of the same previously dredged areas. The
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shoaling rates within Boston Harbor are low. Maintenance dredging is not
needed more than once every 16 to 40 years, dependent on the channel
segment, thereby allowing ample time for recovery.

Comment
DMF-03

The DEIR relies heavily on information collected and examined for previous
efforts. The proponents have not conducted a sufficient impact assessment.

Response

The DEIS/EIR is a supplement to the EIR/S prepared for the previous Boston
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project (BNHIP). The Supplemental
EIS/DEIR builds on the lessons learned from the BHNIP. The BHNIP and
maintenance dredging projects used the same channels now proposed for the
Deep Draft Project. The data and investigations used for those prior projects,
and used for the Deep Draft Project, were deemed relevant and sufficient to
evaluate the proposed navigation project.

Comment
DMF-04

Many decisions are being left to the discretion of the TWG during the Design
Phase. Given the experience and significant resources of the USACE and
impacts from current activities ... a more concerted effort could have been
made to examine potential impacts ...

Response

To clarify, it is the USACE and Massport, not the TWG, who make decisions
regarding this project. Our analysis has examined impacts based on the best
available information. If the USACE is authorized to proceed to the Design
Phase of the project, the investigative efforts associated with that work will
result in additional information that will be used to further analyze potential
impacts of the project. The TWG will be engaged to provide technical input
and review of the various work plans and management techniques to be
developed in the Design Phase and followed during construction.

Comment
DMF-05

Fish kills during blasting events this past year in Boston Harbor were not
addressed in the DEIR.

Response

The DSEIS/EIR did address the four fish kill events in Boston Harbor in the
fall of 2007 in Section 4.13. As stated in the DSEIS/EIR, an After-Action
Report was prepared to provide information on those blast events. This report
was shared with the TWG and included in the Final SEIS/EIR. An interagency
subgroup of the TWG will be developing blasting mitigation measures using
information developed over the next several years. See general topic #3. Also,
as noted previously, during the most recent rock blasting in September of 2012,
there were no fish kills. In addition, lessons learned from the previous blasting
in Boston Harbor will be incorporated, where appropriate into the blasting
mitigation plan. Some of these lessons include the development or a
communication plan between the fish observer and the contractor, and the
location of the fish startle system that will be deployed on an alternate vessel
instead of the blast barge.

Comment
DMF-06

A sequencing plan should be generated based on biological surveys (ideally
three years) to assess resources, trends and their use.
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Response

A project construction sequencing plan will be developed (see general topic
#7), and limited additional resource surveys will be accomplished (see general
topic #8) during the Design Phase of the project. The TWG will be invited to
participate in the development of these plans.

The USACE had previously proposed and contracted for additional resource
surveys during the Feasibility phase. However, requirements by MA DMF that
1) USACE secure State permits from that agency before conducting any
resource sampling in support of the USACE navigation mission, 2) two years of
multi-seasonal data must be collected, and 3) statements by MA DMF counsel
to the USACE that its contractor personnel would be arrested by the State
Environmental Police if found conducting such sampling in the harbor without
MA DMF approval and permits, led the USACE to suspend further resource
characterization efforts during the feasibility study. Accordingly, prior
sampling efforts and State data were relied on for the feasibility study. These
issues will need to be addressed by State officials and resolved to the USACE
satisfaction before further resource sampling efforts are undertaken.

Comment
DMF-07

Development of a blasting mitigation plan is recommended. Sample plans and
standards have already been provided to the proponent but were not in the
DEIR.

Response

A blasting mitigation plan will be developed in coordination with the TWG
(see general topic #3 above). We are unable to locate the sample plans referred
to above and do not recall their submittal by DMF.

Comment
DMF-08

Early benthic phase lobster (EBP) are present year-round in hard bottom
habitat. DMF recommends that the extent of hard bottom habitat to be
impacted, removed and created within the project site be clarified. Also states
that the proposal to use blasted rock to create new hard bottom habitat not be
included in the assessment.

Response

Appendix Q to the Feasibility Report/SEIS/EIR contains mapping prepared to
show the harbor bottom types under the existing condition, with deepening for
a 45-foot channel (to -47 feet) and with deepening for a -48 foot channel (to -50
feet). In general the area of hard bottom, including exposed bedrock, will
increase with channel depth, particularly in the main ship channel above
Spectacle Island, where ledge is shallow and widespread. More areas of till and
cobble would be exposed in the lower harbor and entrance channel with greater
depth. These areas and comparisons will be further detailed once the
subsurface exploration program is completed as an early step in the Design
Phase.

Comment
DMF-09

DMF recommends a specific examination of the recovery time of hard bottom
habitats that includes sampling of EBP lobsters.

Response

The USACE proposes to conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring of the
benthic habitat. This may include sampling for EBP lobster based on further
consultations with the TWG.
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Comment
DMF-10

The DEIR notes that softshell clam habitat will be impacted by potential work
in the Chelsea River (p. 3-23).

Response

The DSEIS/EIR noted that softshell clam habitat is present along the banks of
the Chelsea River. The population was determined to be negligible as softshell
clam was noted in only one grab sample collected in the area of this identified
habitat.

Comment
DMF-11

Recommends that upland disposal options be revisited.

Response

The 1995 EIS on which this SEIS is based included an extensive evaluation of
non-in-water disposal options. That evaluation concluded that no practicable
upland options sufficient to accommodate that project’s 2 to 4 million cubic
yards of dredged material were available. The USACE is working with MA
CZM to identify additional upland uses for rock to be removed from the
project, including state shore protection projects and making this material
available to the construction industry to avoid the cost of hauling that material
to the ocean disposal site. See general topic #5 above for additional response.
If such investigations identify practicable options, the USACE and Massport
will work with the State to determine if such options can be included in the
project plan. The proponents of any such use will be responsible for any
additional investigations, regulatory requirements, and costs associated with
such options. No additional evaluation of upland options for non-rock material
is planned.

Comment
DMF-12

Recommends that the site selection model for rock reef habitat enhancement be
revisited in conjunction with the TWG.

Response

Please see general topic #2 and 4 above for response to this comment.

Comment
DMF-13

Recommends identifying measures to prevent the spread of invasive species,
such as by contractor barges coming to Boston from foreign harbors or those
known to have species invasive to New England.

Response

The USACE will develop, with input from the TWG, requirements for
inspection of contractor equipment for invasive species if that equipment is
coming to Boston from origins of concern, including submittal of certification
that inspections have been performed by qualified inspectors and the vessels
found free of such species. These requirements would be included in the
construction specifications for the project.

Comment
DMF-14

Improvement dredging, by its very definition, is designed to alter the
environment as permanently as possible. It is also inaccurate to identify
impacts from maintenance dredging as temporary since they are chronic in
nature and will result in permanent functional changes of the habitat.

Response

Not all improvement dredging alters the environment in a significant manner
that result in permanent adverse functional changes. Areas can recover and be
recolonized by benthic organisms from adjacent areas when the resulting
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substrate has not been altered. The changes in depth of up to seven feet (up to
eleven feet in the entrance channel) in Boston Harbor as a result of the dredging
would not be expected to significantly alter the benthic community when
substrates largely similar to pre-dredge conditions remain. Areas where the
resulting substrate has been altered may result in permanent changes to habitat
and its overall value to the system. However, recovery of these areas would be
expected to occur by species suited to the existing habitat.

A pre- and post construction monitoring plan will assist in determining what
changes have occurred after deepening Boston Harbor. See general topic #8.
As mentioned in comment DMF-02, the shoaling rate in Boston Harbor is low.
Maintenance dredging is not expected to be needed for at least 16 to 40 years,
allowing ample time for a stabilized benthic recovery to occur and not an
impact that would be considered a chronic condition.

Comment | DMF recommends an environmental monitoring system designed to evaluate

DMF-15 the recovery period of impacted areas.

Response | The USACE proposes a pre- and post monitoring plan for the Deep Draft
Project be developed and implemented. See general topic #8.

Comment | Requests a delineation of areas where habitat conversion will take place due to

DMF-16 dredging and blasting activities.

Response | See response to comment DMF-08 above.

Comment | DMF requests an estimate of the time needed for recovery of all impacted

DMF-17 habitats.

Response | Recovery time of the benthic community directly impacted by dredging could
take a few months to years, depending on the time of year the dredging takes
place and the resulting underlying substrate that becomes available for
recolonization. Recovery could take a few years if Boston blue clay is exposed.
In these cases benthic recolonization would occur when the clay has been
weathered or a layer of silt is deposited (re-deposition) over the affected
area(s). The exposure of glacial till and rock could be expected to begin to be
recolonized within months (based on experience with DMF’s own Hubline
mitigation rock reef creation project) depending on seasonal conditions at the
time of dredging (i.e., more rapid during the warmer months when benthic
organisms are spawning).

Comment | DMF recommends development of compensatory mitigation plans for direct

DMF-18 and indirect mortality of fisheries resources, delayed recovery of habitat, and
areas of habitat that are permanently lost or altered.

Response | The USACE has developed an appropriate mitigation plan for impacts as

currently identified in the Feasibility Phase. See Section 4.13 in the
FSEIS/EIR. The improvement dredging is confined to existing navigation
channel limits which are subject to periodic maintenance dredging except for
minor areas where the channel bends and turning areas would be widened
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(Finns Ledge in BSNEC, Reserved Channel Turning Area expansion, Chelsea
River bend widening at two locations).

Additional mitigation measures may be included for the project once
supplemental Design Phase investigations are completed. See Responses to the
General Topics above.

City of Boston, Environment Department — Letter to NAE and MA Letter at Page
EOEEA - 2 June 2008 A-3-65
Comment | The proponents should also continue to work with state and local resource

BED-01 conservation agencies ...

Response | The USACE and Massport are committed to continuing involvement of the
Boston Harbor TWG through design and construction of the project. See
general topic #2 for further response.

Comment | Beneficial uses of dredged rock may include hard bottom habitat .. armoring

BED-02 shore areas ...

Response | The USACE will investigate alternative beneficial uses for the rock removed
from the project beyond the rock reefs or the base plan (placement of the rock
at the MBDS). These options will be investigated in consultation with the State
and other TWG participants. See general topic #4 and 5 above.

Comment | The blasting of rock is of particular concern ... A complete review of blasting

BED-03 mitigation measures should be addressed...and reviewed prior to the
development of a blasting plan.

Response | Please see general topic #3 above for response.

Comment | The findings of [the IWS demo] study should be provided and utilized to

BED-04 inform the deep draft project final design.

Response | Please see general topic #6 above for response.

Comment | If unsuitable silt material needs to be disposed of into CAD cells within the

BED-05 harbor, then disposal activities should not delay the capping of cells utilized for
the Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project.

Response | As all the improvement material from the deep draft project is parent material,

no CAD cells are needed for this project. However maintenance dredging of
some harbor areas may occur at the same time. Should any of that maintenance
material come from channel areas already determined unsuitable for ocean
disposal, then new CAD cells would need to be opened from among the
population of CAD Cell sites included in prior NEPA documents for either the
1998-2001 work or the inner harbor maintenance work.
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Comment
BED-06

The rational for not selecting the Magnolia site as a preferred enhancement
location should be substantiated. The final design should be coordinated with
state and federal resource agencies...

Response

The ranking of the enhancement sites was modified as the Magnolia site was
too shallow at one end, rock ledge at the site is exposed, and the site is the
farthest distance from the project area of the five sites. The USACE proposes
to continue its investigations into the suitability and practicability of the
enhancement sites and design with input from the TWG. See general topic #5

Comment
BED-07

Use of removed rock for shore protection should be discussed further.

Response

Please see general topic #5 above for response and discussion of limitations on
application due to the nature of the blasted rock as removed and delivered by
scow. The USACE will be working with the State and other TWG participants
to examine other beneficial uses for the rock including shore protection. If the
City has specific information on sites around the harbor and islands where a
potential public sponsor has a need for shore protection material we would
appreciate receiving information.

Comment
BED-08

The Environmental Consequence section should include a discussion of
possible impacts of dredge material transport and disposal at the IWS and
MBDS upon the adjacent Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary.

Response

Decades of research at the MBDS by the USACE DAMOS program has not
revealed any impacts to the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary.

Comment
BED-09

A discussion on operational techniques and parameters such as dredge cycle-
time, and practices such as scow washing, will be managed to limit turbidity.
In addition, the use of a Cable Arm bucket or environmental dredge buckets

during the project to minimize water quality impacts should be employed.

Response

No scow washing is proposed for this project. The parent material to be
dredged is Boston blue clay and glacial till material. Consequently, turbidity
generated during the improvement dredging should be less than that generated
(and monitored) when silty material was removed during the BHNIP and
subsequent maintenance dredging actions. The physical properties of the
parent material to be removed (Boston blue clay and rock) will not allow the
use of an environmental bucket. In addition, it would not be an effective
management tool for controlling turbidity given the nature of the material.

Comment
BED-10

Turbidity is problematic for eelgrass beds which provide important habitat for
finfish and shellfish. The Final SEIS/EIR should update the section to include
eelgrass beds located along the northwest shoreline of Long Island which have
been established as part of the MA DMF eelgrass restoration project.

Response

Eelgrass restoration sites were selected for the State’s restoration effort after
discussion with USACE on the potential impact from dredging in the Federal
channels. Based on water quality monitoring performed as part of the BHNIP
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and IHMDP, which determined that the turbidity plume generally stayed
confined to the navigation channel although occasionally a low concentration
filament of plume moved a short distance from the channel. Overall, it was
difficult to discern a plume more than 600 feet down current and it was
determined that eelgrass beds located at distances greater than 1,000 feet from
the Federal navigation channel would not be impacted by dredging. The beds
established along the shoreline of Long Island are located further than 1,000
feet from the Federal channels to be dredged under this project.

The Final SEIS/EIR has been updated to include reference to the eelgrass beds
located along the northwest shoreline of Long Island.

Comment | Given the scope of impacts the project will have on benthic habitat, the lack of
BED-11 specific study information on Boston Harbor benthic communities and
uncertainty over such communities’ ability to reestablish, a biological
monitoring program should be developed...

Response | Refer to Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 in the SEIS/EIR for specific information on
benthic and shellfish communities for the project area. A pre- and post
construction monitoring program will be developed in coordination with the
TWG. See general topic #8.

Comment | Work areas and barge routes should be coordinated with the Boston Harbor
BED-12 Lobstermen’s Cooperative and the Massachusetts Lobstermen’s Assoc’n.

Response | The USACE will publish a public notice that identifies the work areas and the
proposed scow route. See Section 4.13 in the SEIS/EIR.

Comment | As NOx and VOCs are pre-cursors to ozone, an air pollutant most problematic
BED-13 during the summer months, the proponents should provide more detail as to
why dredging is not occurring during the winter months.

Response | The current plan for air quality compliance is 6-month construction shutdowns
every other winter to limit work to 9 months in any one calendar year. With the
winter shutdown period a single shutdown will accommodate two years of
work, cutting demobilization-remobilization costs in half for the shutdowns.
This will save $4 to $6 million in shutdown costs for each year. Please see
general topic #9 for additional response on the air quality compliance strategy.

Comment | Ensure that the TWG continued to meet regularly throughout the duration of
BED-14 the dredged project ...

Response | Please see general topic #2 for additional response on the USACE and
Massport’s commitment to continue involvement of the TWG.
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Town of Winthrop, Town Council — Letter to NAE Forwarding Letter at Page
Comments — 30 May 2008 A-3-69

Comment
TOW-01

The Town of Winthrop is extremely concerned that the Army Corps of
Engineers inappropriately denied the long anticipated and critically necessary
shore protection on Winthrop Shore Drive. If the rationale utilized in its
Winthrop Beach decision is consistently applied, then the Boston Harbor
project should also be denied.

Response

The Town goes to great lengths to rationalize similarities between the State and
Town proposal for offshore mining of sand and cobble deposits from never-
before impacted areas and the dredging of the port’s North Entrance Channel.
Boston Harbor is the region’s largest most active commercial industrial port.
Large cargo vessels transit the entrance channel several times daily. The
channel is already subject to periodic dredging to maintain its controlling depth.

The two situations are dissimilar. If the port is to be deepened, then the channel
must be deepened. There is no practicable alternative for harbor access. There
are practicable alternatives for the source material for Winthrop Beach as
discussed in the USACE permit decision.

It may be possible that course grained material generated through deepening of
the North Channel could be suitable for beneficial use on the Winthrop Shores
project. If subsurface explorations to be undertaken during the Design Phase
show that to be the case, the USACE will discuss whether that material can be
made available to the State for processing for such use.

Responses to the Town’s letter address only those concerns specific to the
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project. These responses
will not address Town concerns for the Winthrop Shores project or any
comparison between the two projects. The USACE documents concerning the
Winthrop Shore permit have adequately addressed that project’s issues.

Comment
TOW-02

A large portion of the Broad Sound and the North Channel areas are designated
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for cod and American lobster.

Response

The American lobster is not listed as an EFH species for the Broad Sound
North Channel. In any case, lobster and cod could be found inhabiting the
Broad Sound North Channel area, although it would not be expected to be
significant habitat for cod due to the shallow depths adjacent to the channel.
Nonetheless this area will be temporarily disturbed while the benthic habitat
recovers post-construction. It is expected that the habitat will recover in a few
months to a few years. The exposed substrate is expected to be similar after
dredging (a mixture of bedrock, till, sand and clay), so no permanent alteration
in functional value over the long term would be expected. A pre- and post-
construction monitoring plan will be developed, with input from the TWG, and
implemented.
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Comment
TOW-03

NMFS will be required to determine that the seaward portion of the proposed
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project is an Aquatic
Resource of National Importance (ARNI) to be consistent with their
conservation recommendations for identical bottom type and EFH concerns at
the proposed NOMES Site | borrow site (8 miles offshore of Boston Harbor).

Response

The Broad Sound North Channel is a previously impacted Federal Navigation
Channel authorized by Congress as a shipping channel. As such, the North
Channel is not likely to qualify as an ARNI.

Comment
TOW-04

The proposed project will cause a change in the bottom substrate, resulting in a
permanent impact to EFH ...

Response

Bottom type change maps for the harbor channels were included in the
Feasibility Report/SEIS/EIR in Appendix Q. These maps show little change in
the North Channel between existing conditions and dredging to either 45+2 feet
or 48+2 feet. Other depths are expected to show a similar lack of overall
change in bottom classification. With increased channel depths the exposed
surface area of both bedrock and glacial till are likely to increase somewhat, but
not significantly so. Additional explorations in the Design Phase will allow
more detailed determinations of expected change.

Comment
TOW-05

The DEIR lacks the level of geotechnical investigation appropriate for a project
of this magnitude.

Response

Given the size of this project, some 1200 acres of bottom area to be dredged,
the USACE used a combination of past subsurface exploration data for these
channels from throughout the 1900s, acoustic data (sub-bottom profiling and
side scan sonar), and a ground truth program of borings and probes to adjust the
assumed acoustic basement, to establish elevations of ledge and till for
purposes of a Feasibility Phase estimate of costs and habitat classification.

During the project’s Design Phase, an extensive program of subsurface
explorations (borings and probes) would be conducted to more accurately
define the strata at depth and the pre and post construction bottom
classifications. Please see general topic #3 for additional response on the
Design Phase subsurface explorations.

Comment
TOW-06

Since the proposed dredging activities will have a substantial spatial and water
quality (turbidity) impact on the “Cod Conservation Zone,” the FEIR,
Feasibility Report, and FEIS should provide a full assessment of these impacts.

Response

Prior water quality monitoring for the BHNIP did not document any water
quality violations, therefore no substantial long-term water quality impacts to
the “Cod Conservation Zone” are expected. See general topic #10.

The impacts of the BHNIP on fisheries and cod are discussed in the FEIS/EIR
at Section 3.3.5, 4.2, and 5.3. The Cod Conservation Zone was designated by
Massachusetts DMF to shut down fishing for cod in specified areas of
Massachusetts Bay during winter months to protect aggregations of cod
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engaged in spawning, and as currently envisioned the project will not be active
during winter months due to Clean Air Act conformity issues and winter
weather safety restriction on rock removal and dredging activities in the
entrance channels. Due to this timing of the shutdowns, it is not expected that
aggregations of spawning cod will be impacted. Moreover, as discussed in
Section 5.3 of the FEIS/EIR, cod are not expected to be found in the dredging
areas. To the extent that the winter shutdown schedule changes or that
aggregating spawning cod are expected to be found in the project area and are
expected to be affected by dredging operations, this can be taken into account
in determining how the project is sequenced, as we do for other species.

Comment
TOW-07

The FEIR and FEIS needs to show how the proposed dredging activities as well
as any disposal activities, will not degrade the waters of the U.S. in a similar
fashion, especially considering that many of the dredge-related activities will be
performed within areas with the same EFH concerns and the disposal areas will
create suspended sediment that will directly impact or migrate into areas of
gravel and cobble bottom that have been designated as ARNI by the NMFS.

Response

See response to TOW-03. The base plan for disposal is the MBDS. The
MBDS is an U.S. EPA designated dredged material disposal site, and impacts
of disposal were considered by EPA in its site designation EIS and site
management plans. Disposal of parent material from the Deep Draft Project at
the MBDS has been approved by the U.S. EPA.

Comment
TOW-08

The FEIR should clearly delineate areas that have previously been dredged
versus areas of proposed new dredging/mining (including increased channel
area associated with side slopes).

Response

See Table 58 in the Feasibility Report.

Comment
TOW-09

For clarity, it would be more appropriate to evaluate the “soft bottom” and
“hard bottom” benthic communities and fisheries resources in separate sections.
For example cod is an important species of concern for the “hard bottom”
associated with the outer harbor channel; however, the Feasibility Study does
not even mention the species as a primary interest.

Response

The Final SEIS/EIR (Sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3, and 3.3.5) discusses the benthic and
shellfish communities, and fish resources by areas of the harbor: Mystic River,
Chelsea River, Inner Harbor, Lower Harbor, and Outer Harbor.

Comment
TOW-10

The DMF and the NMFS required an intensive one-year fish trawl and benthic
survey to evaluate the resources at...Since Figure 3-33 clearly indicates that no
fisheries data exist within the project area, the fisheries analysis contained
within the DSEIS and DEIR is incomplete.

Response

The discussion of fish in the project area is based on the life-history
characteristics and requirements of the species and the physical environment
present in the project area. This could be considered a conservative estimate as
species are assumed to be present unless data suggests otherwise. See Section
3.3.5 of the Final SEIS/EIR.
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Comment
TOW-11

The DEIR and DSEIS acknowledge that early benthic phase lobsters presently
are (a) prevalent in the project area, primarily adjacent to the existing channel,
and (b) would lose substantial habitat if the outer channel footprint is increased
as proposed. Unlike the recently denied Winthrop Beach project, it is highly
unlikely that this area of “hard bottom” will recover, since it will be within the
channel footprint and, therefore maintenance dredging will be allowed to
continuously damage the habitat.

Response

The Deep Draft Project is likely to uncover more hard bottom habitat suitable
for recolonization. See Appendix Q. The detailed boring program to be
conducted during the Design Phase of the project will provide more accurate
information on the type and amount of material expected to be encountered
once construction is complete. Also, periodic maintenance dredging of these
channels is already required to maintain the navigability of the port, and
occurred recently in the Outer Harbor in 2004 to 2005 and in the inner harbor in
2008.

Comment
TOW-12

The Town expressed concerned about the deepening of the North Channel
relative to potential changes in wave energy or wave direction that could
impact the shoreline and its beaches. The Town requested an evaluation of the
long-term impacts of the present North Channel on coastal sediment transport
patterns relative to pre-channel conditions and proposed channel improvements.

Response

The Broad Sound North Entrance Channel was originally constructed between
1903 and 1910. The channel is located about 1.8 nautical miles offshore of
Winthrop Head. Extensive shallows exist in the waters between the Winthrop
Beaches and the North Channel, and between the channel and the outer harbor
islands located further east and southeast. The channel has a very low
maintenance frequency, on the order of 36 years, indicating that it is not a
sediment trap and that erosion of the adjacent shallow flats is not occurring.
Wave attack from the northeast reaches the Winthrop shore without crossing
the channel. Seas from the east must cross the channel before reaching the
southern shores of the Town, but must also still cross the 1.8 miles of shallows
between the channel and beaches. Seas from the southeast are interrupted by
the harbor islands before even reaching the channel. It is highly unlikely that
the channel has any impact on the frequency or severity of seas reaching the
Winthrop shoreline from any direction. Deepening the channel by 11 feet over
a 900-foot width within the existing channel limits will not impact the
elevations of the adjacent shallows any more than the existing 40-foot channel
has not impacted those areas. The bottom in these areas is largely rocky and
well scoured by waves. If sediment movement were occurring the channel
would be shoaling at a far higher rate.

Comment
TOW-13

The Town states that the USACE has a “conflict of interest in this situation,”
presumably referring to its attempt to compare the Winthrop Shores permit
decision with the dredging of the port’s entrance channel. The Town requested
the USACE fund an independent technical review by consultants selected by
the Town. The Town further states it will “seek damages” from the USACE in
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the form of beach nourishment or structural improvements as compensatory
mitigation if the historic or proposed navigation channels cause any alteration
in nearshore wave climate to the Winthrop shore.

Response

As to a perceived "conflict of interest” by the USACE as a regulatory agency
and as a civil works construction agency, these are roles that Congress has
assigned to the USACE by various statutes. Thus, acting in both capacities
does not represent a "conflict of interest,” but rather is the fulfillment of the will
of Congress. Given the level of review this project has received and the
unlikelihood of any changes to wave energy from the project (as discussed in
response to TOW-12 above), the USACE does not intend to fund a consultant
for the Town to review the project. As to the Town's statement that it will
"seek damages" from the USACE, the Town is free to pursue whatever legal
theories it deems appropriate, but at this time the USACE does not find it
plausible that the Improvement Project will have any impact whatsoever on
wave energy affecting Winthrop.

The Boston Marine Society — Letter to NAE — 1 June 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-76

Comment
BMS-01

The Society stated that it recognizes the importance of the President Roads
Anchorage; that deepening the channel necessitates deepening the anchorage;
that the anchorage is needed for vessels waiting for favorable transit conditions,
for US Coast Guard security and inspection checks, and for safe haven for
mechanical repairs.

Response

The Corps concurs with the Society’s statements. They support the views
expressed by the Coast Guard and harbor pilots.

The Boston Harbor Association — Letter to NAE - 2 June 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-78

Comment
BHA-01

The Association stated that the FEIS should detail an evaluation and monitoring
program to determine how successful the habitat creation and colonization
efforts are at the hard-bottom reef creation sites.

Response

Please see general topic response #4.

Comment
BHA-02

The Association stated that it strongly supports the proposed capping
demonstration project for the IWS, “with care taken to ensure that ambient
sediment does not become re-suspended during the disposal process.”

Response

We welcome the Association’s support and continued involvement in the
process. Please see general topic response #6 and the results of the IWS pilot
capping project in this FSEIS/EIR.
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Comment | The Association asked that a communication system be established with

BHA-03 fishermen and lobstermen to avoid impacts to lobster gear, or a monetary fund
be established to compensate for the loss of gear located outside the Federal
channel.

Response | As with the past and current dredging projects, the USACE will require its
contractors to issue a public notice outling the dredging areas and scow routes.
All floating plant (dredges, barges, tugs and scows) will be equipped with real-
time GPS tracking (silent inspector system) to monitor their movements.

The lobstermen should be aware that it is illegal to place gear in the Federal
channel, and to the extent that gear is damaged due to its presence in the dredge
area when dredging occurs the USACE will not entertain any claims for
reimbursement.

Comment | The Association noted the fish kills that occurred in 2007 during the blasting

BHA-04 for the rock pinnacle removal project and expressed their concern with fish
mortality and urged stricter requirements to prevent fish kills.

Response | Please see general topic response #3 for discussion of the blasting mitigation
measures.

Comment | The Association noted that past private projects in the harbor area have been

BHA-05 required by State permits to make “contributions” to harbor interests. The
Association suggests that the State require a similar “contribution” from the
Federal Navigation Project to support “water transportation in Boston Harbor
and Massachusetts Bay if water transportation service is impacted from
construction activities ..”

Response | The USACE does not expect the Deep Draft Project to result in any adverse
impacts on Boston Harbor water transportation services, and the USACE does
not intend to provide funds for such water transportation services.

Comment | The Association asked that the Technical Working Group continue to meet “to

BHA-06 review progress of the project, any monitoring data with the project’s
independent environmental observer, and discuss prevention measures.”

Response | We concur. Please see general topic response #2 for discussion of TWG.

Boston Harbor Pilots Association — Letter to NAE - 2 June 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-85

Comment | The Pilots stated their concern with retaining the deepening of the President

BHP-01 Roads Anchorage in the proposed project as important to the continued safe

flow of commerce, the USCG options for Maritime Domain Awareness, safe
emergency use for deep draft vessels, repairs, protected safe boarding for law
enforcement, improved harbor efficiency, lightering of petroleum and bulk
cargoes, and bunkering of deep-draft vessels.”
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Response | We note the Pilot’s concerns. Deepening of the President Roads Anchorage to
the same depth as the improved inner channels is included in the project being
recommended.

Comment | The Pilots stated that 70 percent of the regions petroleum needs originate

BHP-02 through the Chelsea River, and that modern tankers have a 106-foot beam, and
that the Chelsea Street Bridge with its 90-foot beam restriction is a navigation
hazard.

Response | The Chelsea Street Bridge has been replaced and the navigation channel
widened to 175 feet.

Comment | The Pilots “urge the acceptance and prioritization of this project to the regions

BHP-03 interest ...”

Response | Comment noted.

Save the Harbor Save the Bay — Letter to NAE — 2 June 2008 Letter at Page

A-3-87

Comment | The organization noted its concern with air quality. The organization stated

STH/B-01 | that they viewed the proposal to impose construction shutdowns as ‘gaming the
numbers’, and ‘working dirty for nine months ... then averaging the numbers to
artificially meet annual air quality standards.’

Response | Air emissions thresholds are measured on an annual basis. Projects that fall
under those thresholds are not required to undergo conformity analysis.
Construction shutdowns entail a significant cost ($4 to $6 million per
occurrence) to avoid exceeding the annual emissions thresholds. See general
topic response #9.

Comment | The organization expressed its concern about the impact of the extensive

STH/B-02 | blasting with the project.

Response | Please see general topic response #3 for development of the blasting mitigation
measures, particularly those that proved successful in eliminating fish kills
during the 2012 blasting events.
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PART 1

FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT
AND FINAL SEIS/EIR
TRANSMITTAL DOCUMENTS






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
FORT HAMILTON MILITARY COMMUNITY
GENERAL LEE AVENUE, BLDG 301
BROOKLYN, NY 11252

REPLY TO

CENAD-PD-CS
MAR 06 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Headquarters, US Army Corps of Engineers, (CECW-NAD/Mr.
Luisa), 441 G Street, NW, Washington DC 20314

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Project, Massachusetts

I hereby submit the Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Project, Final Feasibility report and EIS.
Further, I concur with the findings and recommendations of the New England District Commander,
COL Charles P. Samaris. In addition, I confirm that the report complies with all applicable policy and

laws in place at the time of its completion.

3 Encls KENT D. SAVRE
1. Subject main report (14 copies) Colonel, EN
2. Appendices (2 copies) Commanding

3. HQUSACE submittal package

CF: CENAE-DE
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENAE-EP-PN 6 March 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, North Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
ATTN: CENAD-PD-CID-P (Attn: Mr. Joseph Forcina), Fort Hamilton Military Community,
301 General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11252-6700

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor, Massachusetts Navigation Improvement Study, Final Feasibility
Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Submission Package, PWI #013654

REFERENCE: Appendix H, Amendment #1, or ER 1105-2-100, Policy Compliance Review
and Approval of Decision Documents, dated 20 November 2007

1. In accordance with the referenced guidance, and vertical team conferences with Division and
HQUSACE staff, the New England District is submitting copies of the subject report for review,
approval and submittal to HQUSACE. The final report submittal package includes the items on
the attached list.

2. The hard copies of the Final Feasibility Report and FSEIS were shipped earlier separately to
NAD (6 copies) and HQUSACE (14 copies).

3. Ttems #17 District Slide Presentation, #18 Draft CWRB Project Abstract, and #19 Draft IEPR
Response Document are being transmitted electronically.

3. The project is scheduled for presentation to the Civil Works Review Board at its

26 April 2013 meeting. Based on weekly in-progress review discussion between the New
England District, North Atlantic Division and HQUSACE, the District requests that the report
and submittal package documents be transmitted for receipt by HQUSACE before

15 March 2013.

5. If further information is needed, please contact NAE Planning Branch Chief, Mr. John
Kennelly at (978) 318-8505, the study manager, Mr. Mark Habel at (978) 318-8871, or the
project manager, Mr. Michael Keegan at (978) 318-8087.

ARLES P. SAMARIS
COL, EN
COMMANDING

Encl
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CF:

Joseph Forcina, NAD
Joseph Vietri, NAD

Naomi Fraenkel, NAD
Michael Keegan, NAE PPM
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Documents Submitted by NAE for Boston Harbor CWRB Transmittal

Electronic Document
Copy (Electronic)
Hard Provided | Hard Copy to be
Item Copy Separately | Provided Provided
Number {Document Enclosed on CD Separately | Separately
01 |Final Feasibility Report and FSEIS X X
02 Report Summary X X
03 Draft Record of Decision X X
04 Report Mailing List X X
05 Project Study Issue Checklist X X
06 [Documentation and Certification of
Independent External Peer Review X X
07 [Documentation and Certification of X X
Agency Technical Review (ATR)
08 |Certification of Legal Review X X
09 [Policy Compliance Review and PGM X
Compliance Memoranda
10 [Sponsor’s Signed Letter of Support X X
11  |Sponsor’s Signed Self-Certification of X X
Financial Capability
12 Draft Proposed Report of the Chief of X X
Engineers
13 Economic Model Certification - CECW- X X
P
14  |Value Engineering Deferral X X
Justification
15 |Total Project Cost Summary with X X
NWW Certification
16 Project Maps X X
17 District Commander’s Briefing Slides X
18 Draft CWRB Project Abstract X
19  |Draft IEPR Response Document X
20 PED Phase Review Plan X X
21 Risk Management Plan X X
22 Project Schedule X X
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENAE-EP-PN 5 March 2013

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander. North Atlantic Division, U.S, Army Corps of Engineers
CENAD-PD-CID-P (Attn: Mr. Joseph Forcina), Fort Hamilton Military Community,
301 General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11251-6700

FOR Director of Civil Works, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: NAD Regional Integration
Team (Mr. Peter Louisa), 441 G Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20314-1000

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study, PWI #013654 -
District Response to HQUSACE Planning Guidance Memorandum

1. Reference the following documents (enclosed):

a. CEMP-NAD Memorandum to NAD, 26 September 2012, attaching CECW-PC
Memorandum providing HQUSACE policy comments on the May 2012 Boston-Harbor
Additional Economic Analysis

b. CENAE Memorandum to NAD, 22 January 2012, responses to HQUSACE 29 November
2011 Memorandum

¢. CECW-PC Memorandum, 29 November 2011, comments on the Boston Harbor
Containerized Benefits Appendix

d. CENAE Responses, 1 October 2010, to HQUSACE comments of 10 September 2010
container benefits landside analysis.

e. Framework for Additional Economic Analysis. Boston Harbor, final approved version
6 August 2009, with CEMP-NAD Memorandum for the Record, 4 August 2009 on IWR IPR and
final scope of study

f. CENAE Memorandum for NAD, 25 July 2008, CWRB Submittal enclosing NAE
responses to OWPR comments on Draft Feasibility Report and AFB

g. CEMP-NAD Memorandum, 17 July 2008, enclosing CECW-PC 16 July 2008 comments
on Draft Feasibility Report and SEIS

h. CENAE 3 April 2008 Responses to (included) 7 December 2007 AFB Comments
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CENAE-EP-PN
SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study. PWI #013654-District
Response to HQUSACE Planning Guidance Memorandum

2. NAE submits the subject responses to the Policy Compliance Review comments as provided
in reference 1, and requests concurrence in the submittal of the Final Feasibility Report and
FSEIS to the Civil Works Review Board and HQUSACE support for release of the final report
for public and agency review.

3. The Final Feasibility Report and FSEIS, with all supporting technical appendices have been
previously provided electronically and hard copy. All remaining comments have been
addressed in the Final documents.

4. Specific Responses: The issues raised in the 12 September 2012 policy compliance
memorandum of CECW-PC are as follows:

Issue: Plans D and E — Dry Bulk Cargo Channel Segments - Main Ship Channel extension to
the Massport Marine Terminal and the Mystic River access to Massport's Medford Street
Terminal

OWPR Statement: The CWRB concurred thal the recommendations for the Main Ship
Channel extension to the MASSPORT Marine Terminal and the Mystic River access to
MASSPORT's Medford Street Terminal would be contingent on further analysis and
preparation of a Limited Re-evaluation Report during the design phase, as neither of these
two terminals was yet occupied.

District Response: The District continues to concur with this approach. There are varying
degrees of speculation with respect to the target imports and exports from the two Massport
dry bulk facilities that are the subject of improvements to these two project segments.
Limited Re-evaluation Reports will be prepared during the design phase on each.

Issue: Plan ABC — Main Channels Improvements for Container Cargo Benefits

OWPR Statement: The HOUSACE policy review team raised three basic issues with the
economic analysis for the access to the Conley Terminal: 1) the landside analysis of
transportation costs and determination of the portion of land transported cargo that could
shift to ship transport to Boston; 2) waterside analysis of the vessels that might carry those
shifting boxes at various depths with or without deepening; and 3) the analysis of vessel
loading and sailing drafis used.

The reanalysis and supporting assumptions submitted by the New England District evalyated
the economic effects of channel depths ranging from 46-49 feet MLL W for the Main Ship
Channel to the Conley Terminal. Assumptions were made regarding vessel loading, trade
routes, and other factors such as tidal delays. The results indicate that net benefits increase
significantly with each additional foot of depth to a depth of 47 feet MLLW. Net benefits
experience only a minimum increase between 47 and 48 feet MLLW, which is the depth where
the maximum nel benefits are realized. ER 1105-2-100 requires that where two cost-effective
plans produce no significantly different levels of net benefits, the less costly plan is to be the
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CENAE-EP-PN
SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study. PWI #013654-District
Response to HQUSACE Planning Guidance Memorandum

NED plan, even though levels of outputs may be less. Based on the reanalysis submitted by the
New England District, the HOUSACE policy review team concurs that the policy compliant
NED plan consists of a 47-foot channel for the segment of the project that includes the Main
Ship Channel to the Conley Terminal. Where appropriate, qualitative outputs such as the
beneficial use of dredged material and reduced truck traffic and air quality impacts should be
described to further support the recommended plan.

District Response: The District’s revised Feasibility Report concludes that a 47-foot project
depth for the inner harbor portions of the project reasonably maximizes net annual benefits in
keeping with the requirements of ER 1105-2-100 (Appendix G) , Exhibit G-1, General
Evaluation Guidelines. Since the increase of net benefits between the 47 foot plan and the 48
foot plan was only $500,000 per year, resulting in a flattening of the net benefits curve
between those depth increments, then based on the guidelines the 47 foot plan becomes the
recommended plan.

Issue: Additional Entrance Channel Depth Required for Entrance Channel

OWPR Statement: In accordance with ER 1110-2-1404, the depth of the entrance channel
will reflect this 47-foot depth adjusted to address squat, sinkage in fresh water, the effect of
wind and wave action, and safety and efficiency clearance. Should the non-Federal sponsor
desire a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) with deeper depths in either the main ship channel or
in the entrance channel, a waiver from ASA(CW) is required.

District Response: The District has re-evaluated the entrance channel depth correction for
vessel movement consistent with current engineering guidance. Agency Technical Review
staff and the Boston Harbor Pilots were involved with the development of the criteria applied
and in review of the technical evaluation and recommendation (see second part of Design
Appendix D1). Recent specific Corps guidance was followed, as opposed to the more generic
under keel PIANC guidance used in the 2008 report, and with reference to recent entrance
channel analysis conducted by ERDC for New York Harbor. For a 47-foot project the
recommended increase in entrance channel depth for vessel motion in the exposed conditions
of Massachusetts Bay is 4 feet. The analysis concludes, and the Boston Harbor Pilots have
confirmed, that a 48-foot draft containership will be able to safely transit the harbor using the
top third of the tide with a 51-foot MLLW entrance channel and 47-foot MLLW main channel
under wind and wave conditions present about 96 percent of the time.
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CENAE-EP-PN
SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study. PWI #013654-District
Response to HQUSACE Planning Guidance Memorandum

7. 1If further information is needed, please contact NAE Planning Branch Chief,
Mr. John Kennelly at (978) 318-8505, the study manager, Mr. Mark Habel at (978) 318-8871, or
the Boston Harbor project manager, Mr. Michael Keegan at (978) 318-8087.

Encls . Mackos, P.E.
Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
CF:
Joseph Forcina, NAD (DST)
Joseph Vietri, NAD

Naomi Fraenkel, NAD
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One Harborside Drive, Suite 2008
Eas! Boston, MA D2128-2909
Telephone (617) 568-5000

Massachusells Port Authority
www.massport.corm

: _

February 27, 2013

Colonel Charles P. Samaris
District Engineer

New England District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re:  Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project

Dear Colonel Samaris:

The Massachusetts Port Authority (“Massport™) and the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers (“the
Corps™) New England District have had a long and productive history of working together to
deepen and maintain the Port of Boston’s navigation channels and we look forward to
continuing this partnership under your leadership. We greatly appreciate the ongoing hard
work of your staff on the Boston Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project (BIHMDP),
which is currently underway in the harbor, as well as on the Boston Harbor Deep Draft
Navigation Improvement Project (BHDDNIP), for which the Final Feasibility
Report/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“Final
FR/SEIS/EIR™) will be submitted for public review in the coming weeks.

Massport has reviewed the Final FR/SEIS/EIR for the BHDDNIP. We concur with the
report’s conclusions and support the Recommended Plan of Improvement. Specifically, the
following four improvements to Boston Harbor’s system of General Navigation Features are
proposed:

1. Deepen the federal navigation channels from Massachusetts Bay to Massport’s Conley
Container Terminal in South Boston to enable deeper draft containerships to access
the Port. A depth of -51 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW) would be provided in
the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel, and -47 feet in the Main Ship Channel
between the Outer Confluence and the Reserved Channel, the President Roads
Anchorage, the lower Reserved Channel, and the Reserved Channel Turning Area.
The Main Ship Channel above the Roads would be widened to 900 feet below Castle
Island and 800 feet above Castle Island, with additional width provided in the bends of
the Main Ship and North Entrance Channels. Massport would deepen the two active
berths at Conley Terminal to a depth of at least three feet greater than that provided in
the improved channel.

2. Extend the deepening of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel Turning
Area to the Massport Marine Terminal, at a depth of -45 feet MLLW and width of 600
feet. Massport or our tenant at this facility would provide a depth of at least -45 feet
MLLW in the berth at the Marine Terminal. We understand this recommended

Dperating | Boston Logan International Airport - Port of Boston general cargo and passenger lerminals - Hanscom Field - Bosion Fish Pier -
| Commonwealih Pier (site of the World Trade Csdrslon) - Worcester Regional Airporl
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Colonel Charles P. Samaris
February 27, 2013
Page 2

improvement is contingent on development of an active bulk cargo operation requiring
the deeper channel prior to initiation of construction for the deeper channel.

3. Deepen an approximately 9-acre area of the 35-foot lane of the Mystic River Channel
to -40 MLLW feet to improve access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal in
Charlestown. Massport has already deepened the berth at this terminal to -40 feet
MLLW and would maintain that depth in the future. We understand this
recommended improvement is also contingent on development of an active bulk cargo
operation requiring the deeper channel prior to initiation of construction for the deeper
channel.

4. Deepen the existing 38-foot Chelsea River Channel to -40 feet MLLW. The channel
would be widened by about 50 feet along the East Boston shore in the bend
immediately upstream of the McArdle Bridge and in the bend downstream of the
Chelsea Street Bridge. The channel would also be widened through the new
navigation opening of the Chelsea Street Bridge. We understand this recommended
improvement is contingent on replacement of the Chelsea Street Bridge by the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the City of Boston, and the agreement of the
five principal Chelsea River marine terminals to deepen their berths to at least -40 feet
MLLW.

All of these improvements are integral to ensuring the future competitiveness, safety and
security of the Port of Boston. The Port of Boston is New England’s only full service port,
providing infrastructure and value-added services to enhance the competitiveness of New
England trade-dependent companies, and ultimately benefitting New England residents and
consumers. The Port generates an estimated 34,000 total jobs and $2.4 billion annual
economic impact to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the New England region, and
provides significant environmental benefits by reducing the number of trucks and related air
emissions on the region’s roadways. Key port cargos include containerized cargo, petroleum
products, and dry bulk cargo (automobiles, cement, road salt, gypsum and scrap metal) — most
of which will benefit from the proposed improvements.

Of particular importance to Massport is the channel deepening to Conley Terminal. Container
volumes at Conley have increased significantly since 1995 and we expect annual volumes to
more than double over the coming decades to exceed 500,000 TEUs. The shipping lines
calling Conley continually seek to bring larger ships into their east coast rotation and this
pressure will increase once the Panama Canal expansion is completed. If the Port of Boston
cannot accommodate the deeper draft vessels, the shipping lines will not call Boston and the
cargo will need to be trucked into the region from other ports resulting in significant
economic and environmental impacts.

Massport is actively working to increase our terminal capacity, efficiency and minimize our

environmental impact to allow us to accommodate our projected future growth. Specifically,
we recently completed the following projects:

A-1-10



Colonel Charles P. Samaris
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a $25 million repaving and equipment purchasing project to increase Conley Terminal
capacity by 50 percent;

Implementation of a terminal productivity improvement program and an upgraded
terminal operating system;

Increased the container handling footprint of Conley Terminal and purchased three
additional dockside cranes and more yard equipment to support the increased vessel
activity;

Purchased the former Coastal Oil Terminal abutting Conley to preserve our future
terminal expansion options;

Implemented a comprehensive ISO 14001 Certified Environmental Management
System,;

Retrofitted our existing yard equipment and purchase new “greener” equipment to
reduce air emissions; and

Converted all of our yard equipment to Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel to reduce air
emissions.

In addition we are designing and planning to construct a dedicated freight corridor to Conley
Terminal and Phase [ of the expansion of container operations onto the former Coaster Oil
property to accommodate further growth.

Contingent on the approval of Massport’s Board and appropriation of the needed funding by
our Board, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts or other funding sources, Massport intends
to enter into a Design Phase agreement to share the cost of project design with the Corps.
Design Phase activities are expected to commence as early as 2013 and be completed in two
years. We understand the Design Phase cost for the Federal project features is estimated at
$6,584,000, with Massport responsible for an initial 25 percent, or $1,646,000 plus an
additional 10% or $658,000 prior to or after construction for a total design non-Federal cost
share of $2,304,000.

We further understand that the Construction Phase costs for the Federal project features is
estimated at $309,001,000 with the non-Federal sponsor responsible for an initial cost share of
$94,389,000 based on: (1) division of cost-sharing between the cost of deepening the channels
to 45 feet requiring a 25 percent cost share and the cost of deepening the channels beyond 45
feet requiring a 50 percent cost share; plus (2) the remaining non-Federal share of Design
Phase costs allocated to deepening beyond 45 feet. The non-Federal sponsor will also provide
an additional ten percent of the total design and construction costs at the completion of
construction, currently estimated at $30,900,000, for a total non-Federal cost share of
$125,289,000 in addition to approximately $5 million for berth dredging and other non-
federal costs. We understand that construction commencement by the Corps is contingent on
Congressional authorization of the project and appropriation of Federal funds. Construction is
estimated to take approximately three years to complete. Massport intends to actively pursue
funding for the non-Federal project costs, and to serve as the non-Federal sponsor, contingent
on approval by our Board and appropriation of adequate funds.

Subject to the approval of Massport’s Board and provision of the needed funding by our
Board or other funding sources, Massport also intends to fully fund any work performed by
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the Corps for design and construction activities associated with berth dredging, and will
provide all lands, easements, rights of way and relocations (LERR) required for construction
and future maintenance of the project. We further understand that any LERR costs incurred
by Massport for construction of the project, currently estimated at $165,000, will be credited
against the 10 percent post-construction share of project costs.

Massport is a legislatively-chartered independent State authority. Massport owns and
operates Logan International Airport, the Conley Container Terminal, the Black Falcon Cruise
Terminal. and several bulk cargo terminals. Massport has the statutory authority to set and
collect fees for the use of its facilities, enter agreements for lease and operation of facilities,
and issue bonds to raise funds for capital improvements of its facilities.

Massport is the non-Federal Sponsor for the BHDDNIP Feasibility Study, the 1990-
authorized deepening of the harbor’s major tributary channels constructed in 1998-2001 (the
Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Project), and construction of the confined disposal
cells being constructed in the harbor for the ongoing BIHMDP. Massport has reviewed the
cost-sharing and other responsibilities of the Sponsor as detailed in the Feasibility Report.
Massport intends to work with the Commonwealth and other potential funding sources to
provide the non-Federal share of design and construction of the improvements recommended
in the Feasibility Report. The completed “Non-Federal Sponsor’s Self-Certification of
Financial Capability for Decision Documents™ is attached to this letter, as requested by the
Corps.

We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff on this exciting and critical
project for the Port of Boston.

Sincerely,

"ebtrecd ATl 0 4 o

Deborah A. Hadden
Acting Port Director

—

Enclosure: Non-Federal Sponsor’s Self-Certification of Financial Capability for Decision
Documents

c¢; Thomas Glynn, Massport CEO and Executive Director

dh/wordfile/dredge2/ddnip/Massport FER letter — [eb 2013 doe
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
- SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION
60 FORSYTH STREET SW, ROOM 10M15
ATLANTA, GA 30303-8801

CESAM-PD-D (1105-2-40a) 21 February 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. MICHAEL KEEGAN, PROJECT MANAGER, (CENAE-PP-P),
USACE, NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, 696 VIRGINIA ROAD, CONCORD, MA 01742-2751

SUBJECT: Certification and Completion of Agency Technical Review, Final Feasibility Report
and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for Deep Draft Navigation Improvement,
Boston Harbor, Boston, Chelsea and Revere Massachusetts

1. References:
a. EC 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review, 15 December 2012
b. EC 1105-2-412, Assuring Quality of Planning Models, 31 March 2011
c. Memorandum, CECW-CP, 30 March 2007, Subject: Peer Review Process
d. Supplemental information for the “Peer Review Process” Memo, dated March 2007

2. In accordance with EC 1165-2-214, “Civil Works Review,” dated 15 December 2012, Agency
Technical Review (ATR) of the Final Feasibility Report and Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report for Deep Draft Navigation Improvement of Boston Harbor, Boston, Chelsea and
Revere Massachusetts has successfully been coordinated with and executed through the Deep Draft
Navigation Planning Center of Expertise (DDNPCX).

3. We certify that ATR of the study documents has been completed and satisfies peer review policy
requirements outlined in Engineering Circular (EC) 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review, dated 15
December 2012. All outstanding issues have been addressed and satisfied. The ATR Completion
Report and the DrChecks Report are enclosed. The review Team Leader is Ms. Candida Bronson,
CESAIJ-PD-PN and the DDNPCX point of contact is Mr. Johnny L. Grandison, CESAM-PD-D,

(251) 694-3804.
%fm

L. GRANDISON
Review Manager, DDNPCX

Encls

CF:
CESAJ-PD-PN/BRONSON
CESAD-PD-S/PAYNE
CESAD-PD-/SMALL
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COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW
FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT and FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT/ MASSACHUSETTS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT for DEEP DRAFT NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT

BOSTON HARBOR, BOSTON, CHELSEA AND REVERE MASSACHUSETS
March 2013

The Agency Technical Review (ATR) has been completed for the Boston Harbor, Deep-Draft
Navigation Final Feasibility Report and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
The ATR was conducted as defined in the project’s Review Plan to comply with the
requirements of EC 1165-2-214.

A panel of five reviewers was established by the Deep Draft Navigation Planning Center of
Expertise (DDNPCX), the Review Management Organization (RMO) that managed the conduct
of this review. The ATR was initiated on 2 January 2013 and was completed on 7 February
2013.

During the ATR, compliance with established policy principles and procedures, utilizing
justified and valid assumptions, was verified. This included review of: assumptions, methods,
procedures, and material used in analyses, alternatives evaluated, the appropriateness of data
used and level obtained, and reasonableness of the results, including whether the product meets
the customer’s needs consistent with law and existing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
policy. The ATR also assessed the District Quality Control (DQC) documentation and made the
determination that the DQC activities employed appear to be appropriate and effective. All
comments resulting from the ATR have been resolved and the comments have been closed in
DrChecks. A complete copy of the final ATR report from DrChecks is enclosed.

We certify that the ATR of the Boston Harbor, Deep-Draft Navigation Final Feasibility Report

and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was performed as required by EC
1165-2-214.

B RO N SO N .CA N D l DA .: g;%ﬁ!é:«’j’c’ﬁ;éuozmm 230376120
& I, ou=USA,

KOENIG.1230376120 Sosimamsmis e 12 Feb 2013

Candida K. Bronson Date
ATR Team Lead
CESAJ-PD-PN
KEEGAN.MICHAE st vamese
L.F.1228576316~ ot SHysenv iy 12 Feb 2013
Michael F. Keegan Date
Project Manager
CENAE-PP-P
21 Feb 2013

Johnny Grandison Date
Review Management Organization
Representative DDNPCX

1
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CERTIFICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT and FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT/ MASSACHUSETTS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT for DEEP DRAFT NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT

BOSTON HARBOR, BOSTON, CHELSEA AND REVERE MASSACHUSETS
March 2013

There are no remaining open comments, and all concerns resulting from the ATR of the project
have been fully resolved.

22 Feb 2013
John R. Kennelly Date
Chief, Planning Branch
New England District
Anthony T. Mackos, P.E. Date

Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
New England District
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
441 G STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20314-1000

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

12 April 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR Director, National Deep Draft Navigation Planning Center of Expertise
(DDN-PCX)

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study,
Economic Spreadsheet Model Approval

The economic spreadsheet model for estimating transportation cost savings and tide delay
benefits for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project is approved for use.
Adequate technical reviews have been accomplished and the model meets the certification
criteria contained in EC 1105-2-412. Documentation of the model and its use must be included
in the feasibility report for the study. This approval for use is based on the decision of the
HQUSACE Model Certification Panel which considered the DDN-PCX assessment of the
model. There are no unresolved issues at this time.

APPLICABILITY: This approval for use is limited to the subject feasibility study.

Z/ s E

HARRY E.KITCH, P.E.
Deputy Chief, Planning and Policy Division
Directorate of Civil Works

Printed oq@k@cycled Paper




PART 2

CORRESPONDENCE DURING
RE-COORDINATION AND PREPARATION OF
THE FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT AND FINAL
SUPPLEMENTAL EIS/EIR






U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087
http://www.fws.gov/newengland

Re:  Update of Final Feasibility Report (FR) January 11, 2013
and joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
and Final Environmental Impact Report (FSEIS/FEIR)
for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project

Mr. John Kennelly

Chief of Planning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

This letter is in response to your letter dated October 11, 2012, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s New England Field Office (NEFO) past review of the Draft Environmental
Report/Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DSEIS) for the Boston
Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project, located in Boston, Massachusetts. NEFO
appreciates the opportunity to review the updated FR and the FSEIS/FEIR and to provide
comments on the reduced scope of improvements being proposed for Boston Harbor.

As stated in your letter, NEFO previously provided several items of correspondence for this
project and a synthesis of past letters follows: 1) in correspondence dated June 2, 2008, NEFO
submitted comments along with other Department of Interior bureaus regarding our NEPA
review of the DEIR/DSEIS; 2) in correspondence dated May 29, 2007, NEFO provided
comments pertaining to our Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 2b report pursuant to the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a, et seq.); and 3) in correspondence dated
May 14, 2008, NEFO provided information pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (87
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531, ef seq.).

As outlined in your most recent letter, you have requested a determination whether NEFO’s
previous comments summarized above in numbers 1) and 2) are still applicable. We have
reviewed the information you recently provided and based on the proposed modification to the
project description have determined that our original comments remain applicable.

Almost five years have passed since the original request for information on the presence of
federally listed or proposed, threatened or endangered species was received. Therefore, we have
reviewed information currently available to us, and have determined that no federally listed or
proposed, threatened or endangered species or critical habitat under jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service are known to occur in the project area. No further ESA coordination is
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Mr. John Kennelly 2
January 11, 2013

’ necéssary for a period of one year from the date of this letter, unless project plans change or if
additional information on listed and proposed species becomes available.

Furthermore, to alleviate the need to annually contact NEFO in the future for updated lists of
federally listed or proposed, threatened or endangered species and critical habitats, please visit
the Endangered Species Consultation page on the NEFO website:

www.fws. gow/newengland/endangeredspec-consultation. htm (accessed January 2013)

We appreciate the opportunity to provide more current information relative to our trust resources
and wildlife issues. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Maria Tur of
my office at (603) 223-2541.

Thomas R. Chapman!
Supervisor
New England Field Office
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BOSTON HARBOR PILOT ASSOCIATION, LLC, 256 Marginal Streer, Building li. t‘;‘%f E-osum-, ?‘1];‘; !Jfl;’-‘?:r

21 December 2012

Mike Keegan, P.E.; L.C.S.

Project Manager

Corps of Engineers. New England District
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Mr. Keegan:

Thank you for soliciting our input regarding the current operating guidelines on Boston Harbor
and how the pilots would operate if the Boston Broad Sound North Channel and Boston Main
Ship Channel were deepened.

Since the last improvement in 2001, we have been safely bringing in 42 foot draft containerships
near the top of the tide. Originally after the 2001 improvement we had a controlling depth of
39.4 feet in the North Channel. Subsequent maintenance has restored that channel to its
authorized depth of 40 feet. We also operated with a controlling depth of 38.1 feet in the Main
Ship Channel. Additional maintenance efforts have also removed this shoaling and restored the
channel to its authorized depth.

In our discussions you indicated that the Corps has recommended an improvement to deepen the
Main Ship Channel to 47 feet. We also understand that your office has taken into account
various factors such as vessel squat. roll. pitch, wind and wave action in determining the
proposed depth of 51 feet in the Broad Sound North Channel. With a 51 foot channel depth in
the North Channel we would expect to be able to safely transit t containerships having a draft of
48 feet or greater.

Pilots make the decision when (or if) a ship will enter the various channels en route to the berth.
The decision is most often based upon the tide. and sometimes. the tide and the weather. To
explain our procedures, when a deep-draft containership is scheduled to call the Port of Boston.
the ship’s local agent will fax a request for “tide windows™ days. or perhaps a week. prior to the
ship’s arrival in Boston. The expected draft of the ship is provided to us in the fax request. The
request is often for a three or four day ETA period asking us which hours the ship can and cannot
enter the channel due to the ship’s draft with respect to the predicted tide. Using the information
provided by the pilots, the agent then weighs schedule and labor considerations, and then places
an order for a pilot for a specific time. If, on the day of arrival (or departure), the wind and sea
conditions are not suitable to transit the channels, the pilot assigned to the ship would postpone
the transit for a later time.

A typical inbound transit from the pilot station takes approximately one hour to the Main Ship
Channel Buoys *17 and “2” near Spectacle Island. This is the point where the ship will have
reduced its speed to about 6 or 7 knots to meet its tug boats. The pilot will adjust the ship’s
speed to arrive at the ordered time, so. often ship speeds are low during the transit to meet the tug
at the required time. If the pilot boards at a later time, the average speeds would be greater.
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With the current channel depths at Boston Harbor a typical transit for a 41° draft containership
on a day with a 9.1" tide may look like this:

From: To: Distance Time Av. Tide | Controlling | UKC
(miles) | (minutes) | Speed (feet) | Depth (ft.) | (feet)
(knots)
Pilot Station | BG 1.00 7 8.6 5.6
BG" *NC” 2.27 21 6.5 6.4
INET North 1.04 9 6.9 7.1
Channel “3~
North SW of “PR™ 1.73 15 6.9 7.4 40 4.39
Channel 3™
SW of “PR™ | Long Is. 0.81 6 8.1 7.8
Head
Long lIs. ain Ship 1.05 8 19 8
Head g
Main Ship | Main Ship 0.38 - 5.7 8.2
Li2: -645"
Main Ship Main Ship 0.42 5 5.0 8.3 40 4.82
ii411 56659
Main Ship Main Ship 0.79 10 4.7 8.45
~h69! . ] O!'.‘
9.49 85 6.7
The same transit with a 48" draft, fully loaded 8000 TEU container ship with the proposed
improvements in Boston Harbor, may look like this:
From: To: Distance Time Av. Speed | Tide | Controlling | UKC
(miles) | (minutes) | (knots) (feet) | Depth (ft.) | (feet)
Pilot Station | BG 1.00 7 8.6 5.6
“BG™ s | 227 21 6.5 6.4
NC” North 1.04 9 6.9 7.1
Channel “3"
North SW of “PR™ 1.73 15 6.9 7.4 51 8.08
Channel “3™
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SW of “PR™ | Long Is. 0.81 6 8.1 7.8

Head
Long Is. Main Ship 1.05 8 7.9 8
Head "2
Main Ship | Main Ship 0.38 4 3.7 8.2
--2: --4“
Main Ship | Main Ship 0.42 5 5.0 8.3 47 6.73
\.-4.“‘ §$6"
Main Ship | Main Ship 0.79 10 4.7 8.45
$»69‘ Gb] (J!'

9.49 85 6.7

The 8000 TEU ship would be able to maintain suflicient under keel clearance up to a speed of
about 13.75 knots. in an improved North Channel.

Although the above examples are for a day with a 9.1 foot high tide, Boston Harbor's median
high tide is 10.1 feet. This compares to approximately only 5.0 feet in New York Harbor, and
2.6 feet in Hampton Roads, Virginia.

Because of the rapid rate of rise of the tide. and the relatively short run, using the rising top one-
third of the tide (or later) is standard safe practice in Boston on containership calls. Similar
practice is found with other deep draft ships (e.g.. tankers bound for Chelsea River) to obtain
sufficient under keel clcarance, but with their lighter drafts, this practice can be achieved on the
top half of the tide, or earlier.

Currently, during any transit, even with 35" tankers entering the North Channel, when wave and
wind conditions result in significant pitch or roll. entry of ship is delayed until the conditions
subside and the tide allows.

Thank you again for allowing us to provide input for this crucial project.

ot Fe—
Andy Hammond
Executive Director
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- The Commonwea[tﬁ of Massachusetts

ffice of Energy am[ Enwronmenta[ ]lﬁ‘azrs :

100 camémgges’ -uzte 900 s
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DeVal L. Patrick
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UTEN ' : . ' ' hitp:/fwérw mass.gov/envir

.chhard K. ,Sulhyan, Ir. ‘ s fal L e
L “ December 12,2012

R :Stewart Dalzell Deputy Director
Environmental Plannmg and Permlttmg
- Massachusetts Port Authonty
- One Harborside Drive, Suite ZOOS
East Boston, MA 02128 2909

Re:  Request for Adv1sory Opmlon
' EEA #12958 Boston Harhor Deep Draft Nawgatlon Improvement Pl‘O_] ect

Dear Mr. Dalzel‘-l' |

Tam wntmg in response to your: letter of November 20 2012 in Whlch you requested an adwsory
opinion as to whether: changes to the above-referenced project requ1re revisions to the Scope of the: Final
EIR. A Certificate on the Draft Envuonmental Impact. Report (DEIR) was 1ssued on June 13 2008 and -
included the Scope of the Fmal E[R o

. Accordmg to your letter and attachment (Executlve Summary F 1gure) the prOJ ect change ~
consists of a one-foot reductlon inproject: depth in the inner harbor from'the Pre31dent Roads'Channel
and Main Ship ‘Channel o Massport’s Conley termmal Project depth will be reduced from 48 feet to 47
feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). This change was proposed in response to additional economic
studies conducted by the Us. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). No other changes are proposed to
project elements that were described and. analyzed in the DEIR.

Based on the teview of the mformatlon you presented I concur that the project changes do not
warrant filing of a Notice of Project Change (NPC) or revisions to the Scope for the FEIR. Please

\ '\C/ICI’E”;?ZT sontact Deirdre Buckley, MEPA Analyst at (617) 626-1040 if you have any questlons concerning this
° matter.

|
| Sincer y, ,

} Méeve Vallely—Bartlett v
! _ : ) Assistant Secretary -
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPMLY TO
APTESTION OF

December 10, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Evaluation Branch

Mr. Louis A. Chiarella

Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation
National Marine Fisheries Service

55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, Massachusetts (01930-2276

Dear Mr. Chiarella:

This letter is written in response to your Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSA) Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) conservation recommendations dated
November 26. 2012 for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project (Deep Draft Project)
Feasibility Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (SEIS/EIR). The MSA requires Federal agencies to provide a written response to the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) within 30 days after receiving EFH conservation
recommendations. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with NMFS" conservation
recommendations. we must explain our reasons for not following the recommendations,
including the scientific justification for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated
effects of the action or the measures needed to avoid. minimize, mitigate. or offset such effects.

As described in your letter, the following EFH conservation recommendations were
provided to us. It is acknowledged that your agency took a risk-averse approach to the issuance
of the EFH conservation recommendations in light of your determination that the Deep Draft
Project lacks site-specific details at this time. The EFH conservation recommendations are as
follows:

1. To avoid impacts to winter flounder spawning. egg. larvae, and juvenile development
habitat. no dredging or underwater blasting should be conducted between February 1 to
June 15 of any year in any areas of the Mystic River and Chelsea River, and the Reserved
Channel, and the Main Ship Channel and Turning Basin landward of the Conley
Terminal.

.rnJ

In order to protect EFH forage species, no dredging or underwater blasting should be
conducted between March 1 to June 30 of any year in any areas of the Mystic River and
Chelsea River channels and private terminal berths, the Reserved Channel and terminal
berths at Massport facilities, the Main Ship Channel and terminal berths, and the Turning
Basin west of the Conley Terminal to avoid adverse impacts on upstream spawning
migrations of alewife. blueback herring, rainbow smelt.

Prrted an Recycletd Pagey
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3. For the remaining sections of the BHDDNIP (i.e., Main Ship Channel east of the Conley
Terminal, President Roads Anchorage, Broad Sound North Entrance Channel,
maintenance of the 35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance Channel, 30-foot deep Broad
Sound South Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep Nubble Channel and 35-foot deep MLLW
Barge Anchorage), an underwater blasting plan should be developed during the Planning,
Engineering, and Design phase of the proposed project. The underwater blasting plan
should be directed and developed on an underwater blasting technical working group,
which should be convened as soon as possible to begin evaluating data from the proposed
Boston Harbor Main Ship Channel rock removal project, as well as gathering information
from other past underwater blasting projects in this and other regions. This technical
working group should identify and evaluate the most current knowledge on the science
and management of underwater blasting and monitoring needs that can be directly related
to the proposed BHDDNIP. Recommendations of this Technical Working Group should
be incorporated into the FSEIS/FEIR.

4. Alternate beneficial reuse of rock material that avoid and minimize adverse impacts on
biologically productive soft bottom habitats should be evaluated more fully within the
FSEIS/FEIR, including using the rock for upland construction purposes and the use for
ongoing shore protection projects.

5. The results of the demonstration capping project within the IWS (Industrial Waste Site)
should be evaluated within the FSEIS/FEIR in order to determine the efficacy of using
the dredged material from the proposed BHDDNIP to cap the IWS and to assess potential
impacts to biological communities within the MBDS (Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site).

We will respond to your EFH conservation recommendations in the order presented above.

EFH Conservation Recommendation 1: In your first conservation recommendation, it
was suggested by your agency that no dredging or underwater blasting occur in any areas of the
Mystic River and Chelsea River, and the Reserved Channel, and the Main Ship Channel and
Turning Basin landward of the Conley Terminal between February 1 and June 15 to protect
winter flounder spawning, egg, larvae, and juvenile development habitat. We assume that
“landward of the Conley Terminal” means up-river of the turning basin in the Main Ship
Channel.

Only a small portion of the Mystic River navigation channel located opposite the
Medford Street Terminal is proposed to be deepened; no underwater blasting is proposed for this
area. The proposed area to be dredged is relatively small, especially when compared to the total
amount of available area in the Mystic River for winter flounder habitat; therefore no significant
impact to overall winter flounder habitat from dredging impacts is expected in the Mystic River.

In the Chelsea River, the current 38-foot channel would be deepened to 40 feet. The only
blasting that would occur is in the turning basin located at the head of the navigation channel. In
the Main Ship Channel, all dredging and blasting associated with the Deep Draft Project would
occur downstream of the 1-90 tunnel in navigation channels already -35 feet deep MLLW or
deeper, except for minor widening of the turning basin.
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Winter flounder spawn in shallow waters less than six meters (<20 feet) deep (EFH,
1999). The navigation channels proposed to be deepened in Boston Harbor are -35 feet MLLW
or more. Thus, the navigation channels would not be considered prime winter flounder spawning
habitat.

Plume monitoring was conducted between 1998 and 2000 for the Boston Harbor
Navigation Improvement Project (BHNIP). Monitoring was conducted when both navigation
channels were dredged and during disposal into Boston Harbor CAD cells. Plume monitoring
was also conducted for the Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project (IHMDP) in 2008
(Battelle, 2009). This monitoring showed that the plume stayed confined to the navigation
channel. The only exception was the area just south of Castle Island where variable currents
carried a filament of the plume out of the channel as far as 650 feet, away from the potential
winter flounder spawning area near Governors Island. Maximum turbidity levels within the
plume were low (~12 NTU above background).

Therefore, while we disagree with this EFH conservation recommendation for the above
areas proposed for navigation channel deepening, we will seek to accommodate the February 1
to June 15 environmental window to avoid dredging in the most sensitive areas for winter
flounder to the extent practicable. We will coordinate with the Technical Working Group
(TWG) to help determine the extent of sensitive areas and period of concern for the various areas
of the harbor during that timeframe. This restriction, however, will need to be evaluated during
the Planning, Engineering and Design Phase (Design Phase) once the overall project sequencing
plans are developed and taking into account potential blasting and air quality emission impacts.

EFH Conservation Recommendation 2: The second EFH conservation recommended
that no dredging or underwater blasting be conducted between March 1 to June 30 in any area of
the Mystic River and Chelsea River channels and private terminal berths, the Reserved Channel
and terminal berths at Massport facilities, the Main Ship Channel and terminal berths, and the
Turning Basin west of the Conley Terminal to avoid adverse impacts on upstream spawning
migrations of alewife, blueback herring, rainbow smelt.

As mentioned above, both the BHNIP and the IHMDP plume monitoring showed that,
except for the area just south of Castle Island, the plume stays confined to the navigation
channel.

The proposed deepening of the Chelsea River would increase the depth of the entire
navigation channel by an additional two feet. Dredging, and potential underwater blasting,
would affect a large portion of the Chelsea River. Based on the above plume monitoring results,
and the large areas of the harbor not impacted by a dredge plume, no impedance to upstream
spawning migrations of alewife, blueback herring, and rainbow smelt is expected during
dredging. However, given its confined nature, dredging in the Chelsea River could potentially
impede upstream migration of fish species that may be present. We will coordinate with the
TWG to determine what species are present at what time of year and then determine the
appropriate means to minimize impacts, if necessary.
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Underwater blasting could occur in various areas of the harbor during the course of the
project. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is committed to reducing blasting impacts
to all fish species in the harbor by instituting protective measures as developed from previous
lessons learned in prior dredging projects, and through coordination with affected agencies in the
development of an overall blasting approach. Measures taken to reduce these blasting impacts
will likely include: stemming, blast delays, use of fish observers, sonar monitoring, and a fish
startle system to deter fish. It may also include sequencing of the work effort at various portions
of the harbor as well. Lessons learned from the Boston Harbor rock removal project conducted
in 2007 and 2008, which were instituted for the 2012 rock removal effort, will be incorporated
into blast mitigation measures for the project. These measures proved effective in that no fish
kills were observed during this project (rock removal in 2012 from Boston Harbor). An
underwater blasting TWG will be formed during the Design Phase to explore the practicality and
feasibility of any potential mitigative measures (including project sequencing).
Recommendations agreed to by the TWG and the USACE to reduce potential blast impacts will
be incorporated into the design specifications for the Deep Draft Project.

This EFH conservation recommendation also noted that a TWG should identify and
evaluate the most current knowledge on the science and management of underwater blasting and
monitoring needs that can be directly related to the proposed Deep Draft Project.
Recommendations of this Technical Working Group should be incorporated into the
FSEIS/FEIR.

It should be noted that funding will not become available for use in the development of
the underwater TWG and the subsequent development of blasting mitigation measures until the
project enters the Design Phase. Therefore, any recommendations of this TWG cannot be
incorporated into the FSEIS/FEIR.

Conservation Recommendation 3: The third conservation recommendation requested
that a plan incorporating blasting mitigation measures be developed during the Design Phase of
the proposed project. We agree with this conservation recommendation to extent that we will
work with the Technical Working Group to develop a rock removal approach that seeks to
minimize impacts to critical resources during sensitive time periods in the various areas of the
harbor.

The Design Phase of the project includes an extensive program of borings and probes to
supplement and refine the results of the acoustic surveys and historic boring data that the
Feasibility Report relied on for its estimates. This work is scheduled to be accomplished during
the first year of the Design Phase. Once the subsurface exploration program is completed, we
will have determined where in the channel rock is located and the characteristics of that rock. In
the Feasibility Report, all potential hard material identified by the acoustic surveys was classified
as rock requiring blasting for removal. This is assumed to be a worst case scenario as prior work
in Boston and other New England harbors in recent years have shown that acoustic surveys
overestimate the volume of bedrock.

We will then determine where blasting may be required and the appropriate rock removal
method from each project segment. Using this information, the USACE and Massachusetts Port
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Authority (Massport) will work with interested TWG agencies to refine approaches for the range
of possible rock removal methods that may be used for the project. These approaches will be
developed in concert with the larger construction sequencing plan for the entire project.

EFH Conservation Recommendation 4: The fourth EFH conservation recommended that
alternate beneficial reuse of rock material should be evaluated more fully within the
FSEIS/FEIR, including using the rock for upland construction purposes and the use for ongoing
shore protection projects. We agree with this EFH conservation recommendation that the
beneficial reuse of rock be discussed in the FSEIS/FEIR, but given the fact that this alternative
has not yet been defined for the reasons identified below it can only be discussed in a general
manner.

As a matter of USACE policy, rock and other dredged material should always be
considered first as a public resource. Many environmental resource agencies raised concerns
about the potential loss of hard bottom habitat when dredging hard bottom is proposed at any
project in New England. Accordingly, our first consideration was to reuse any rock material
removed to create new hard bottom habitat. However, some resource agencies believe that
creation of additional hard bottom habitat in Massachusetts Bay at the expense of covering
existing soft-bottom habitat may not be desirable.

In order for the USACE to recommend including a beneficial use component in the
project, it must either (1) entail no or minimal additional cost to the Government, (2) have any
additional cost paid for by non-Federal interests, or (3) involve a use where the benefits outweigh
the additional cost, and have any additional cost to the project cost-shared between the USACE
and a non-Federal public agency. Accordingly, a zone of feasibility for reef creation siting was
established whereby the reduced hauling costs to the more distant MBDS would be offset by any
additional project costs for beneficial use site investigations, controlled dumping practices, and
monitoring of site recovery and recolonization.

In addition to reef habitat creation, some or all of the removed rock could prove suitable
for other beneficial uses such as making the rock available to industry for processing as
aggregate or for other construction purposes. Making the rock available to State agencies or area
municipalities for use in public projects, particularly shore protection, was considered during
preparation of the Draft Feasibility Report, but no parties interested in receiving the rock at their
cost were identified. Therefore, the Federal base plan for rock disposal as laid out in the
Feasibility Report and FSEIS/FEIR is placement at the MBDS. The Design Phase of this project
will include additional consultation and collaboration with interested agencies and others to
determine what, if any, economically practical beneficial use options for this material may exist
at the time of construction and what parties are interested in receiving that material for their own
uses. At this time however, without interested parties and uses identified, there are no
quantifiable beneficial uses to evaluate.
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EFH Conservation Recommendation 5: The last EFH conservation recommendation
suggested that the results of the demonstration capping project within the IWS (Industrial Waste
Site) be evaluated within the FSEIS/FEIR in order to determine the efficacy of dredged material
to cap the IWS and to assess potential impacts to biological communities within the MBDS
(Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site). We agree with this EFH conservation recommendation.

Results of the pilot project to demonstrate the efficacy of using the dredged material to
cap barrels at the IWS will be summarized in the FSEIS/FEIR with reference to a detailed report
to be published in the spring of 2013, The results of this pilot project showed that the potential
to cap barrels at the IWS should be successful.

Our DAMOS Program has monitored the benthic community at MBDS for several
decades. The results of this monitoring are also summarized in the FSEIS/FEIR and clearly
show that the benthic community recovers after placement of dredged material at the disposal
site.

In summary, the USACE. in partnership with the Massport, is committed to continuing
coordination with the Boston Harbor Technical Working Group throughout the Design and
Construction Phases of the project. Sub-groups of the TWG will be convened as needed to
address specific issues, including those mentioned by your office. In particular, the sub-groups
could help develop and comment on construction sequencing plans including rock removal, and
consideration of beneficial use options for the rock and other dredged material.

We look forward to working with your office in continuing to refine how we address
potential project impacts during the Design and Construction Phases and to bring this project to a
successful completion. In the event that you have any questions or comments about the above
proposals. please contact Ms. Catherine Rogers at (978) 318-8231 or via email at
catherine.).rogers'a usace.anmy.mil.

Sincerely,

. Kennelly
hief of Planning

Copy Furnished:

Stewart Dalzell, Deputy Director
Environmental Planning and Permitting
Massachusetts Port Authority

One Harborside Drive

Boston. Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
FORT HAMILTON MILITARY COMMUNITY
GENERAL LEE AVENUE, BLDG 301
BROOKLYN, NY 11252

REPLY TO

CENAD-PD-CS 7 December 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Headquarters, US Army Corps of Engineers,
(CECW-NAD/Mr. Luisa), 441 G Street, NW, Washington DC 20314

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor, MA — CWIS 013654; P2: #109034

1. References:

a. Memorandum, CENAE-PP-P, 23 Nov 12, subject: Boston Harbor Deep
Draft Navigation Improvement Study, Draft Feasibility Report and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement, PWI#013654

b. Memorandum, CEMP-NAD, 26 Sep 12, subject: Boston Harbor
Navigation Improvements Study — Additional Economic analyses to respond to
HQUSACE Policy Comments on the Final Feasibility report and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

2. The Division has reviewed the enclosed District response (Reference 1a) to HQUSACE
guidance (Reference 1b) concerning the recommended plan, and we concur with the
technical path forward, as laid out by the District. The District has committed to providing
the revised feasibility report and all requisite items, in accord with the requirements of
Engineer Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100, to HQUSACE by 20 February 2013 (CW 160 Final
Report Submission to HQUSACE - P2 milestone date). Additional commitments locked
into P2 by the District include: the CW 170 Report approval milestone on 28 March 2013
and the CW 270 Chief’s Report milestone on 22 July 2013.

3. Bringing the feasibility study to closure from this point forward will require a fully
integrated team effort in order to secure a Chief’s Report in 2013. In order to facilitate this
process, we request your assistance to ensure HQUSACE corporate agreement. If there are
any concerns with the approach laid out by the District, we request that you advise us as
soon as possible in order to avoid delays in report completion and approval.

4. The point of contact for this action is Mr. Joseph Vietri. Mr. Vietri may be reached at
(347) 370-4570.

Encls.
Acting Chief, Civil Works Integration Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

December 4, 2012
Engineering/Planning Division
Evaluation Branch

Mr. Victor Mastone, Director

Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800

Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2136

Dear Mr. Mastone:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (USACE) has been in contact
with your office concerning the recent change in scope for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft
Navigation Improvement Project. We appreciate your prompt reply and concurrence that you
have no additional comments based on the change in project scope.

For clarification purposes, we would like to reiterate the original recommendations for
additional archaeological investigations to be conducted as part of this project:

Chelsea River Channel Deepening: This plan consists of deepening the Chelsea River
Channel from its currently authorized depth of -38 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) to a
depth of -40 feet MLLW. The work involves dredging to deepen the channel within the existing
channel limits, except for two small bends in the Chelsea River Channel that must be widened to
accommodate larger vessels. An area immediately upstream of the A.P. McArdle Bridge, and an
area of the bend between the bridges just downstream of the Sunoco Logistics Terminal, both
along the East Boston side of the channel, would be widened by no more than 50 feet. A third
area around the Chelsea Street Bridge has already been widened in a previous Corps dredging
effort that was coordinated with your office and is no longer part of the current project.

A remote sensing archaeological survey of the two sections to be widened is
recommended in order to identify the possible presence of submerged archaeological resources
including shipwrecks in these areas. The original remote sensing survey of the Federal
navigation channel (Mulholland et al. 2003) did not include the Chelsea River. Borings of the
Chelsea River Channel are also proposed for the project’s design phase to confirm material types
and examine the areas of channel widening for the presence of buried land surfaces and pre-
Contact archaeological sites.

Mystic River — Medford Street Terminal Access Deepening: Your letter also mentions
investigation of the Mystic River Channel. The plan of improvement includes deepening an area
of the existing 35-foot channel to 40 feet. This area accesses Massport’s Medford Street

Printed orA_Z_ 15aecycled Paper



-2-

Terminal in Charlestown. Massport has already deepened its berth at this terminal to -40 feet.
As this area was deepened in the past to reach the current -35-foot depth and sampling shows the
improvement material to be blue clay, no plans for further investigation were included in our
2008 plan.

Disposal of Dredged Material under all Channel Improvement Plans: The Massachusetts
Bay Disposal Site (MBDS) is the Federal base plan for disposal of all dredged material from the
deep draft navigation improvement project, including rock. The MBDS was designated by the
US EPA for disposal of dredged material in 1992 after preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement. The former Industrial Waste Site (IWS) is located north of and overlaps the northern
portion of the MBDS. The IWS was used from the 1940s to 1970s for disposal of chemical,
medical and low level radiological waste. The site was also used for general disposal of dredged
material, construction debris, and other materials before and during that time. Remains of waste
barrels are located throughout the IWS and most are concentrated in several areas. The Corps
and US EPA are investigating the potential to use the improvement project’s millions of cubic
yards of unconsolidated dredged materials to form a cap over these barrel “fields”. A side scan
sonar survey of the IWS and portions of the MBDS was conducted by US EPA Region I in July
2006. A number of shipwrecks were identified within the IWS and the MBDS in the area where
those two sites overlap.

The MBDS and IWS are located seaward of the territorial sea (three-mile limit) in
Federally regulated waters. If the IWS is ultimately recommended for capping via beneficial use
of the dredged material from the improvement project, further data on the significance of the
wrecks may be required if the capping plan was determined to have an impact on those
resources. If impacts are unavoidable, a Phase II site examination level survey of the wrecks
may be needed to determine the boundaries of these potentially significant resources and
determine whether any are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The
scope of any studies and results would be coordinated with EPA. However, given the large area
available for disposal and capping at these sites, unavoidable impacts are unlikely. Disposal
activities, including any capping of areas of the IWS would be designed to avoid any shipwrecks
determined to be significant.

Disposal of Rock: Rock removed from the project has been proposed for beneficial use
by the State and other parties. Most proposals involve the rock being delivered ashore for others
to transport for use on projects not involving the Corps. However, one proposal for use of the
rock would involve the creation of reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay including Broad Sound.
Any areas identified for rock reef creation would require coordination and potentially
investigation to determine if cultural resources of significance could be impacted, and plans
modified to avoid such impacts.
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding these recommendations, please contact
Mr. Marc Paiva of the Evaluation Branch at 978-318-8796.

Sincerely,

Copy Furnished:

Ms. Brona Simon, Executive Director and SHPO
Massachusetts Historical Commission

The Massachusetts State Archives Building

220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, Massachusetts 02125

A-2-17



December 4, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Evaluation Branch

Mr. Timothy L. Timmermann, Associate Director
Office of Environmental Review

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912

Dear Mr. Timmermann:

We are writing in response to your comments in a letter dated November 9, 2012
regarding updates we provided to you in order to finalize the Boston Harbor Deep Draft
Improvement Project Feasibility Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/EIR). Your office provided comments to assist
us in finalizing the FSEIS/EIR on air issues and marine issues. This letter is being written in
response to marine issues only; in particular, proposed blasting activities and rock reef creation.
Responses related to air issues and comments will be incorporated into the FSEIS/EIR.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is committed to continuing coordination with the
Boston Harbor Dredging Technical Working Group (TWG) throughout the Design and
Construction Phases of the project. Sub-groups of the TWG will be convened as needed to
address specific issues, including those mentioned by your office. In particular, the sub-groups
could help develop and comment on construction sequencing plans including rock removal, air
quality conformity (if mitigation is found necessary), and consideration of beneficial use options
for the rock and other dredged material. Additional information regarding proposed rock
removal activities and rock reef creation are provided in more detail below.

Proposed Blasting Activities - The Design Phase of the project includes an extensive
program of borings and probes to supplement and refine the results of the acoustic surveys and
historic boring data that the Feasibility Report relied on for its estimates. This work is scheduled
to be accomplished during the first year of the Design Phase. Once the subsurface exploration
program is completed, we will have determined where in the channel rock is located and the
characteristics of that rock. In the Feasibility Report, all potential hard material identified by the
acoustic surveys was classified as rock requiring blasting for removal. This is assumed to be a
worst case scenario as prior work in Boston and other New England harbors in recent years have
shown that acoustic surveys overestimate the volume of bedrock.
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Once the subsurface design effort is completed, the USACE will determine if blasting is
required for all or part of the rock to be removed from each project segment. Using this
information, the USACE and Massport will work with interested TWG agencies to refine plans
for the range of possible rock removal methods that may be used for the project. These plans
will be developed in concert with the larger construction sequencing plan (discussed separately)
for the entire project.

The subsurface effort may show areas where rock can be removed economically by
means other than drilling and blasting. During construction of the last Boston Harbor Navigation
Improvement Project between 1998 and 2001, areas of rock in the Reserved Channel Turning
Area and in the Inner Confluence at the head of the Main Ship Channel were removed by ripping
the ledge with a large toothed bucket. The cut into the ledge in those areas was shallow;
approximately two feet, and those outcrops at that shallow depth were sufficiently weathered and
fractured to permit this method of removal. Some strata, while not sufficiently fractured to
permit bucket ripping, may prove removable by other mechanical means, such as a hydraulic
hammer, as has been used in the deepening of the Elizabeth River Channel in New Jersey. A
hydraulic hammer was used in the spring 2008 removal of several small rock pinnacle areas in
the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel. Some rock areas for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft
Improvement Project may lend themselves to similar methods of removal without drilling and
blasting. The boring program in the Design Phase will provide the information on the
appropriate rock removal method.

However, some level of caution is in order. The depth of the rock cut at Boston is up to
eight to fifteen feet in many areas, as the Main Ship Channel is being deepened from -40 feet at
mean lower low water (MLLW) down to -47 feet MLLW. The Broad Sound North Entrance
Channel will be deepened to a controlling depth of -51 feet MLLW. In all channels where rock
is encountered the required depth of the channel will be increased two feet as a safety measure.
For all channels a two-foot allowable overdepth in all materials is possible. Rock at that depth is
less likely to be weathered or fractured sufficiently to avoid a need for blasting. Removal by a
hydraulic hammer typically takes a longer time than blasting. The blasting estimates for the
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Improvement Project currently call for two drill barges, each with a
three-gang drill rig, with one blast daily for each. A hydraulic hammer would work around the
clock, except when it moves between areas to allow a dredge to remove what has been fractured.

At this time, a few predictions as to likely components of a rock removal plan can be
made. For project construction to proceed on schedule, with minimal interruption and minimal
excess mobilization-demobilization costs, drilling and blasting operations will need to be
underway in some area(s) of the harbor as needed. Due to weather and sea state concerns,
drilling and blasting in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel will not likely occur in periods
when heavy winter storms are expected. Fisheries observers and marine mammal observers
would be present during blasting operations. Fish detection and fish startle systems would be
employed.
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The blasting efforts conducted for the ledge pinnacle removal project in 2007-2008
employed several means of avoiding and minimizing fish kills, including use of the fish observer
and a fish startle system, and blast hole stemming. Even so, four of the blast events in November
and December of 2007 resulted in fish kills of varying size. An After Action Report prepared by
the USACE determined that the placement of the fish startle system and side scan sonar on the
blast barge may not be as effective as employing these systems on a separate vessel. This
alternate method was employed in the most recent rock removal project in 2012 and no fish kills
were experienced with this new method.

In response to comments from NMFS and others, the potential for noise in the water
generated by blasting to impact whales and other marine mammals, sea turtles, and fish
(specifically sturgeon) was also investigated. Based on sound data collected from blasting
during the most recent 2012 rock removal project, it was determined that a safety zone of 1,500
feet would be protective of the three animal types listed above, with allowance for an additional
50-foot observation zone outside the calculated safety zone. The nearest concentrations of
whales in the Bay are located several miles seaward around Stellwagen Bank.

Rock Reef Creation - The USACE and Massport would prefer to find an acceptable
beneficial use for the up to one million+ cubic yards of rock that could be generated by the
improvement project, rather than merely disposing it in 300 feet of water at the designated
Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site (MBDS); the current base plan. Rock and other dredged
material should always first be considered as a public resource. Many environmental resource
agencies have raised concerns about the potential loss of hard bottom habitat when dredging of
hard bottom is proposed at any project in New England. Accordingly, our first consideration
was to reuse this blasted rock material to create new hard bottom habitat. However, some
resource agencies believe that creation of additional hard bottom habitat in Massachusetts Bay at
the expense of covering existing soft-bottom habitat may not be desirable.

In order for the USACE to recommend including such a beneficial use component in the
project it must either (1) entail no or minimal additional cost to the Government, (2) have any
additional cost paid for by non-Federal interests, or (3) involve a use where the benefits outweigh
the additional cost, and have any additional cost to the project cost-shared between the USACE
and a non-Federal public agency. Accordingly, a zone of feasibility for reef creation siting was
established whereby the reduced hauling costs to the more distant MBDS would be offset by any
additional project costs for beneficial use site investigations, controlled dumping practices, and
monitoring of site recovery and recolonization.

The intent of the reef creation option was to create hard-bottom habitat, not merely for
-adult lobster, but also other species that prefer this type of habitat. Five candidate reef creation
sites were selected with input from local lobstermen and the State marine fisheries staff at a
meeting held on August 3, 2004. The goal was to identify large areas where existing rocky
habitat was less represented than sandy or softer substrates. The analysis to date as presented in
the Feasibility documents was limited to bottom types, bathymetry, Essential Fish Habitat, and
benthic resource characterization. As no real consensus developed among the Federal and State
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agencies during the Feasibility study as to the desirability of reef creation in Massachusetts Bay,
additional examination was deferred until the Design Phase, when more specific information on
the quantities and types of rock and other hard materials to be generated by the project would
become known and more detailed data requested by the agencies is available. Other reviewing
agencies also identified concerns about replacing soft-bottom habitat with rock reefs that may
take years to colonize, and would supplant the functions and value of the existing soft-bottom
habitat at these sites.

In response to Federal and State agency concerns expressed during meetings of the
project’s Technical Working Group, the District has committed to working with these agencies
during the Design Phase to examine these issues, define the exact type and quantity of materials
available for such use, and examine the candidate sites in greater detail to determine the value of
the existing habitat relative to the anticipated value of the reefs. Should reef creation proceed
forward, technical design issues such as mound width and elevation, mound spacing, setbacks
from existing hard bottom areas, cultural resource presence and protection, and targeted species
will all require further evaluation. A plan for monitoring recovery and recolonization of any
constructed reef site will also be developed. Some State agencies have suggested that only a
portion of the rock removed should be made available for reef creation, and using the remainder
available for other uses if found feasible.

If it is determined that rock reef creation is desirable and feasible, and included in the
final design of the Federal Navigation Deep Draft Project, then the results of the additional
investigations, reef design, and habitat recovery monitoring plans may be published in an
additional NEPA/MEPA document, if necessary.

Beneficial Uses for Rock - In addition to reef habitat creation, some or all of the removed
rock could prove suitable for other beneficial uses. Making the rock available to industry for
processing as aggregate or for other construction purposes has been mentioned. Making the rock
available to State agencies or area municipalities for use in public projects, particularly shore
protection, has also been mentioned. The Design Phase of this project will include consultation
and collaboration with these agencies and others to determine what economically practical
beneficial options may exist.

Air Quality Considerations - The Corps and Massport are currently re-examining the
expected air quality impacts of the project with reference to the revised air quality determinations
mentioned in your November 9, 2012 letter. The results of that examination will be discussed
with the TWG when they become available.
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We look forward to working with your office in continuing to refine how we address
potential project impacts during the Design and Construction Phases and bring this project to a
successful completion. In the event that you have any questions or comments about the above
proposals, please contact Ms. Catherine Rogers at (978) 318-8231 or via email at
catherine.j.rogers‘@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Copy Furnished:

Stewart Dalzell, Deputy Director
Environmental Planning and Permitting
Massachusetts Port Authority

One Harborside Drive

Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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November 29, 2012

Mr. John R. Kennelly

Chief of Planning

Department of the Army

New England District, Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: CZM Federal Consistency Review Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation
Improvement Project — DEIR/DEIS; Boston.

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has completed its
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIR/DEIS) for the proposed port improvements in the City of Boston. The project
includes improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin, and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). The Massachusetts Port Authority (MassPort) would also deepen the berths in the
Conley Terminal to at least -50 feet MILLW. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above
the Reserved Channel and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet
MLLW, access to MassPort’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River would be improved
by deepening to -40 feet MLLLW, and the existing -38 foot channel in the Chelsea River would
be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.

Based upon our review of applicable information, we concur with your certification
and find that the activity’s effects on resources and uses in Massachusetts coastal zone as
proposed in the DEIR/DEIS are consistent with the CZM enforceable program policies.
We look forward to reviewing the Final Feasibility Report and the joint Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Reportt for consistency with
CZM’s enforceable program policies, when released in 2013.

If the above-referenced project is modified in any manner, including any changes
resulting from permit, license or certification revisions, including those ensuing from an
appeal, or the project is noted to be having effects on coastal resources or uses that are
different than originally proposed, it is incumbent upon the proponent to notify CZM,
submit an explanation of the nature of the change pursuant to 15 CFR 930, and submit any
modified state permits, licenses, or certifications. CZM will use this information to
determine if further federal consistency review is required.
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Thank you for your cooperation with CZM.

Sincerely,

D

Bruce K. Catrlisle
Director

BKC/tlb/vg
CZM# 5376
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The COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
BOARD 0F UNDERWATER ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

251 Causeway Street, Suite 800, Boston, MA 02114-2136
Tel (617) 626-1200 Fax (617) 626-1240° Web Site: wwiw. mass.goviczm/buarfindex.htm

November 27, 2012

John R. Kennelly

Chief of Planning

New England District

US Army Corps of Engirieers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

RE:  Boston Harbor, Massachusetts Navigation Improvement Project — Update of the Final Feasibility
Report and Final Supplemental Environmental hnpact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Kennelly,

The stafl of the Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources has completed its
review of your letter of 11 October 2012 and attached chart regarding the final FR and FSIES/FEIR reports for
the above referenced report. We offer the following comments,

The Board provided comments on the draft version of the above referenced report in its letter of 2 June
2008. Based on the information provided in your recent letter, the Board’s original comments remain
appropriate and applicable to the updated plan,

The Board notes the updated plan specifically calls for deepening access to the Chelsea River. This
area is considered archaeological sensitive, particularly in relation to the 1775 Battle of Chelsea Creek and the
loss of HMS Dijana. The recommendation that a remote sensing archaeological survey should be conducted for
the areas of polential affect in the Mysiic River and Chelsea River Channels remains applicable. The Board

looks forward to working with the Corps and its consultants in developing a successful surveying strategy for
these areas.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me at the address
above, by telephone at (617) 626-1141 or by email at victor.mastone@stale.mi us

Sincgrely,

N

Victor T. Mastone
Director

Cc: Brona Siinon, MHC
Marc Paiva, USACE
Bob Boeri, MCZM
Stewart Dalzell, Massport

{5 Prinled on Recycled Paper
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

",
s W s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
- = - NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
; T T 2 NORTHEAST REGION
WL "0‘ 55 Great Republic Drive
AT Gloucester, MA 01930-2276
NOV 27 2012

John R. Kennelly

Deputy Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA

RE: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project
Dear Mr. Kennelly:

Your November 7, 2012, letter, requests consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended regarding the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s proposed
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project. You have made the determination
that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect any species listed by NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the ESA and have requested our concurrence with this
determination. We agree that as all effects to listed species will be insignificant and
discountable, the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect any NMFS listed species. The
justification for our determination is provided below,

Proposed Project

The project will involve dredging approximately 10 to 11 million cubic yards of clays, sands,
and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, from the harbor bottom. All dredging will
be with a mechanical dredge. In addition, you will remove up to about 1 million cubic yards of
rock from the harbor, some of which may require blasting to allow removal with a dredge. In
association with this improvement work, you will remove about 150,000 cubic yards of material
to deepen some terminal berths, and about 500,000 cubic yards for maintenance of the improved
and adjacent Federal channels. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean
disposal at the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site (MBDS), which is located about 18 miles
seaward of the harbor. The project would take about three years to complete. You are currently
planning to dispose all material, including rock, at MBDS; unconsolidated material may be
disposed of at the former Industrial Waste Site (IWS) which is adjacent to the MBDS.

Specific project activities include:
o Deepening the harbor’s 40-foot deep MLLW channels, turning basin and anchorage

to a depth of -47 feet MLLW to provide container ships access to the Conley
Terminal, with an additional two to five feet of depth in the Broad Sound North
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Entrance Channel (up to -52 feet MLLW) to accommodate exposure of vessels to
increased seas. The final depth selected for the entrance channel accounts for the
range in quantities given above;

e Deepening the 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunne] to -45 feet MLLW, to improve access to
Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston:

* Deepening the existing 35-foot lane of the lower Mystic River Channel to -40 feet
MLLW to improve access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal; and

e Deepening the existing 38-foot channel in the Chelsea River to -40 feet MLLW to
improve access to its petroleum terminals.

e In addition, terminal berths at Massport facilities on the Reserved, Main Ship and
Mystic River channels, as well as private terminal berths on the Chelsea River would
be deepened commensurate with the decpening of the Federal channels.

» Any required maintenance of the Federal navigation channels being improved would
be carried out concurrently, as would maintenance of adjacent Federal channels
needed to route shipping traffic around the deepening operation, including
maintenance of the 35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance Channel, 30-foot deep
Broad Sound South Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep Nubble Channel and 35-foot
deep MLLW Barge Anchorage.

Rock removal by blasting will occur over approximately 26 months, with the required times
approximately broken down as follows (work in some areas will be simultaneous with work in
other areas): 16 months in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel; two months in the
President Roads Anchorage; two months in the lower Main Ship Channel; three months in the
Main Ship Channel extension arca below the Ted Williams Tunnel; five months in the Reserved
Channel and its Tumning Area; and one month in the upper Chelsea River. The precise rock areas
and construction times would be further refined after design phase subsurface explorations are
completed.

The USACE will implement several special conditions during dredging, blasting and dredged
material disposal, those include:

¢ USACE will develop a monitoring plan for blasting that will be submitted to NMES for
review and comment.

» One or more NMFS-approved endangered species observers will be present at each blast
site. The number of observers will depend on the number that is necessary to observe the
entire safety zone. No blasting will occur until the safety zone is free from any
observations of whales or sea turtles for 60 minutes.

e The Right Whale Sightings Advisory System will be monitored as well as other
communication media (i.e., NOAA weather radio, U.S. Coast Guard NAVTEX
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broadcasts, Notices to Mariners, and U.S. Coast Pilots) for general information regarding
North Atlantic Right Whale sighting locations, In addition, the Contractor will be
required to monitor the Right Whale Listening Network for information on Right Whales
detected near the shipping lanes.

No blasting will occur if any whales or sea turtles are present within the safety zone of
the blast arca.

In the unlikely event that any whales or sea turtles are observed within the safety zone
during a blast event, all reasonable attempts to monitor the condition and behavior of the
animal will be undertaken. These incidences will be reported immediately to NMFS to
determine whether the incident would require reinitiating Section 7 Consultation.

All blasting will be conducted using inserted delays of a fraction of a second per borehole
as well as the use of stemming, which will be placed into the top of the borehole to
deaden the shock wave reaching the water column.

No blasting will occur when schools of fish arc observed in the area (assuming that safety
1s not jeopardized). A fish observer will use hydro-acoustic monitoring (i.e. side-scan
sonar) prior to any blasting event to determine that schools of fish are not located within
or transiting the blast zone area (including any listed Atlantic sturgeon). In addition to the
sidescan sonar, a fish startle system will be employed to deter fish. Existing startle
systems are most effective with species from the Clupeid family. The startle system uses
high amplitude sound at specific frequencies. Lessons learned from the previous blasting
in Boston Harbor will be incorporated where appropriate into the Contractor's blasting
plan. Some of these lessons include the development of a communication plan between
the fish observer and the Contractor and the location of the fish startle system that will be
deployed on an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge.

All project vessels will comply with voluntary speed restrictions (10 knots or less) to
minimize the risk of ship strikes as implemented in Dynamic Management Areas
(DMAs) that may be established by NOAA Fisheries Service. NOAA Fisheries Service
will announce DMAS to mariners through its customary maritime communication.

All previously established permit conditions for use of the MBDS and IWS, including use
of lookouts for whales and sea turtles and vessel speed restrictions, will be required,
including:

e Use NMFS guidelines to minimize interaction with and harassment of marine
mammals during transit (i.e., tugs/scows will not approach within 100 feet of
threatened or endangered species of whales
(http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/mmv/approach.html) or within 500 yards of a
right whale 50 CFR§224.103 (c)). Any vessel finding itself within the 500 yard
buffer zone around a right whale must depart the area immediately at a safe, slow
speed, unless one of the exceptions applies (see 50 CFR§224.103 (¢));

» When sea turtles are sighted, attempt to maintain a distance of 50 yards or greater
between the animal and the vessel whenever possible;
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¢ Report all sightings of right whales to NMFES as soon as possible (978-585-8473),
and, Report within 24 hours any interactions with listed species to NMFS (1-866-
755-NOAA and incidental.take@noaa.gov). This includes any reports of injuries
or mortalities.

NMFS Listed Species in the Action Area

The action area is defined as “all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action
and not merely the immediate area involved in the action” (50 CFR§402.02). For this project,
the action area includes the project footprint as well as the underwater area where effects of
dredging (i.e., increase in suspended sediment) and blasting (i.e., increase in underwater noise
and pressure) will be experienced. The action area also includes the disposal sites and the vessel
transit routes,

Whales

Federally endangered North Atlantic right whales (Eubalaena glacialis), Fin (Balaenoptera
physalus), sei (Balaenoptera borealis), and humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) are
found seasonally in Massachusetts waters. North Atlantic right whales have been documented in
the nearshore waters of Massachusetts from December through June. Humpback whales feed
during the spring, summer, and fall over a range that encompasses the eastern coast of the United
States. Fin (Balaenoptera physalus), sei (Balaenoptera borealis) and sperm (Physter
macrocephalus) whales are also seasonally present in New England waters but are typically
found in deeper offshore waters.

Sei whales occur in deep water throughout their range, typically over the continental slope or in
basins situated between banks (NMFS 2011). Sperm whales occur on the continental shelf edge,
over the continental slope, and into mid-ocean regions. Based on the known habitats of these
two species which do not overlap with the action area, we do not expect sei or sperm whales to
occur in any portion of the action area.

Sightings and satellite tracking data along the East Coast indicate that endangered large whales
rarely venture into bays, harbors, or inlets (70 FR 35849, June 25, 2005, NMFS 2007, 72 FR
57104, October 5, 2007). Right whale sightings from May 1997 to the present have been
mapped (see http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/psb/surveys/SASInteractive2.html). There are no
recorded right whale sightings in Boston Harbor. The nearest sighting is a sighting listed as
“probable” from April 7, 2012, approximately 4 miles offshore of Deer Island. The seasonal
presence of right whales in Massachusetts waters is thought to be closely associated to the
seasonal presence of dense patches of their preferred copepod prey (primarily Calanus
finmarchus but also Pseudocalanus spp. and Centropages spp.; Pace and Merrick 2008). Dense
concentrations of copepods are not known to occur in Boston Harbor. While small numbers of
humpback whales may be present in Massachusetts waters year round, sightings are most
frequent from mid-March through November between 41°N and 43°N, from the Great South
Channel north along the outside of Cape Cod to Stellwagen Bank and Jeffreys Ledge (CETAP
1982) and peak in May and August (Waring ef al.. 2010). We have records of only one
humpback whale occurring in Boston Harbor (2001) and consider this incident to be an outlier.
There are no records of fin whales in Boston Harbor. Based on the best available information, it
is extremely unlikely that any right, humpback or fin whales will occur in the channels where
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blasting and dredging will occur. These species, may however be present at MBDS and IWS and
along the transit route.

Sea Turtles

Four species of federally threatened or endangered sea turtles under our jurisdiction may be
found seasonally in the coastal waters of Massachusetts, typically when water temperatures are
higher than 15°C. The highest concentrations of sea turtles are normally present from June —
October. The sea turtles in northeastern nearshore waters are typically small juveniles with the
most abundant being the federally threatened Northwest Atlantic Ocean Distinct Population
Segment (DPS) of loggerhead (Caretta caretta) followed by the federally endangered Kemp’s
ridley (Lepidochelys kempi) sea turtle. While green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) may also occur
sporadically in New England waters, any occurrence in Massachusetts waters is rare. Federally
endangered leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) may be found in Massachusetts
waters during the warmer months as well.

Suitable forage and habitat exists for sea turtles in small localized areas around the Boston
Harbor area (e.g., Hull and Hingham Bay; shores of Long Island Spectacle Island, and
Thompson Island, MA; Town River Bay; and Rock Island Cove). The harbor is not known to be
a high use area for sca turtles and presence is likely limited to occasional transient sea turtles. In
the channels where dredging and blasting will occur, limited forage for sea turtles exists (e.g., no
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), limited benthic invertebrates) and as such, this site is not
expected to serve as foraging area for sea turtles. Based on this information, it is extremely
unlikely that sea turtles will occur within the channel where dredging and blasting will occur.
However, sea turtles may be present at MBDS and IWS and along the transit routes.

Atlantic Sturgeon

Five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon are listed; the Gulf of Maine DPS is threatened and the New
York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, South Atlantic and Carolina DPSs are endangered (77 FR 5880; 77
FR 5914; February 6, 2012). The marine range of all five DPSs extends along the Atlantic coast
from Canada to Cape Canaveral, Florida.

Atlantic sturgeon spawn in their natal river. The Kennebec (Maine) and Hudson (New York)
Rivers are the nearest rivers to the action area that are known to currently support spawning
populations. Sturgeon remain in the river/estuary for two to five years until 50-75 cm in length.
After emigration from the natal river/estuary, subadults and adult Atlantic sturgeon travel within
the marine environment, typically in waters less than 50 meters, using coastal bays, sounds, and
ocean waters.

There is limited information on Atlantic sturgeon in Boston Harbor. In February 2012, an
Atlantic sturgeon was documented in the Charles River. In the summer of 2012, a dead Atlantic
sturgeon was found floating in the North River, Massachusetts, These represent the first reported
occurrences of Atlantic sturgeon in this area. No tributary of Boston Harbor has been identified
as a historic spawning river for this species. Due to the limited presence of suitable forage, the
presence of Atlantic sturgeon in Boston Harbor in general is considered to be limited to
occasional transient subadults or adults. Atlantic sturgeon are most likely to be present in the
channels where dredging and blasting will occur if suitable forage is present. Based on the best
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available information, only occasional transient subadult or adult Atlantic sturgeon are likely to
be present in the channels where dredging and blasting will occur.

Effects of the Action
Below, we consider the effects of dredging, disposal of dredged material, blasting, and disposal
of rock on listed species. This analysis relies on the full implementation of all special conditions

listed above; we consider these to be part of the proposed action. It is important to note that Comment
project plans may be refined in the future. Prior to the USACE entering into any contracts or NMFS #1

carrying out any dredging or blasting, updated project plans and special conditions will be
provided to us. At that time we will determine if there are likely to be any effects that we did not
consider here and, if there are, reinitiation of this consultation will be necessary.

Dredging

A clamshell bucket dredge will be used to remove sediments and to remove loose rock after
blasting. As explained above, whales are extremely unlikely to occur in the areas where
dredging will occur. As such, they will not be exposed to any effects of dredging. Occasional
transient sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon may be present in the channels where dredging will
occur, particularly in arcas where benthic invertebrates are present. Here, we consider the
potential for individuals to be captured in the dredge bucket and effects of increased
turbidity/suspended sediment and loss of benthic resources/forage opportunities.

Capture in the Dredge Bucket

Bucket dredges are relatively stationary. Bucket dredging entails lowering the open bucket
through the water column, closing the bucket after impact on the bottom, lifting the bucket up
through the water column, and emptying the bucket into a barge. Aquatic species can be
captured in dredge buckets and may be injured or killed from entrapment in the bucket or burial
in sediment during dredging and/or when sediment is deposited into the dredge scow.

No sea turtles have been captured in mechanical dredges operating in the action area. The
USACE has no records of any sea turtles being captured in mechanical dredges anywhere. As
such, we do not anticipate any capture of sea turtles during any mechanical dredging considered
here.

In rare occurrences, sturgeon have been captured in dredge buckets and placed in the scow. The
USACE has reported four incidences of sturgeon captured in dredge buckets along the U.S. East
Coast since 1990. One of these was in the Cape Fear River and the other three were at the Bath
Iron Works facility in the Kennebec River, Maine, No sturgcon have ever been observed during
dredging operations in the action area. Based on all available evidence, the risk of capture in a
mechanical dredge is low due to the slow speed at which the bucket moves and the relatively
small area of the bottom it interacts with at any one time. Atlantic sturgeon are highly mobile
and it is anticipated that they will be able to avoid the dredge bucket in nearly all instances. The
potential for a capture is further reduced by the small number of Atlantic sturgeon in the action
area and the transient use of the area by these fish. Given the relatively low level of risk that an
individual Atlantic sturgeon would be captured in a slow moving dredge bucket and the low
likelihood that Atlantic sturgeon will be present in the channels where dredging will occur, it is
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extremely unlikely that any Atlantic sturgeon will be captured, injured or killed during dredging
activities.

Turbidity Associated with Mechanical Dredging

The proposed dredging will cause a temporary increase in the amount of turbidity in the action
area; however, suspended sediment is expected to settle out of the water column within a few
hours and any increase in turbidity will be short term. The size of a sediment plume is
influenced by many factors. The turbidity plume associated with a typical mechanical dredging
operation extends approximately 1,000 feet at the surface and 1600 feet near the bottom (ACOE
1983). The maximum distance reported in the literature is 1,500 meters (4,921 feet), which
occurred in an area with very strong tidal currents (ACOE 2007). Several studies have
monitored sediment plumes associated with dredging projects along the Atlantic coast. Turbidity
levels associated with these sediment plumes typically range from 26-350mg/L (ACOE 2007,
Anchor Environmental 2003) with the highest levels detected adjacent to the dredge bucket and
concentrations decreasing with greater distance from the dredge (see ACOE 2007).

No information is available on the effects of turbidity or suspended sediment (TSS) on juvenile
and adult sea turtles. Studies of the effects of turbid waters on fish suggest that concentrations of
suspended solids can reach thousands of milligrams per liter before an acute toxic reaction is
expected (Burton 1993). TSS is most likely to affect sea turtles if a plume causes a barrier to
normal behaviors or if sediment settles on the bottom affecting sea turtle prey. As sea turtles are
highly mobile they are likely to be able to avoid any sediment plume and any effect on sea turtle
movements is likely to be insignificant. Additionally, the TSS levels expected (26-350mg/L) are
below those shown to have an adverse effect on fish (580mg/L for the most sensitive species,
with 1,000mg/L more typical; see summary of scientific literature in Burton 1993) and benthic
communities (390mg/L (EPA 1986) upon which turtles depend. Based on this information, the
effects of suspended sediment resulting from dredging operations on sea turtles will be
insignificant.

Fish eggs and larvae can be buried or smothered as suspended solids settle out of the water
column. Because no early life stages of Atlantic sturgeon occur in the action area, none will be
exposed to any increase in TSS. TSS is most likely to affect subadult or adult Atlantic sturgeon
if a plume causes a barrier to normal behaviors or if sediment settles on the bottom affecting
their benthic prey. As Atlantic sturgeon are highly mobile they are likely to be able to avoid any
sediment plume and any effect on their movements or behavior is likely to be insignificant.
Additionally, the TSS levels expected (26-350 mg/L depending on site specific conditions during
dredging and up to 500.0 mg/L for disposal) are below those shown to have an adverse effect on
fish (580.0 mg/L for the most sensitive species, with 1,000.0 mg/L more typical; see summary of
scientific literature in Burton 1993) and benthic communities (590.0 mg/L (EPA 1986));
therefore, effects to benthic resources that sturgeon may eat are extremely unlikely. Based on
this information, it is likely that both the effect of the suspension of sediment resulting from
dredging operations and the effects of the discharge of sediments at the disposal site will be
insignificant,
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Effects on Prey

As noted above, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon are rare in Boston Harbor; however, they are
most likely to occur where suitable forage (benthic invertebrates or SAV) are present. Dredging
can affect sea turtles and sturgeon by reducing prey species through the alteration of the existing
biotic assemblages. Some reduction in the amount of potential prey in the area to be dredged is
likely; however, these areas are not thought to be used by foraging sturgeon or sea turtles.
Regardless, the action will not result in the permanent removal of forage items, as prey specics
will continually recolonize the area following a disturbance. In summary, as (1) the area affected
by dredging is not known to support significant amounts of benthic resources which Atlantic
sturgeon and sea turtles forage on; and, (2) recolonization of the benthic community will be rapid
(weeks to months), we have determined that any effects of dredging and disposal to foraging
Atlantic sturgeon and sea turtles will be insignificant.

Blasting

Sound waves generated by blasting are known as “transient” or short, powerful pulses of noise.
Peak pressure, measured in Pascals (Pa) or pounds per square inch (psi), and impulse, measured
in Pascal seconds (Pa.sec), are the units used to describe severity of blast transients. Impulse is
defined as the average pressure level of the wave acting over a given time.

Sound in water follows the same physical principles as sound in air, The major difference is that
due to the density of water, sound in water travels about 4.5 times faster than in air (approx. 4900
ft./s vs. 1100 ft./s), and attenuates much less rapidly than in air. As aresult of the greater speed,
the wavelength of a particular sound frequency is about 4.5 times longer in water than in air
(Rogers and Cox 1988; Bass and Clarke 2003). The term decibel (dB) is most often used to
compare the level, or intensity of a sound, but the reference medium must be stated so that the
reader understands whether in-air or underwater acoustics are being used. In water, acousticians
use the standard reference sound pressure of 1 micropascal, abbreviated re 1 pPa (the in-air
reference is 20 pPa).

Whales, sca turtles and sturgeon have differing levels of tolerance to underwater noise. Below,
we present the underwater noise and pressure levels that are likely to result in mortality, injury
and behavioral disturbance of these species.

Table 1. Effects, Criteria, and Thresholds (for Marine Mammals) for Impulsive Sounds
from Underwater Detonation (provided by NMFS Headquarters)

Effect Criteria Metric Threshold Effect
T indexed to 30.5 psi-
; ; Goertner modified msec (assumes 100 .
Mortality Extensive R : Mortality
[ B positive impulse percent small animal
R at 26.9 Ibs)
0,
Iniuri %{M} it 1.17 in-lb/in? (about
Lo ymp Energy flux density 205dBre 1 Level A
Physiological | Membrane : 2
microPa“-sec)
Rupture
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indexed to 13 psi-
Injurious Onset Slight | Goertner modified msec (assumes 100
i ; : G : Level A
Physiological | Lung Injury positive impulse percent small animal
at 26.9 Ibs)
Greatest energy flux
density level in any 1/3-
Non- octave band (> 100 Hz
injurious TS for toothed whales and > r]ngiirgBPageislec Level B
Physiological 10 Hz for baleen whales)
- for total energy over all
exposures
o Peak pressure over all
injurious TTS 23 psi Level B
: . exposures
Physiological
Greatest energy flux
density level in any 1/3-
; octave (> 100 Hz for
Ex?trlltjious Ié{ulg; li::ms toothed whales and > 10 [ 177 dBre 1 -
np p Hz for baleen whales) - | microPa®-sec
Behavioral Without TTS
for total energy over all
exposures (multiple
explosions only)

Sea Turtles

Pressure oscillations created by blasting cause a rapid contraction and over- extension of gas
filled cavities (e.g., swim bladders, lungs, blood vessels) as pressure gradients change resulting
in internal damage and/or mortality to aquatic species. For sea turtles, tissues that could be
aftected by detonations are mainly those at the air-fluid interface (e.g., car cavities, lungs,
gastrointestinal tract; Koschinski 2011).

Several studies have been undertaken that have demonstrated that explosions can injure and kill
sea turtles (Duronslet ef al, 1986; Gitschlag 1990; Gitschlag and Herczeg 1994; Kilma ef al.
1988; O’Keefe and Young 1984); however, these studies have been based on the removal of
large oil platforms, which involved the use of large, undelayed charges (i.e., 50 to 1,200 pounds
per detonation) that were detonated in the open water (i.c., unconfined), whichwill produce
greater levels of underwater noise and pressure levels.” In general, most sea turtles assessed in
these studies suffered internal injuries (e.g., dilation of blood vessels, unconsciousness); only
those exposed to the 1,200 pound charge within 656 feet of the blast succumbed to death.
Although NMFS has not yet developed acoustic criteria for blasting activities, based on studies
done by Yelverton and Richmond (1981), Finneran et al. 2002, and Southall ef al. 2007, we
believe that for sea turtles, blasting levels:

! TTS-Teinporary, fully recoverable reduction in hearing sensitivity caused by exposure to sound.
? Information on the associated underwater noise and pressurc levels (i.e., psi) were not available for these studies.

A-2-34



2
e >46 psi, 230pmk dB re | yPa or 198 dB re 1 pPa -s (SEL) will cause injury or mortality”;

2
e >23 psi, 224pc s dB re 1 pPa or 183 dB pPa -s will cause harassment, via temporary
threshold shifts (TTS); and,

» levels at or above 166 dBgrus re 1pPa will cause behavioral modification (Baker, 2008).‘1

Atlantic sturgeon

There have been numerous studies that have assessed the direct impact of underwater blasting on
fish (e.g., Teleki and Chamberlain 1978; Wiley et al. 1981; Burton 1994; Moser 1999). While
none of the studies have focused on Atlantic sturgeon, the results demonstrate that blasting can
have an adverse impact on fish. Teleki and Chamberlain (1978) found that several physical and
biological variables were the principal components in determining the magnitude of the blasting
effect on fish. Physical components include detonation velocity, density of material to be
blasted, and charge weight; while the biological variables are fish shape and size, location of fish
in the water column, and swim bladder development. Composition of the explosive, water depth,
and bottom composition also interact to determine the characteristics of the explosion pressure
wave and the extent of any resultant fish kill. Furthermore, the more rapid the detonation
velocity, the more abrupt the resultant hydraulic pressure gradient, and thus, the more difficulty
fish have in adjusting to the pressure changes. That 1s, it is the pressure oscillations created by
the detontation that cause a rapid contraction and over-extension of the swim bladder as pressure
gradients change; this results in internal damage and/or mortality to species of fish (Wiley ef al.
1981). If blasting detonations are undertaken at one time (i.e., not set up to be delayed), fish
cannot recover from these pressure oscillations, resulting in internal injuries (e.g., swim bladder
ruptures) that may result in death.

Currently, NMFS has no acoustic guidelines or criteria for effects of blasting on listed species of
fish, However, lethal threshold peak pressure levels for a variety of marine fish species exposed
to open water (unconfined) dynamite blasts have been suggested by Hubbs and Rechnitzer
(1952). These thresholds varied from 40 pounds per square inch (psi) to 70 psi, the former being
the more conservative in estimating mortality in fishes (Hempen ef al. 2007; Kevin 1995; ACOE
2004) since this waveform of mortality for this value was established from an open-water testing
program and not from confined shots, which are known to reduce the pressure waves of
detonations®. Keevin (1995) found no mortality or internal damage to bluegill exposed to a high
explosive at pressures at or below 60 psi. Similarly, Yelverton et al. (1975) measured the
impulse pressures resulting in 1%, 50%, and 99% mortality in large carp. The result of this study
showed 1%, 50%, and 99% mortality at 35.1 pounds per square inch-milliseconds (psi-ms), 49.5

3 Sound Exposure Level (SEL) is defined as that level which, lasting for one second, has the same acoustic energy as
the transicnt sound and is expressed as dB re: luPaz'scc.

4 Root Mean Square (RMS) pressure is the square root of the time average of the squared pressure and is expressed
as dB re: 1 uPa.

* The 40 psi criterion suggested by Hubbs and Rechnitzer (1952) is an estimate of 50 % mortality, rather than the
onset of mortality (i.c., 1 % mortality) or threshold where no mortality is observed (Baker 2008).
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psi-ms, and 69.7 psi-ms. Although this criteria is generally conservative for many non-listed
species under the ESA, based on these studies, NMFS believes that the 40 psi threshold may not
avoid mortality or serious injury for small size classes of listed fish species, especially eggs, fry,
and juveniles that are vulnerable at much lower thresholds of injury than adults, but may
overestimate ranges for larger individuals.

Although effects of blasting on Atlantic sturgeon have never been studied, effects of blasting on
shortnose sturgeon have been examined and will serve as the best available information on
potential effects of blasting on Atlantic sturgeon. Test blasting was conducted in Wilmington
Harbor, North Carolina, in December 1998 and January 1999 in order to adequately assess the
impacts of blasting on shortnose sturgeon and the size of the LDI area (the lethal distance from
the blast where 1% of the fish died). As explained in Moser (1999), the test blasting consisted of
32-33 blasts (3 rows of 10 to 11 blast holes per row with each hole and row 10 feet apart), about
24 to 28 kg of explosives per hole, stemming each hole with angular rock, and an approximate
25 msec delay after each blast. During test blasting, 50 hatchery reared juvenile striped bass and
shortnose sturgeon were placed in 0.25" plastic mesh cylinder cages (2 feet in diameter by 3 feet
long) 3 feet from the bottom (worst case scenario for blast pressure as confirmed by test blast
pressure results) at 35, 70, 140, 280, and 560 feet upstream and downstream of the blast location.

Results of the study indicated that there was a low survival rate for both species of fish located
35 feet from the detonation site; however, at distances of 70 feet, caged fish showed no sign of
hemorrhage or swim bladder damage, although two fish exhibited extended intestines, which
may have been caused by the blast, At distances at, and beyond 140 feet, there was no difference
in survival or impulse pressure. In addition, necropsy results indicated that shortnose sturgeon
juveniles were less seriously impacted by test blasting than were the juvenile striped bass. It is
believed, therefore, that survival rates for shortnose sturgeon would have been higher than
striped bass following blasting treatments, even within the 35-foot distance of the blast area (i.e.,
88Y% of shortnose sturgeon would have survived versus 34 % of the striped bass; Moser 1999)°,
Moser (1999) stipulated that shortnose sturgeon may be less susceptible and less sensitive to
blasting effects due to the fact that the swim bladder in shortnose sturgeon is connected to the
esophagus, allowing gas to be expelled rapidly without damage to the swimbladder (i.e.,
physostomus),

Based on the Moser (1999) studies, peak pressure levels at, or below, 75.6 psi, and peak impulse
levels at or below18.4 psi-msec, will cause no injury or mortality to species of sturgeon,
including Atlantic sturgeon.

It should be noted that for both marine mammals and turtles, injury and behavioral effects are
only expected when these animals are exposed to peak pressure levels above 23 psi. Therefore,
levels below 23 psi would be expected to be non-injurious to both seas turtles and marine
mammals. Also peak pressures below 75.6 psi would not be expected to cause injury or
mortality to sturgeon. Therefore, peak pressures below 23 psi would be expected to be
protective of marine mammals, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon (i.e., not result in any injury,
mortality or harassment).

% Afler 24 hrs of the blast treaments, fish were necropsied.
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Expected Noise and Pressure Associated with Boston Harbor Blasting

When the blast is detonated, shock waves are diminished as they spread outward from the blast
according to the cube root of the charge weight. As the wave travels further through the water
away from the detonation point, it reflects repeatedly from the surface and seabed and loses
energy. This reduction, referred to as “cube root scaling”, was utilized by Cole (1948) in
conjunction with small land animals and humans, to construct an open-water (detonations set
without stemming) mortality radius (MRow) (i.¢., the distance from the detonation where
mortality would be experienced) for single, open-water shots according to the following formula:

MRow = 260 x Wow'”  (Equation 1)

where Wow = the maximum charge weight (in pounds.) per delay of a single, open-water blast
(i.e., the amount of explosive set in a single un-stemmed location).

Based on this equation, the mortality radius for a single, confined shot (MRc) was defined by the
following formula: MRc¢=56 wc s (Equation 2) where we= the maximum charge weight (in
pounds) per delay of a single confined blast (Hempen et al. 2005; Hempen et al. 2007).

Given the blast attenuation facilitated by confined borchole charges and the ability of marine
animals to withstand pressure levels higher than land-based test subjects (small land animals and
humans), the above equations provides a conservative calculation of safety ranges around a
blasting project. This approach is further supported by Young (1991) who suggested that “cube
root scaling may be used to provide an upper limit in the absence of data for a specific effect.”

USACE Blasting in Boston Harbor September 2012

Blasting was conducted in Boston Harbor for the Boston Rock Removal Project from September
6 — September 2, 2012. For the three blasts’ that occurred on September 6, 8 and 10, underwater
sound monitoring was conducted to determine sound pressure levels at specific distances from
the blast relative to protective criteria for marine mammals. Based on these data, protective
zones were adjusted to ensure that they would be beyond the behavioral (Level B) threshold for
marine mammals. The total weights of explosives per blast were 314 pounds for blast 1 (12
delays), 407 pounds for blast 2 (15 delays) and 554 pounds for blast 3 (17 delays). For blasts 1-
3, calculated distances (based on the sound measurements) where sound pressure had attenuated
to below Level B harassment thresholds for marine mammals were 773 feet, 783 feet, and 930
feet, respectively y. As expected, the area where injury, mortality or harassment would be
experienced increases with the total weight of explosives per blast.

When using Equation 2 (above) to calculate the protective radii for confined blasting, the
protective radius does not change regardless of the weight of the total charge. This is because
the equation calculates the mortality radius using the weight of a single charge per delay only,
rather than the total blast weight. When comparing the calculated protective distances (using
Cole’s equation) to the observations based on sound measurements in September 2012, it appears
that the radius calculated on the single delay underestimates the distance where effects may be

7 Each blast consists of a series of delays, or individual detonations of explosives, set inside the rocks, that are set
off within milliseconds of each other.
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experienced. For example, during blast 1 in September 2012, the total weight of explosives was
314 pounds, for 12 delays. Based on the blast reports, the maximum weight of charge per delay
was 32 pounds. Therefore, using equation 2 above, the zone where there would be mortality
would be 178 feet (MRc(feet) = 56(32)'” = 178 feet).

The USACE determined based on the sound measurements made during the September 2012
blasting that the distances provided by Cole’s equation were not sufficiently protective of listed
species as they were likely to underestimate the size of the area where adverse effects could be
experienced. They found that doubling the mortality zone results in the distance that would be
protective (i.e., below Level B harassment thresholds) and then added fifty feet for an additional
margin of safety. This additional calculation suggests that an area 406 feet beyond the blast site
would have been below the Level B harassment thresholds. However, based on the measured
sound data (i.e. Tech Environmental report), the calculated distance to protect from Level B
harassment was 783 feet. Similarly for Blast 2, (total weight of explosives was 407) the
maximum charge per delay was 33.5 pounds. The mortality zone for this single charge would be
181 feet, and doubling it and adding 50 feet would be 412 feet. However the calculated distance
based on the measured sound data to protect from Level B harassment was 830 feet. Also for
Blast 3, using 38.8 pounds per charge (total of 554 pounds of explosives) the protective zone
based on Cole’s equation 2 is 429 feet, but the calculated zone based on the sound data was 920
feet (see Appendix A in USACE BA for copy of Tech Environmental report). In addition, since
Cole’s equation 2 is calculated on the weight of the charge per single delay, and not on the total
weight of explosives per blast, the exclusion zones will not change regardless of the total weight
of explosives per blast event. However, the data collected from the September 2012 blasting
events suggests attenuation distance does increase with an increase in the total weight of
explosives per blast event. These data are summarized in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Comparison of Calculated Blast Safety Distances using Cole’s Equation with
those Measured from Tech Environmental for Boston Harbor Blasts 1-3, September 2012

Blast # | Number | Charge/ | Totallbs/ | Calculated | Safety Zone Safety Zone Cole’s
of Holes | Hole (Ibs) Blast Mortality Dx2 +50 (Feet) Calculated on
Zone (feet) (from Tech Total Wt x2
(Coles) (D) Envir. data) (ft)
(ft) (Protective
Radius)
1 12 32 314 178 408 773 761
2 I3 33.5 407 181 411 783 830
3 17 38.8 554 190 429 930 920

If Cole’s equation 2 is used on the total amount of explosives per blast event and then multiplied
by 2, then the estimated distances to protect animals from Level B harassment approximate those
calculated from the actual measured data (Table 2, last two columns). Therefore, when using
Cole’s equation 2 to calculate distances where Level B harassment could be experienced, one
can use the total weight of explosives used in each blast and then double it to calculate the safety
zone (i.e,, the area outside of which Level B harassment would not occur), This is the method
that USACE used to estimate the safety zones for the proposed blasting. Because this method is
based on established calculations and actual monitoring in Boston Harbor, it is a reasonable way
to estimate the areas where noise will be higher than 177 dB re 1uPa and peak pressure will be
higher than 23 psi,
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Calculation of Boston Harbor Deep Draft Blasting Safety Zones

Table 3 below provides the range in feet from the blast for the mortality and safety zones
calculated by USACE on both the weight of charge per delay (i.c. individual borehole) and total
estimated charge per blast (using 60 holes and a maximum charge of 40 pounds/hole) and
multiplied by 2, in order to approximate the zones calculated by actual sound measurements (noted
above). This is done for both the approximate mean weight of explosives expected to be used per
charge (28.5 pounds), and the expected maximum weight of explosives to be used per blast/hole
(40 pounds). Note that a total charge weight per blast using 60 holes and 40 pounds of explosives
per hole would be 2,400 pounds. Based on the calculations used to protect species for the recent
September 2012 Boston Harbor Rock Removal, it is presumed that the safety zone which is
calculated on the single charges per delay, doubled with 50 feet added to it (column 5), would be
sufficient to protect the listed species (i.c., it would provide the distance outside of which noise
would be less than 177 dB re 1uPa and pressure would be less than 23 psi). However given the
actual sound measurement from Boston Harbor blasting in September 2012, the safety zone
calculated based on the total charge per blast and then doubled (last column) would be expected to
be completely protective of marine mammals, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon; that is where no
behavioral effects would be incurred at all (Level B Harassment).

Table 3. Estimated Safety Zones for Blasting in Boston Harbor

Number Charge Total Mortality Zone Safety Zone Mortality Zone Safety Zone
of Holes per Charge per Based on Based on Based on Total Based on Total
and/or | Hole/Delay Blast Charge/Delay Charge/Delay Charge/Blast Charge/Blast x2
Delays (Ibs) (1bs) (feet) x 2+ 50° (feet) (feet)
60 28.5 1995 171 392 705 1410
60 40 2400 102 433 750 1500

Therefore based on the above calculations it would be expected that a safety zone radius of 1,500
feet (based on the estimated maximum total charge of 2,400 pounds) would be completely
protective of marine mammals, sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon for the Boston Harbor blasting,
That is, outside of this “danger zone” noise would less than 177 dB re 1uPa and peak pressure
would be below 23 psi.

Effects of Blasting on Listed Species
Up to two blast rigs may be working during the project. These blast sites will be scparated by at
lcast one mile. Each rig will detonate no more than one blast each day. All blasting will occur
between sunrise and sunset. The USACE has determined that at distances of more than 1,500
feet from the blast site, peak pressures will be below 23 psi and underwater noise levels will be
less than 177 dB re 1uPa.

As explained above, whales are extremely unlikely to occur in the channels where blasting will
occur. There are no historical records or sightings of any whales in these areas with the
exception of one transient humpback in 2002. The area where pressure may be greater than 23
psi and noise may be louder than 177 dB re 1uPa will be monitored by an endangered species
observer. No blasting will occur if a whale is sighted in the safety zone and blasting will not
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occur until the area is free of whales for at least 60 minutes. Each blast will last less than seven
seconds. Because no blasting will occur if a whale is present within the danger zone, we do not
anticipate that any whales will be exposed to underwater noise or pressure that could result in
death, injury or behavioral disturbance.

Similarly, the danger zone will be monitored for sea turtles. No blasting will occur until the
danger zone is clear of sea turtles for at least 60 minutes. Sea turtles are generally not expected
to occur near the blast sites; it is extremely unlikely that a sea turtle will be present in the danger
zone, (i.e., within a radius of 1,500 feet from theblasting site) during the seven seconds twice
each day when the detonations will occur, An observer is expected to be able to detect sea
turtles in the danger zone as sea turtles must come up for air at least every 45 minutes. No
blasting will occur if sea turtles are present in the danger zone. Because of this, we do not
anticipate that any sea turtles will be exposed to underwater noise or pressure that could result in
death or injury. Sea turtles may exhibit behavioral avoidance when exposed to underwater noise
of 166 dB re 1uPa. The area where this noise level will be experienced is just outside the danger
zone. If a sea turtle was exposed to noise louder than 166 dB but less than 177 dB, we expect
that behavior would result in swimming away from the sound source. Given the extremely short
duration of the increase in underwater noise (seven scconds), and that this increase in noise will
be experienced no more than twice per day, we do not expect this avoidance to result in any
impacts to the sea turtles ability to carry out normal behaviors such as migration or foraging,
The energy expenditure would be so small it would be undetectable; there would be no impact to
fitness. In summary, we do not anticipate any sea turtles to be injured or killed and any
behavioral effects will be extremely minor and limited to avoidance behavior for several
seconds; these effects will be insignificant.

Atlantic sturgeon

Because Atlantic sturgeon surface only occasionally, it is unlikely that an observer monitoring
the water’s surface will be able to detect the presence of Atlantic sturgeon in the danger zone.
Also, while sonar will be used to monitor the area prior to blasting and no blasting will occur if
schools of fish are in the area, the monitor is not likely to be able to identify detected fish to
species. In order for a sturgeon to be affected by the blasting, it would need to be within the
danger zone when the detonation occurred. While detonations will occur once or twice per day
for up to 26 months, each will last only seven seconds. The area where pressure and noise could
cause negative effects to Atlantic sturgeon will be within 1,500 feet of the detonation. As
established above, only occasional transient Atlantic sturgeon are likely to be present in Boston
Harbor. These individuals are most likely to occur in areas where suitable forage is present. The
rocky areas where blasting will occur are not known to support benthic resources that Atlantic
sturgeon may forage on. Based on the rarity of Atlantic sturgeon in the blasting area, the small
size affected by each blast (1,500 foot radius), the very short duration of the blast (seven
seconds) and the lack of forage resources which could serve to attract sturgeon to the blasting
areas, it is extremely unlikely that any Atlantic sturgeon will be present in the danger zone
during blasting. Therefore, we do not expect any Atlantic sturgeon to be injured or killed. Any
Atlantic sturgeon that are nearby may avoid the blasting area; however, because the increase in
underwater noise and pressure will last for only a few seconds, we expect any behavioral effects
to be extremely minor and limited to avoidance behavior for no more than a few seconds a day.
These effects will be insignificant.
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Effect of Fish Startle System on Listed Species

We have considered whether the use of the fish startle system would affect any listed species.
The system emits high frequency noise (110-140 kHz or 110,000-140,000 Hz). The operating
frequency is above hearing threshold of any species of sea turtle, Atlantic sturgeon or large
whale (Ketten and Bartol 2005, Lovell et al. 2005; Meyer et al. 2010, Richardson et al. 1995;
Ketten 1998). Therefore, these species will not be able to perceive the noise emitted by the
system. As such, no listed species will be exposed to any increased underwater noise resulting
from the fish startle system.

Disposal of Dredged Material and Rock

All material removed from the Boston Harbor channels will be disposed at the MBDS and/or
IWA. The MBDS is a circular area two nautical miles (nm) in diameter, located approximately
10 nm south-southeast of Eastern Point in Gloucester, 12 nm southeast from Gales Point in
Manchester, Mass. and 18 nm from the entrance to Boston Harbor. The IWS is located adjacent
to the MBDS. Material will be loaded onto a barge and towed to the MBDS or IWS with a tug
boat.

Vessel Interactions

Collision with vessels remains a source of anthropogenic mortality for sea turtles, Atlantic
sturgeon, and whales. The proposed project will lead to a small temporary increase in vessel
traffic (i.e., tug and scow) within the action area; however, the increase is not expected to be
significant relative to the existing combined vessel traffic in Boston Harbor and Massachusetts
Bay (i.e., 4,561 large vessel trips and an additional 54,914 transits from medium-sized cruise
ships, ferries, whale watching vessels, commercial fishing vessels, and dredging vessels per year
(USCG 2006)). With any increase in vessel traffic, some increased risk of vessel strike to listed
species is possible. However, due to the limited information available regarding the incidence of
ship strikes and the factors contributing to ship strike events, it is difficult to determine how a
particular number of vessel transits or a percentage increase in vessel traffic will translate into a
number of likely ship strike events or percentage increase in collision risk. In spite of being one
of the primary known sources of direct anthropogenic mortality to whales, and to a lesser degree,
sca turtles and Atlantic sturgeon, ship strikes remain relatively rare, stochastic events, and a
small, temporary increase in vessel traffic in the action area would not necessarily translate into
an increase in ship strike events. The risk of a vessel interaction with listed species in the portion
of the action area located in MBDS and IBS is discussed below.

Sea Turtles
Interactions between vessels and sea turtles occur and can result in injury or death. Most forms
of vessel interactions result from contact between sea turtles and boat propellers. Information is
lacking on the type or speed of vessels involved in turtle vessel strikes. However, there does
appear to be a correlation between the number of vessel struck turtles and the level of
recreational boat traffic (NRC 1990), Although little is known about a sea turtle’s rcaction to
vessel traffic, it is generally assumed that turtles are more likely to avoid injury from slower-
moving vessels since the turtle has more time to mancuver and avoid the vessel. The speed of
the tug/scow is not expected to exceed 10 knots while transiting to and from the disposal site. As
such, the 10 knot or less speed of the vessels is likely to reduce the chances of collision with a
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sea turtle. In addition, the presence of lookouts who can advise the vessel operator to slow the
vessel or maneuver safely when sea turtles are spotted will further reduce to a discountable level
the potential for interaction with vessels (see mitigation measures above). Based on this and the
best available information, we believe the potential interaction of a tug/scow and a sea turtle will
be discountable.

Atlantic Sturgeon
The factors relevant to determining the risk to Atlantic sturgeon from vessel strikes are currently
unknown, but they may be related to size and speed of the vessels, navigational clearance (i.e.,
depth of water and draft of the vessel) in the area where the vessel is operating, and the behavior
of Atlantic sturgeon in the area (e.g., foraging, migrating, etc,). It is important to note that vessel
strikes have only been identified as a significant concern in the Delaware and James Rivers and
current thinking suggests that there may be unique geographic features in these riverine areas
(e.g., potentially narrow migration corridors combined with shallow/narrow river channels) that
increase the risk of interactions between vessels and Atlantic sturgeon. These geographic
features are not present in Massachusetts Bay, generally, or in the action area, specifically, and
thus, the risk of vessel strikes are not considered to be a significant threat in Massachusetts Bay.
In contrast to areas like the Delaware and James Rivers, where several individuals which have
been struck by vessels have been identified each year, no Atlantic sturgeon with injuries
consistent with vessel strike have been observed in Massachusetts Bay. Given the geographic
features of Massachusetts Bay and the action area, the likelihood of a vessel collision with
Atlantic sturgeon in the ocean environment is expected to be extremely low. Based on this and
the best available information, the potential interaction of a scow/tug and an Atlantic sturgeon is
likely to be discountable.

Whales
Large whales, particularly right whales, are vulnerable to injury and mortality from ship strikes.
Ship strike injuries to whales take two forms: (1) propeller wounds characterized by external
gashes or severed tail stocks; and (2) blunt trauma injuries indicated by fractured skulls, jaws,
and vertebrae, and massive bruises that sometimes lack external expression (Laist ez al. 2001).
Collisions with smaller vessels may result in propeller wounds or no apparent injury, depending
on the severity of the incident. Laist et al. (2001) reports that of 41 ship strike accounts that
reported vessel speed, no lethal or severe injuries occurred at speeds below ten knots, and no
collisions have been reported for vessels traveling less than six knots, Most ship strikes,
however, have occurred at vessel speeds of 13-15 knots or greater (Jensen and Silber 2003; Laist
et al, 2001), An analysis by Vanderlaan and Taggart (2006) showed that at speeds greater than
15 knots, the probability of a ship strike resulting in death increases asymptotically to 100%. At
speeds below 11.8 knots, the probability decreases to less than 50%, and at ten knots or less, the
probability is further reduced to approximately 30%. As noted above, under the proposed
action, the speed of the dredge is not expected to exceed 10 knots while transiting to and from
the disposal sites. Based on this information, and the fact that vessel strike avoidance measures
will be in place throughout the proposed action (see mitigation measures above), the potential
interaction of a scow/tug and a listed species of whale is discountable.
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Habitat Alteration

The MBDS and IWS consist of a low density of benthic organisms, primarily sponges, tunicates,
bryozoans, and worms. Due to depths, no SAV is known to grow at the MBDS or IWS. Based
on this information, the habitat characteristics of thec MBDS and IWS arc sub-optimal for sca
turtle and sturgeon foraging and as such, Atlantic sturgeon and sea turtles are not expected to be
foraging at this site. As such, the alteration of the habitat as a result of the placement of dredged
material and rock debris within the existing MBDS and IWS is not expected to remove critical
amounts of prey resources for these species. Additionally, disposal operations are not likely to
alter the habitat in any way that prevents Atlantic sturgeon, or sea turtles from using this portion
of the action area as a migratory pathway to other arcas of the Bay that arc more suitable for
foraging and therefore, there would not be any disruption of essential behaviors such as
migrating or foraging. Based on this information, the effects of disposing rock debris at the
MBDS and/or IWS on Atlantic sturgeon, or sea turtles migration and foraging are expected to be
insignificant and discountable.

Generally speaking, the placement of rock debris has the potential to injure Atlantic sturgeon, sea
turtles, or whales by being struck by the debris while it is being placed. However, these species
are likely to move from the area upon the arrival of the scow/tug, making it extremely unlikely
that any of these species will remain stationary beneath the scow before or during the disposal of
rock debris, As noted above, sea turtles and sturgeon are also not expected to be found foraging
at the MBDS or IWS, and as such, are not expected to be found within or near the reef benthos
for any period of time. In addition, the MBDS has been in use since 1992 and the IWS even
longer. Since that time, there have been no reports of injuries to any listed species at this site. In
addition, with lookouts present on board the vessels, should an animal be located in the vicinity
of the disposal area, disposal operations will be conducted accordingly to avoid injury to the
species. Based on this information, we believe that the risk of being struck by rock debris during
its placement at the MBDS or IWS on Atlantic sturgeon, whales, or sea turtles is discountable.

Turbidity

Disposal of dredged material and rock debris will cause a temporary increase in suspended
sediment. If any sediment plume does occur, 1t is expected to be small and suspended sediment
is expected to settle out of the water column within a few hours. Turbidity levels associated with
debris disposal is expected to be only slightly elevated above background levels (average range
of 10.0 to 120.0 mg/l) (ACOE 2007, Anchor Environmental 2003).

Studies of the effects of turbid waters on fish suggest that concentrations of suspended solids can
reach thousands of milligrams per liter before an acute toxic reaction is expected (Burton 1993).
The studies reviewed by Burton demonstrated lethal effects to fish at concentrations of 580.0
mg/L to 700,000.0 mg/L depending on species. Studies with striped bass adults showed that pre-
spawners did not avoid concentrations of 954.0 to 1,920.0 mg/L to reach spawning sites
(Summerfelt and Moiser 1976 and Combs 1979 in Burton 1993). While there have been no
directed studies on the effects of total suspended solids (TSS) on Atlantic sturgeon, Atlantic
sturgeon subadults and adults are often documented in turbid water and Dadswell (1984) reports
that sturgeon are more active under lowered light conditions, such as those in turbid waters. As
such, Atlantic sturgeon are assumed to be as least as tolerant to suspended sediment as other
estuarine fish such as striped bass. The TSS levels expected for debris disposal (10.0 to 120.0
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mg/L) are below those shown to have an adverse effect on fish (580.0 mg/L for the most
sensitive species, with 1,000.0 mg/L more typical; see summary of scientific literature in Burton
1993) and benthic communities (390.0 mg/L (EPA 1986)). Based on this information, the effect
of suspended sediment resulting from dredging on Atlantic sturgeon will be insignificant.

No information is available on the effects of total suspended solids (TSS) on juvenile and adult
sea turtles or whales, TSS is most likely to affect sea turtles or whales if a plume causes a barrier
to normal behaviors or if sediment settles on the bottom affecting sea turtle prey. As Atlantic
sturgeon, sea turtles and whales are highly mobile they are likely to be able to avoid any
sediment plume and any effect on Atlantic sturgeon, sea turtle or whale movements is likely to
be insignificant. Additionally, the TSS levels expected are below those shown to have an
adverse effect on fish (580.0 mg/L for the most sensitive species, with 1,000.0 mg/L more
typical (Breitburg 1988 in Burton 1993; Summerfelt and Moiser 1976 and Combs 1979 in
Burton 1993)) and benthic communities (390.0 mg/L (EPA 1986)); therefore, effects to benthic
resources that sturgeon and sea turtles may eat are extremely unlikely.

While the increase in suspended sediments may cause Atlantic sturgeon, sea turtles or whales to
alter their normal movements, any change in behavior is likely to be insignificant as it will only
involve movements to alter their course out of the sediment plume. Based on this information,
any increase in suspended sediment is not likely to hinder the movement of Atlantic sturgeon,
sea turtles or whales between foraging areas or while migrating or otherwise negatively affect
listed species in the action area. Based on this information, we believe that the effects of
suspended sediment on sea turtles, whales, and sturgeon, resulting from the disposal of rock
debris, will be insignificant.

Conclusion

Based on the analysis that all effects of the proposed project will be insignificant or discountable,
we concur with your determination that the proposed Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation
Improvement Project is not likely to adversely affect any listed species under our jurisdiction.
Therefore, no further consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA is required.

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by the Federal agency or by the
Service, where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or
is authorized by law and: (a) If new information reveals effects of the action that may affect
listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered in the
consultation; (b) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an
effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the consultation; or (¢) If
a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action.
No take is anticipated or exempted. If there is any incidental take of a listed species, reinitiation
would be required. As noted above, we expect that you will provide us with refined project
plans once they are available. At that time, if we determine the project will cause effects not
considered here, reinitiation of this consultation will be necessary. Should you have any
questions about this correspondence please contact Julie Crocker at (978) 282-8480 or by e-mail
(Julie.Crocker@Noaa.gov).
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Coordination between NMFS’ Habitat Conservation Division and your office regarding effects
of the action on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and NOAA Trust Resources considered under the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act is still ongoing. By completing this ESA consultation, you
arc not relieved of your obligations to complete consultation and coordination under these other
authorities. I look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff as this action moves
forward.

Sincerely,

John K. Bullard
Regional Administrator

EC: Crocker, F/NER3
Chiarella, Johnson — F/NER4
Rogers — ACOE NE

File Code: Sec 7 USACE NE - Boston Harhor Deep Draft Improvement Project
PCTS NER-2012-9217
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Nov 26 201

John R. Kennelly

Deputy Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA

RE: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project
Dear Mr. Kennelly:

We have received your October 24, 2012, letter requesting our Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
conservation recommendations and completion of the EFH consultation pursuant to the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) regarding the proposed
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project (BHDDNIP). A Final Feasibility
Report (FR) and a joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Final
Environmental Impact Report (FSEIS/FEIR) is being prepared and expected to be released to the
public sometime in early 2013. At that time, a Feasibility Report will be released and the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) will initiate the Planning, Engineering, and Design phase of
the proposed project.

As you know, we reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS)
and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed project in 2008. An EFH
assessment for the project was also received by us at that time. However, we concluded that
these documents did not contain sufficient information necessary for us to fully assess the effects
of the proposed project on our trust resources. By letter dated June 2, 2008 (see attachment to
this letter), we requested additional information regarding aspects of the proposed project,
including: 1) development of a dredging sequencing plan, 2) development of a comprehensive
blasting plan to be approved by an interagency technical working group, 3) evaluation of
alternative beneficial reuses for disposal of rock removed from the dredging project and, 4) a
review of the results from a capping demonstration study for the former offshore Industrial
Waste Site (IWS) to assess potential impacts associated with disposing of dredged material at the
IWS. Since 2008, the proposed project has undergone additional economic studies, resulting in a
reduced scope of dredging improvements. However, the additional information requested by us
in 2008 has not yet been provided. Although your letter indicates that you will share additional
information and details of the project as they are developed during the design phase of this
project, it does not specify whether or not the information we requested in our June 2, 2008 letter
will be provided. We continue to believe that this previously requested information is critical to
fully evaluating the effects of the project on EFH and our other trust resources, and for us to
develop specific and effective conservation recommendations for the proposed project.
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Although our need for additional information for this project remain, we are obliged by our
regulations at 50 CFR 600.920(i)(5) to provide EFH conservation recommendations using the
best scientific information available.

As you are aware, the MSA and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act require Federal agencies
to consult with one another on projects such as this. Insofar as a project involves EFH, as this
project does, this process is guided by the requirements of our EFH regulation at 50 CFR
600.905, which mandates the preparation of EFH assessments and generally outlines each
agency’s obligations in this consultation procedure. We offer the following comments and
recommendations on this project pursuant to the above referenced regulatory processes.

Project Description

Based upon your letter, dated October 24, 2012, as well as additional project information
provided to our Protected Resources Division (PRD) on November 7, 2012, the proposed project
involves dredging approximately 10 to 11 million cubic yards (cy) of clays, sands, and tills from
the harbor bottom using a mechanical dredge. In addition, up to about 1 million ¢y of rock will
be removed, some of which will require blasting. In association with the improvement work,
approximately 150,000 cy of material will be removed from some of the terminal berths, and
about 500,000 cy will be removed for maintenance of the improved and adjacent Federal
channels. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at the
Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site (MBDS), which is located about 18 miles seaward of the
harbor. The Federal base plan for all material includes disposal at the MBDS; however,
unconsolidated material may be disposed of at the former IWS, which is adjacent to the MBDS,
and the rock may be used to create reef habitat or shoreline restoration projects in Massachusetts
Bay. The project would take about three years to construct.

Specific improvements include:

¢ Deepening the harbor’s 40-foot deep MLLW channels, turning basin and anchorage
to a depth of -47 feet MLLW to provide container ships access to the Conley
Terminal, with an additional two to five feet of depth in the Broad Sound North
Entrance Channel (up to -52 feet MLLW) to accommodate exposure of vessels to
increased seas. ;

e Deepening the 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel to -45 feet MLLW, to improve access to

Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston;

e Deepening the existing 35-foot lane of the lower Mystic River Channel to -40 feet
MLLW to improve access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal; and

e Deepening the existing 38-foot channel in the Chelsea River to -40 feet MLLW to
improve access to its petroleum terminals.
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e Terminal berths at Massport facilities on the Reserved and Main Ship channels, as
well as private terminal berths on the Chelsea River would be deepened
commensurate with the deepening of the Federal channels.

e Required maintenance of the Federal navigation channels being improved would be
carried out concurrently, as would maintenance of adjacent Federal channels needed
to route shipping traffic around the deepening operation, including maintenance of the
35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance Channel, 30-foot deep Broad Sound South
Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep Nubble Channel and 35-foot deep MLLW Barge
Anchorage. :

Rock removal by blasting is anticipated to require approximately 26 months to complete,
including: 16 months in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel; two months in the President
Roads Anchorage; two months in the lower Main Ship Channel; three months in the Main Ship
Channel extension area below the Ted Williams Tunnel; five months in the Reserved Channel
and its Turning Area; and one month in the upper Chelsea River. The rock areas and
construction times would be further refined after design phase subsurface explorations are
completed.

You propose to implement several conditions during dredging, blasting and dredged material
disposal, which include:

e Development of a monitoring plan for blasting that will be submitted to us for review and
comment,

e No blasting will occur when schools of fish are observed in the area (assuming that safety
is not jeopardized). A fish observer will use hydro-acoustic monitoring (i.e., side-scan
sonar) prior to any blasting event to determine that schools of fish are not located within
or transiting the blast zone area. In addition to the sidescan sonar, a fish startle system
will be employed to deter fish (most effective with species from the clupeid family).
Lessons learned from the previous blasting in Boston Harbor will be incorporated where
appropriate into the Contractor's blasting plan. Some of these lessons include the
development of a communication plan between the fish observer and the Contractor, and
the location of the fish startle system on an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge.

Fishery Resources in Boston Harbor

Boston Harbor supports living marine resources that provide for valuable recreational and
commercial fisheries, as well as species and habitats that are critical to healthy marine and
estuarine ecosystems. As discussed in our June 2, 2008 letter to you, Boston Harbor provides
habitats for a number of federally-managed species such as winter flounder, as well as a number
of NOAA trust resources such as rainbow smelt, alewife, blueback herring, shellfish, and
American lobster.

Inshore spawning winter flounder occur in water depths between 1 and 30 meters over sand,
mud, cobble, rock, and boulder substrates (Pereira et al. 1999). Because winter flounder eggs are
demersal and adhesive in nature, and larval and young-of-the-year winter flounder prefer shallow



inshore waters (1-30 meters) and similar habitat types, spawning, egg development, and early
juvenile development habitat tend to be close together (Pereira et al. 1999). NOAA’s Estuarine
Living Marine Resources Program has identified winter flounder eggs and larvae as being
abundant in Boston Harbor during this portion of the year (US Department of Commerce 1994).
The Mystic Power Generating Station 2004-2005 Final Report indicated approximately 16
million winter flounder larvae were entrained into the Everett, Massachusetts power plant facility
in a 12-month period (Shaw 2006). While this facility is located upstream of the project
footprint, these data strongly suggests that inner portions of Boston Harbor are being utilized for
winter flounder spawning and juvenile development. In addition, in May 1995 Normandeau
Associates prepared the Finfish Sampling and Description Report for the USACE (Normandeau
1995). This study included trawl sampling at stations in the inner harbor (i.e., Mystic and
Chelsea rivers, Inner Confluence) and the outer harbor (i.e., Spectacle Island CAD and
Subaqueous E/Outer Harbor). The trawl data identify winter flounder as being the most
numerous finfish at each station, and winter flounder catch per unit effort (CPUE) as the highest
of all species for all stations combined. The Chelsea River, Outer Harbor, and Mystic River
stations had the highest CPUE of all trawl stations sampled. We also note that the trawl stations
sampled by Normandeau in the Chelsea River, Mystic River, and the Inner Confluence were all
within or at the edges of the Boston Harbor federal channels (Fig. 1, page 24). Based on these
reports and other winter flounder literature, we continue to be confident that winter flounder are
abundant in both the inner and outer Boston Harbor area. As such, it is anticipated that winter
flounder eggs and larvae would be present within Boston Harbor during the winter, spring, and
early summer. :

In addition to winter flounder, the anadromous rainbow smelt, alewife, and blueback herring
currently utilize Boston Harbor, the Mystic River, and the Chelsea River as a migratory pathway
between upstream spawning locations and Massachusetts Bay. The 1995 Normandeau study
associated with the improvement dredging of Boston Harbor provided evidence of an abundance
of alewife, blueback herring, and rainbow smelt. For all gill net sampling stations combined,
blueback herring (26%), rainbow smelt (25%), and alewife (15%) were found to be the most
abundant species in the area (Normandeau 1995). Entrainment studies within the Mystic Station
final report for 2004-2005 found that approximately 1.8 million rainbow smelt larvae were
entrained in the facility (Shaw 2006). This study also reported 497 alewife and 27,379 blueback
herring juveniles and adults were impinged by power plant operations. It is important to note
that due to concerns of declining populations of blueback herring and alewife, these species were
designated as "candidate species" under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in November 2011.
Our agency is currently reviewing this information as well as any other available information to
determine if listing blueback herring and alewife under the ESA is warranted. Due to the
depressed populations of rainbow smelt, this species has also been designated since 2004 as a
"species of concern" under the ESA. Status reviews and research on rainbow smelt populations
are ongoing. The declining population status of these anadromous species should warrant
caution and a risk-averse approach in the activities that can adversely affect them, including
dredging and blasting during the time of year when sensitive life history stages are present.

In addition, the substrate within the project area also serves as habitat for benthic organisms,

such as shellfish and other invertebrates living within and on the surface of the sediment. These
organisms contribute to the productivity of the federally-managed species as a food source for
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juvenile and adult life stages of finfish. The commercially-important American lobster has been
documented within Boston Harbor by the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries through
the Massachusetts Bay Lobster Trawl Sampling Program.

Impacts Associated with Dredging

We provided details on some of the known adverse effects to living marine resources associated
with dredging and blasting in our June 2, 2008 letter. Although we do not intend to duplicate the
information contained in that letter, we would like to emphasize two concerns associated with
this proposed project: dredging and blasting impacts on winter flounder spawning, egg, larval,
and young-of-the-year habitats and diadromous fish spawning migration passage.

Winter flounder eggs have been shown to be adversely affected by relatively small levels of
sediment deposition. Research conducted at the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center’s
Milford Lab found that sediment deposition at depths of 'z the egg diameter (~0.5 mm) resulted
in reduction in the number of hatched eggs (David Nelson, personal communication, 2003). An
in-situ experiment with winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) eggs exposed to
sediment deposition from a navigational dredging project found a slightly lower larval survival
rate compared to control sites, but the differences were not statistically significant (Klein-
MacPhee et al. 2004). However, the viability of the larvae in this experiment was not monitored
beyond burial escapement. Similarly, laboratory experiments with winter flounder eggs buried
to various depths (i.e., control, <0.5 mm, and up to 2 mm) indicated a decreased hatch success
and delayed hatch with increasing depth; but differences were not statistically significant (Berry
et al. 2004). More recently published laboratory studies investigating burial of winter flounder
eggs reported variability among experiments, making it difficult to determine a maximum
threshold level for egg burial. Berry et al. (2011) reported trends of decreasing hatching success
and increased time to hatch with increasing sediment depth relative to controls. However, the
percent total hatch of eggs exposed to < 1.0 mm of sediment was not statistically different from
the controls in the study. Although the percent total hatch was highly variable in eggs buried <
2.5 mm of sediment in all experiments, less than 1 percent of winter flounder eggs hatched when
sediment burial depths were > 2.5 mm. It is important to note that this study dealt solely with
total hatch success, and did not deal with sublethal effects, such as developmental deformities,
which may result from burial; nor did the study involve contaminated sediments. While an
absolute maximum threshold for winter flounder egg burial remains uncertain, these studies
indicate that sediment burial at even minimal levels can reduce hatching success and increase
time to hatch.

We remain concerned that dredging activities and associated plumes of contaminated sediment
have the potential to impair migration of anadromous species. Chiasson (1993) found an
increase in swimming activity of rainbow smelt when elevated suspended sediments (> 10 mg/L)
were present (such alarm reactions have been found to disrupt schooling behavior of fishes). Ina
laboratory study, Wildish and Power (1985) found that rainbow smelt avoided suspended
sediment when concentrations were > 20 mg/L. Sublethal effects to estuarine fishes can include
decreased feeding, decreased oxygen transfer in fish, as well as impacts on gills and associated
respiratory impacts (Wilber and Clarke 2001; Nightingale and Simenstad 2001; Wilber et al.
2005).



Impacts Associated with Blasting

As you are aware, underwater blasting and other noise-producing activities, in addition to
potential lethal affects, can disrupt fish behavior including spawning and spawning migrations
into and from freshwater rivers. In previous letters to you, we discussed our concerns for the
potential adverse effects to federally-managed species and other NMFS trust resources, including
diadromous fish in the Boston Harbor area. Specifically, we have recommended that underwater
blasting be conducted during a time of year that avoids and minimizes impacts on sensitive life
history stages.

As you recall, in the fall of 2007 you conducted underwater blasting between October 24 and
November 14 in order to remove rock from the Boston Harbor Federal Navigation Maintenance
Dredging project. As a result of this blasting, four separate fish kill events occurred within the
President Roads area of Boston Harbor, impacting approximately 2,500 fish. The majority of the
fish killed during the blasting were alewife, blueback herring, and rainbow smelt, which are all
identified by NMFS as "species of concern", although other species such as menhaden, cunner,
red hake, butterfish, and Atlantic herring were also killed. We add that the reported number of
fish killed in those blasting events may have been underestimated, since some fish may not float
to the surface after being killed or injured, and others may have been preyed upon below the
surface of the water by other fish and not accounted for by the observer on board the barge
(Keevin 1998).

Following the 2007 fish kill event, you developed a post-project blasting report in June 2008,
which provides an overview of the fish kill events, as well as corrective measures to be instituted
for future blasting. You indicated in the draft Environmental Assessment for the Boston Harbor
Main Ship Channel and the Weymouth Fore River Channel Rock Removal project that through
lessons learned from the previous blasting in Boston Harbor, a number of new blasting best
management practices (BMPs) would be incorporated into the Contractor's blasting plan (e.g., a
communication plan between the fish observer and the Contractor and relocating the fish startle
system to an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge). In fact, several of these BMPs were
incorporated in the blasting conducted in September 2012, and we note that you reported no fish

kills during that recent rock removal work. However, this project involved removing just over [Comment
3,000 cy over a three-day period of blasting in September, which is a time when minimal NMFS #2
presence of diadromous fish are expected in Boston Harbor. Because the proposed BHDDNIP

involves removing approximately 1 million ¢y of rock over a three-year period, some of which
may occur during a time of year when diadromous fish densities are the highest, we believe the
potential risk of injury and mortality are orders of magnitude larger than the rock removal project
in September 2012.

Although utilizing the BMPs incorporated in the rock removal project for the Boston Harbor
Main Ship Channel and Weymouth Fore River Channel may provide some level of protection for

fishery resources, we continue to contend that an underwater blasting technical working group is =5mment
needed for the proposed BHDDNIP. The complexities of underwater blasting, as well as the NMES #3

diverse technologies and best management practices that are available, require a thorough review
by a technical working group composed of federal and state resource and permitting agencies.
This is particularly relevant for a project such as the BHDDNIP, which is proposed over a three-
year period and involves removing approximately 1 million cy of rock.
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Beneficial Uses of Rock as Artificial Reefs

According to your letter, dated October 24, 2012, the rock removed from the BHDDNIP may be
used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay. The DSEIS/DEIR issued in 2008 indicated that
this could involve placing rock over an area of approximately 220-530 acres of soft bottom
habitat. The DSEIS/DEIR also included two additional disposal alternatives: using the rock for
upland construction purposes and the use for ongoing shore protection projects. As we discussed
in our letter, dated June 2, 2008, the DSEIS/DEIR assumes that hard bottom habitat is preferable
to soft bottom habitat. Although less structurally complex, soft bottom substrates serve as habitat
for a variety of resources, including benthic invertebrates such as lobsters and Atlantic sea
scallops, and demersal and benthic fishes such as flounder, red hake, and sculpin. We continue
to believe the FSEIS/FEIR should consider the effects of the loss of soft bottom habitats as a
result of the creation of artificial reefs relative to the overall ecosystem functions and values.

Capping of the Former Industrial Waste Site

According to your letter, dated October 24, 2012, and the DSEIS/DEIR, the USACE is
considering the use of dredged material to cover potential hazardous and radioactive wastes
located within the former IWS. A demonstration project to test the methodology and
effectiveness of capping the IWS was scheduled during the 2007 Boston Harbor Federal
Navigation Maintenance Dredging project. We continue to believe the results of this
demonstration project should be considered in the FSEIS/FEIR to determine the efficacy of using
the dredged material from the proposed BHDDNIP to cap the IWS.

Essential Fish Habitat

Section 305(b)(2) of the MSA requires all federal agencies to consult with us on any action
authorized, funded, or undertaken by that agency that may adversely affect EFH. The area of the
BHDDNIP and the MBDS has been identified as EFH under the MSA for 24 federally-managed
species. In our letter to you dated June 2, 2008, we requested additional EFH information, but
have not received it. Such information would assist us in developing specific conservation
recommendations that minimize impacts to fishery resources and habitats, while providing the
flexibility for you to carry out the required dredging and blasting. Nonetheless, we are obligated
by our regulations to provide our EFH conservation recommendations using the best scientific
information available. Furthermore, a lack of site-specific information for a project of this
magnitude requires that we take a risk-averse approach in the issuance of our EFH conservation
recommendations in order to ensure protection of fishery resources and habitats. We recommend
pursuant to Section 305(b)(4)(A) of the MSA that you adopt the following EFH conservation
recommendations:

1. To avoid impacts to winter flounder spawning, egg, larvae, and juvenile development
habitat, no dredging or underwater blasting should be conducted between February 1-
June 15 of any year in any areas of the Mystic River and Chelsea River, and the Reserved
Channel, and the Main Ship Channel and Turning Basin landward of the Conley
Terminal.

2. In order to protect EFH forage species, no dredging or underwater blasting should be
conducted between March 1- June 30 of any year in any areas of the Mystic River and

A-2-52


E6COTMLH
Text Box
Comment
NMFS #4

E6COTMLH
Text Box
Comment
NMFS #5

E6COTMLH
Text Box
Comment
NMFS #6

E6COTMLH
Text Box
Comment
NMFS #7


Chelsea River channels and private terminal berths, the Reserved Channel and terminal
berths at Massport facilities, the Main Ship Channel and terminal berths, and the Turning
Basin west of the Conley Terminal to avoid adverse impacts on upstream spawning
migrations of alewife, blueback herring, rainbow smelt.

3. For the remaining sections of the BHDDNIP (i.e., Main Ship Channel east of the Conley
Terminal, President Roads Anchorage, Broad Sound North Entrance Channel,
maintenance of the 35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance Channel, 30-foot deep Broad
Sound South Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep Nubble Channel and 35-foot deep MLLW
Barge Anchorage), an underwater blasting plan should be developed during the Planning,
Engineering, and Design phase of the proposed project. The underwater blasting plan
should be directed and developed on an underwater blasting technical working group,
which should be convened as soon as possible to begin evaluating data from the proposed
Boston Harbor Main Ship Channel rock removal project, as well as gathering information
from other past underwater blasting projects in this and other regions. This technical
working group should identify and evaluate the most current knowledge on the science
and management of underwater blasting and monitoring needs that can be directly related
to the proposed BHDDNIP. Recommendations of this Technical Working Group should
be incorporated into the FSEIS/FEIR

4. Alternative beneficial reuse of rock material that avoid and minimize adverse impacts on
biologically productive soft bottom habitats should be evaluated more fully within the
FSEIS/FEIR, including using the rock for upland construction purposes and the use for
ongoing shore protection projects.
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5. The results of the demonstration capping project within the IWS should be evaluated
within the FSEIS/FEIR in order to determine the efficacy of using the dredged material
from the proposed BHDDNIP to cap the IWS and to assess potential impacts to
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biological communities within the MBDS.

Please note that Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA requires you to provide us with a detailed
written response to these EFH conservation recommendations, including a description of

measures you intend to adopt for avoiding, minimizing, or offsetting the impact of the project on
EFH. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with our recommendations, Section
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305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA also indicates that you must explain your reasoning for not following
the recommendations. Included in such reasoning would be the scientific justification for any
disagreements with us over the anticipated effects of the proposed action and the measures
needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920(k).

Please also note that a distinct and further EFH consultation must be reinitiated pursuant to 50
CFR 600.920(1) if new information becomes available or the project is revised in such a manner

that affects the basis for the above EFH conservation recommendations. Since additional
information will be generated as you undertake the Planning, Engineering, and Design phase of
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the BHDDNIP, it may affect the basis of our EFH conservation recommendations, which would
require the reinitiation of our EFH consultation
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

As discussed above, the BHDDNIP supports populations of shellfish and American lobster, and
a number of species of anadromous fish that use the area for various stages of their life history,
including the spawning migrations of blueback herring, alewife, and rainbow smelt. In order to
avoid adversely affecting the sensitive spawning periods of these species, we recommend all
EFH conservation recommendations listed above be adopted.

Protected Resources and Endangered Species Act Consultation

Information regarding Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) was provided to you by
our Protected Resources Division in a separate letter. For questions regarding Protected
Resources and ESA consultation issues, please contact Julie Crocker at 978-281-9480.

Conclusions

Information that we requested in a letter to you dated June 2, 2008 was not provided, and has
hampered our ability to consult on this action. However, we are obligated by our regulations to
provide our EFH conservation recommendations using the best scientific information available.
Unfortunately, the lack of site-specific details for a project of this magnitude required us to take
a risk-averse approach in the issuance of our EFH conservation recommendations in order to
ensure protection of fishery resources and habitats. As additional information becomes available
which would affect the basis of our EFH conservation recommendations, reinitiation of the
consultation may be warranted. Should you have any questions about EFH and fishery related
issues, contact Michael Johnson at 978-281-9130, at mike.r.johnson@noaa.gov, or at the
letterhead address of this letter.

Sincerely,

oz O

Louis A. Chiarella
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitat Conservation

cc: Crocker/Colligan, F/NER3
Rogers/Mackay, ACOE NE
Colarusso/Timmermann, USEPA
Boeri, MA CZM
Chin, MA DEP
Evans, MA DMF
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSAGHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO
ATTENTION COF

CENAE-PP-P 23 November 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chief, Office of Water Project Review
ATTN: CEMP-NAD (Ms. Shuman), U.5. Army Corps of Engineers, 441 G, Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

20314-1000

THRU: Commander, North Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: CENAD-PD-CID-P
(Attn: Mr. Joseph Forcina), Fort Hamilton Military Community, 301 General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY
11252-6700

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Study, Draft Feasibility Report and
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, PW| #013654

1. Reference is made to the following:

a. CECW-PCMemorandum dated, 12 September 2012
b. CEMP-NAD Memorandum, dated 26 September 2012
c. CENAD-PD-CS Memorandum, dated 22 October 2012.

2, Itwas suggested in paragraph 7 of reference 1 a. that the previously submitted Draft Boston Harbor
Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Report (FR) remain largely intact and that the Economic
Reanalysis Framework, sensitivity analysis, and results be added as an addendum bound to the current
Feasibility Report. Although the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is not addressed
in reference 1a, it is the District’s understanding that through discussions between USACE and the MSC it
has been suggested that the SEIS also be updated by an addendum.

3. The District respectfully disagrees that the FR and SEIS should be updated by addendum since no final
FR or SEIS was ever produced. We believe that we need to produce a final FR and SEIS for publication and
support of the Chief’s Report, not merely add an addendum to the draft reports. We believe it would be
problematic not to produce a final SEIS, particularly since additional efforts are needed to address issues
that were not present in 2008, such as the recent listing of the Atlantic Sturgeon as a threatened species,
changes to bridges and utilities, extensive maintenance work in the harbor since 2008, and the many
methods and lessons learned from that work.

4. Itisourintent to update only the information in the FR and SEIS that is needed to finalize these
reports. The majarity of edits necessary to update the Feasibility Report are in the final third of the
report where alternative evaluation and recommended plan selection are discussed. These also will be
outlined in the Executive Summary. We will also conduct the analysis required by ER 1110-2-1404 to
determine the appropriate depth of the entrance channel. Since the 2008 report, guidance on entrance
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SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Study, Draft Feasibility Report and
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, PW| #013654

channel depths to address squat, the effect of wind and wave action, and safety and efficiency clearance,
has changed and we will be updating the report to reflect the revised analysis. We will be updating the
economics to reflect the current 3-3/4 percent interest rate. We believe that these revisions to the
reports will take approximately the same time as would be needed to prepare addendums covering all
the applicable topics. We are currently well underway with these revisions

5. Since it was recommended that the New England District coordinate with the vertical team regarding
report revisions to ensure consistency and agreement on format, we are requesting your concurrence
with the NAE plan to revise and finalize the FR and SEIS. Please feel free to call me at 978-318-8230
should you have any questions, ar you may reach the project manager (Mike Keegan) at 978-318-8087.

WILLIAM C. SC
Acting District Engineer
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s I REGION 1
\__ 2B 5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100
@; BOSTON, MA 02100-3912
iy PROVE”
OFFICE OF ‘H_-!L’

John R. Kennelly, Chief of Planning
Department of the Army

New England District, Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, Massachusetts 01742-2751

Re: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

We are writing in response to your October 11, 2012 letter regarding work you are doing to
prepare the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) for the Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Improvement Project. Your letter details changes in the project since the DSEIS was
prepared and requests confirmation that our comments on air and marine issues offered in
response to the project described in the 2008 DSEIS remain valid. The primary project change
described in your letter includes a reduction in the recommended project depth from 48 to 47 feet
at mean lower low water in the inner harbor (between President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley Terminal), We reviewed our 2008 comment letter and offer the
following comments to assist the Corps in its efforts to develop the FSEIS for the project.

Air Issues

Since we commented in 2008 a number of changes have occurred related to air quality issues that
are described below. We believe it would be prudent to discuss these issues at the upcoming
Technical Working Group Meeting on December 3, 2012.

Air Quality Designation in the Project Area

EPA’s final rule designating nonattainment areas for the 2008 ozone National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS) was published in the Federal Register on Monday, May 21, 2012 (77
FR 30088) and became effective July 20, 2012. This rule established initial air quality
designations and classifications for the 2008 ozone NAAQS for most areas in the United States,
including areas of Indian country. For the State of Massachusetts only Dukes County, including
Dukes County Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) of Massachusetts, is designated
nonattainment for the 2008 ozone standard. The rest of Massachusetts including the project area
in Suffolk County is designated unclassifiable/attainment for the 2008 ozone standard.

Importantly, Suffolk County, Massachusetts was designated as unclassifiable / attainment for this
new standard and General Conformity only applies to nonattainment or maintenance areas.
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However, General Conformity requirements remain in place in Massachusetts due 1o their initial
nonattainment designation for the 1997 ozone standard until such time as EPA revokes that
standard. One possibility is that EPA will revoke the 1997 ozone standard one year from the
effective date of our designations for the 2008 ozone standard, which would be on July 20, 2013.
This is how we proceeded when we transitioned from the 1990 ozone standard to the 1997 ozone
standard. However, EPA has not yet formally announced how we will handle revocation of the
1997 ozone standard and it is possible that the agency could take a different approach. Our
position with regard to this change is expected to be contained within our implementation rule
for the 2008 ozone standard. Publication of the rule is expected in the next month or so. We
suggest that the Corps discuss the general conformity issue with us after the proposed
implementation rule for the 2008 ozone standard is published.

Comment
EPA #2

As addressed in our 2008 scoping comments, The Boston area carbon monoxide attainment area
[Middlesex County (part) Cities of Cambridge, Everett, Malden, Medford, and Somerville;
Norfolk County (part) Quincy City; and Suffolk County (part) Cities of Boston, Chelsea, and
Revere], with an associated maintenance plan would also trigger General Conformity provisions.

General Conformity Regulations

Comment
EPA #3

On Monday April 25, 2010, EPA finalized revisions to the General Conformity Regulation (64
FR 17254 = 17279). The Corps may be able to take advantage of the flexibility and benefits
offered by the revised general conformity rule. We should plan to discuss this issue at the
upcoming Technical Working Group meeting.

Clean Data Determination

EPA published a "clean data determination” for Boston-Lawrence-Worcester (E. Mass),
Massachusetts with regard to the 1997 ozone standard (see Tuesday, May 29, 2012; 77 FR
31496). Note that a "clean data determination" does not relieve states of all of their air quality
planning obligations, and one such obligation that was not removed by EPA's clean data
determination was the General Conformity requirement. In this same notice EPA also
determined that the Boston-Lawrence-Worcester (Eastern Massachusetts) moderate 1997 eight-
hour ozone nonattainment area attained the 1997 eight-hour NAAQS for ozone by its applicable
attainment date (June 13, 2010).

MOVES (MOtor Vehicle Emission Simulator)

MOVES is EPA’s state-of-the-art tool for estimating emissions from highway vehicles. The
model is based on analyses of millions of emission test results and considerable advances in the
Agency's understanding of vehicle emissions. Compared to previous tools, MOVES
incorporates the latest emissions data, more sophisticated calculation algorithms, increased user
flexibility, new software design, and significant new capabilities. EPA announced the release of
MOVES2010 in March 2010 (75 Federal Register 9411), and released a minor revision as
MOVES2010a in September 2010, In April 2012 EPA released MOVES2010b to allow
MOVES users to benefit from several improvements to general model performance.
MOVES2010b does not significantly affect the criteria pollutant emissions results of
MOVES2010 and therefore is not a new model.
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Should any new onroad mobile modeling be required, MOVES should be used in developing the
onroad mobile emission inventories,

Marine Issues

Our 2008 comments on the DSEIS noted our objections to the proposed blasting activities and
rock reef creation due to a lack of information relative to the extent and impact of both. Qur
letter strongly encouraged the Corps to meet and work with us and other interested federal and
state agencies to resolve those issues. Absent any meaningful coordination on both issues over
the past four years, we note that the basis for our objections has not changed. We continue to be
willing to meet with the Corps and other agencies to discuss these important issues and identify
ways to reduce the impact of blasting on fish and other marine life. Moreover, we believe that
these discussions are an important part of the Corps work to develop a comprehensive and
defensible FSEIS and we would hope that interagency coordination can help to resolve our
outstanding objections in advance of the finalization of the FSEIS analysis. The comments and
questions expressed in our May 23, 2008 comments on the DSEIS related to marine issues
remain unchanged. We look forward to discussing the Corps’ approach to address these
comments at upcoming coordination meetings including the Technical Working Group Meeting
scheduled for December 3, 2012.

Thank you for the opportunity to update our previous comments. Please contact me at 617-918-
1025 with any comments or questions.

Sincerely,

Timothy L. Timmermann
Associate Director
Office of Environmental Review
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. MASSACHUSETTS WATER RESOURCES AUTHORITY
) Charlestown Navy Yard
100 First Avenue, Building 39

Boston, MA 02129

Frederick A. Laskey Telephane: (617) 242-6000
Executive Director Fax: (617) 788-4899
November 9, 2012 TTY: (617) 788-4971

a2

Mr. John R. Kennelly, Chief of Planning

Department of the Army

New England District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, Massachusetts 01742-2751

Re:  Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigational Improvement Project
EOEEA #12958
Feasibility Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

The Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) appreciates your recent letter
requesting confirmation that our previous comments on the above mentioned project are still
valid and remain the same. MWRA reiterates our comments submitted on the Environmental
Notification Form dated February 28, 2003 and on the Feasibility Report and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report dated June 2, 2008. MWRA'’s concerns continue to focus on the
need to protect MWRAs infrastructure in two locations within the project area:

Comment

MWRA #1 e Reserve Channel: where NSTAR’s four-mile 115 Kv Submarine Cross Harbor Cable

runs the entire length beneath the channel and continues across the Harbor to Deer Island.

o Chelsea Creek: where MWRA has an active 36-inch diameter water main that crosses
the Creek supplying East Boston and Logan International Airport.

Reserved Channel: NSTAR Cable

NSTAR’s Cross Harbor Cable originates at the K Street Substation in South Boston and services
the Deer Island Treatment Plant that serves over 2.5 million people in the metropolitan Boston
area. The proposed dredging plan now calls to deepen the harbor’s main channels and the lower
portion of the Reserved Channel at the Conley Terminal from their existing - 40 foot depth at
mean lower low water (MLLW) to a depth of - 47 feet MLLW. In addition to this - 47 foot
dredging level, standard procedures require adding an additional two feet (for over-dredge) and
in this case, given the presence of ledge, an additional two feet must be factored into the final
dredge depth. As a result of these standard dredging procedures, the actual proposed depth of
dredge in the Reserve Channel is - 51 MLLW. Most recent underwater surveys have revealed
that NSTAR’s cable at the highest point is - 52.2, which places the cable at approximately 1.2
feet below the proposed dredging depth.
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As MWRA has said in the past, MWRA’s primary concern is that any blasting and dredging as
part of this proposal near the cable in the Reserved Channel cannot help but pose a direct threat
of damage to the cable which would result in the long-term loss of a vital energy link to its Deer
Island facility and, in the process, cause a release of insulating oil in the cable to the waters of
Boston Harbor, the same waters which have seen dramatic improvement in quality precisely
because of the contributions of that wastewater treatment facility.

The disruption of this primary source of power to the treatment plant servicing over 43 cities and
towns in metropolitan Boston would be catastrophic for MWRA over the lengthy period which
would be required to replace that cable. It should be noted that even in the short term, any
disruption in the use of the cable would require that MWRA depend upon and use its own back-
up generating capability, which given today’s fuel costs, could result in millions of dollars in
annual additional expenditures charged to MWRA’s ratepayers, whose municipal budgets are
already substantially over-burdened. Additionally, should MWRA’s sole source of back-up
power fail for any reason, the environmental impacts would be disastrous.

MWRA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, issued by the U.S.
EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, authorizing the discharge
of wastewater from the Deer Island Treatment Plant requires two separate power sources to
operate MWRA’s wastewater treatment and pumping facilities. Any disruption or damage to the
capable would eliminate one of MWRA’s two existing power sources (the cross harbor cable and
the on-island power plant) thereby violating MWRA’s permit condition.

For these reasons, it is extremely important that the ACOE and Massport be satisfied that any
plans which NSTAR may have to protect or to relocate the cable be sufficient to ensure its
integrity. To date, NSTAR has not shared its plans with MWRA. MWRA remains very
concerned about the protection of the cable which is a vital and non-expendable item of
infrastructure upon which MWRA relies heavily.

Chelsea River: MWRA Section 38 Water Main Crossing

MWRA understands that some dredging has already occurred in Chelsea Creek as part of the
Department of Transportation’s (DOT) recently completed Chelsea Street Bridge project.
MWRA staff worked closely with DOT staff during that project. Now that the Bridge is
complete, the proposal calls for further dredging in the channel to a depth of - 40, which is
actually - 42 to accommodate a two foot over-dredge. It appears that the proposed depth of - 42
will not impact MWRA’s Section 38, a 36-inch water main crossing under the Chelsea River
because Section 38 is located at elevation - 45 (top of pipe).

It appears that the proposed dredging width of 175 feet will also not impact the existing water
main. The 36- inch main at its - 45 foot depth has a minimum perpendicular width across
Chelsea Creek of 195 feet. Therefore there is sufficient “length” of 10 feet on either side of the

pipe.
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Any future dredging and/or blasting in the Reserve Channel or the Chelsea Creek area should be
carefully coordinated with MWRA through the 8 (m) permitting process. The Proponents should
contact Mr, Ralph Francesconi at (617) 305-5827 within MWRA’s Water Field Operations
Group.

Please contact me at (617) 788-1165 if you have questions or need additional information.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Marianne Connolly
Sr, Program Manager, Regulatory Compliance

ce:  Mr. Frederick Laskey, MWRA Executive Director
Michael Hornbrook, MWRA COO
Steven Remsberg, MWRA, General Counsel
Kevin McCluskey, MWRA, Dir. Public Affairs
Mike McCarthy, Work Coordination Center Mgr, MWRA
Ralph Francesconi, MWRA Water Field Operations Permitting
Michael Keegan, Project Mgr., US Army Corps of Engineers
Deb Hadden, Massport, Acting Port Director, Massport
Stewart Dalzell, Massport, Deputy Director, Env. Planning & Permitting

C: 2012BosHarDredging 12958 ArmyCorp2012Nov9final.doc
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY 1O
ATTENTION OF

November 7. 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Evaluation Branch

Mr. John Bullard

Regional Administrator

NOAA Fisheries

Northeast Regional Office

55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276

Dear Mr. Bullard:

This letter is to {ollow up on recent discussions with Ms. Julie Crocker of your stafl as
well as our letters of June 30, 2008 and October 24, 2012, requesting continuation of informal
consultation under Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (EESA) for the Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Feasibility Study. As described in our letter of October 24.
2012, the project will involve dredging approximately 10 to 11 million cubic yards of clays,
sands. and tills. all parent materials largely of glacial origin, from the harbor bottom. In addition,
up to about 1 million cubic yards of rock could be removed from the harbor, some of which may
require blasting. In association with this improvement work. about 150,000 cubic yards of
material would be removed to deepen some terminal berths. and about 500,000 cubic yards of
material would be removed for maintenance of the improved and adjacent Federal channels. All
materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at the Massachusetts Bay
Disposal Site (MBDS) which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The project would
lake about three years to construct. The Federal base plan includes disposal at the MBDS. The
unconsolidated materials may be used to cap the former Industrial Waste Site (IWS) in
Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). The rock may be used to create reef habitat or shoreline restoration projects in
Massachusetts Bay. Dredging will be accomplished using a mechanical dredge,

Specific improvements include:

e deepening and widening the harbor’s 40-foot deep mean lower low (MLLW)
channels. turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW to provide
container ships access to the Conley Terminal. with an additional two to five feet of
depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -52 feet MLLW) to
accommodate exposure of vessels to increased seas. The final depth selected for the
entrance channel accounts for the range in quantities given above:

o deepening the 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel

and below the Ted Williams Tunnel to -45 feet MLLW, to improve access 1o
Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston:
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e deepening a portion of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower Mystic River Channel to
-40 feet MLLW to improve access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal; and

» deepening the existing 38-foot channel in the Chelsea River to -40 feet MLLW to
improve access to its petroleum terminals with widening of the channel in the bends
and bridge approaches.

» In addition, terminal berths at Massport facilities on the Reserved, Main Ship and
Mystic River channels, as well as private terminal berths on the Chelsea River would
be deepened commensurate with the deepening of the Federal channels.

¢ Any required maintenance of the Federal navigation channels being improved would
be carried out concurrently, as would maintenance of adjacent Federal channels
needed to route shipping traffic around the deepening operation. including
maintenance of the 35-foot deep lane of the North Entrance Channel, 30-foot deep
Broad Sound South Entrance Channel, 15-foot deep Nubble Channel and 35-foot
deep Barge Anchorage.

Rock removal by blasting is anticipated to require approximately 26 months to complete,
with the required times approximately broken down as follows: 16 months in the Broad Sound
North Entrance Channel: two months in the President Roads Anchorage; two months in the
lower Main Ship Channel; three months in the Main Ship Channel extension area below the Ted
Williams Tunnel; five months in the Reserved Channel and its Turning Area: and one month in
the upper Chelsea River. Blasting may be accomplished using two blast plants working in the
harbor, with each plant detonating no more than one blast per day, for maximum of two blasts
per day. No blasting will occur at night, The rock areas and construction times would be further
refined after design phase subsurface explorations are completed.

Federally listed species that can be found in Massachusetts waters include three species
of threatened or endangered sea turtles and five species of endangered whales. In addition on
February 6, 2012, five distinct population segments (DPS) of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) that inhabit the waters of the northeast and the southeast were listed
under the Endangered Species Act. These include in the northeast. the Gulf of Maine (GOM)
DPS, listed as threatened, the New York Bight (NYB) DPS, listed as endangered, and the
Chesapeake Bay (CB) DPS listed as endangered: and in the Southeast, the Carolina DPS listed as
endangered. and the South Atlantic, listed as threatened.

The sea turtles in Massachusetts nearshore waters are typically small juveniles. The most
abundant being the Federally threatened loggerhead (Careria caretta), followed by the Federally
endangered Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempi). and the Federally endangered leatherback sea
turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). Green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) may occur in New England
waters, but are rare, Sea turtles are known to occur in Massachusetts Bay. While no surveys for
sea turtles have been conducted in Boston Harbor, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
believes that suitable forage and habitat exists in this area and it is likely that sea turtles
occasionally visit Boston Harbor.

A-2-66



A

The Federally endangered North Atlantic Right Whale (Euhalaena glacialis). and
humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) are not considered residents of Boston Harbor, but
on occasion entered the harbor as they complete seasonal migrations in nearby Massachusetts
Bay. The Fin (Balaenoptera physalus), Sei (Balaenoptera borealis), and Sperm (Physter
macrocephalus) whales, which are also Federally endangered species, are seasonally present in
New England waters, but are typically found in deeper offshore waters and are not likely to
occur in Boston Harbor,

Atlantie sturgeon belonging to each of the five DPSs occur in marine and estuarine
habitat, including freshwater reaches of large rivers with access to the sea. ranging from
Hamilton Inlet. Labrador, Canada, to Cape Canaveral, Florida, in the U.S. The range of all five
DPSs overlap (hup://www.nero noag.gov/prot_res/esp/Listl & spec.pdf). Despite extensive
mixing in coastal waters, Atlantic sturgeon return to their natal river to spawn (ASSRT, 2007).
Therefore, although individual sturgeon from each of the distinet population segments would
generally be expected to be found within the designated areas for their populations, because their
ranges overlap it is possible that fish from a given DPS may be found throughout the entire
geographic range of the species. The federally threatened GOM DPS of Atlantic sturgeon
includes all Atlantic sturgeon whose range occurs in watersheds from the Maine/Canadian border
and extending southward. to include all associated watersheds draining into the Gulf of Maine as
far south as Chatham. Massachusetts. It also includes wherever these [ish occur in coastal bays.
estuaries. and the marine environment from the Bay of Fundy, Canada. to the Saint Johns River
Florida (FR. 2010). Only one river located in Massachusetts. the Merrimack. is known to
support Atlantic sturgeon. Boston Harbor is not known to have been used historically by
Atlantic sturgeon (NMFS, 1998).

Although this species is not believed to forage or spawn in Boston Harbor or its
tributaries. transient individuals may occasionally be found in these areas (a juvenile was
observed in the Charles River in February of 2012). However as discussed with Ms. Julie
Crocker of your staf (conference call. October 17, 2012). there have been only anecdotal reports
of Atlantic sturgeon being in the area, and no other confirmed reports other than the single fish
observed in the Charles River in February. 2012, Any single sturgeon that may be found in
Boston Harbor could have originated from any of the five DPSs due to the overlapping of the
species range. However. due to the fact that the Gulf of Maine includes Boston Harbor. it is
more likely that any sturgeon found in Boston Harbor would be from the GOM DPS, which is
listed as threatened. (Additional information concerning the life history of Atlantic sturgeon is
attached to this letter).

As mentioned previously, a mechanical dredge will be used for the removal of the
unconsolidated materials and for removal of the rock after it has been fractured. Sea turtles have
been known to be impacted from hopper dredges only, not mechanical dredges (Dickerson, et al.
2004). Although sturgeon have been impacted by mechanical dredges, the majority of dredging
related injuries to these species has resulted from entrainment in the dragarms of hopper dredges
(ASSRT, 2007). Therefore. we do not expect impacts to sea turtles, Atlantic sturgeon or
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whales from dredging operations due to the type of dredge employed and the unlikelihood of
their being in the area.

[n our letter of October 24, 2012 we stated that we would provide supporting information
concerning the effects of blasting in Boston Harbor on the above listed species relative to
established noise criteria, Please find attached a summary of background information on the
anticipated range of noise impact from underwater blasting to listed species. Maps showing the
distribution of right whales in Massachusetts Bay, and blasting noise areas for the outermost
point of blasting in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel are also included as well as a table
with calculated safety zones that we believe to be protective of marine mammals, sea turtles and
Atlantic sturgeon. These safety zones were based on criteria recently received from your office
and calculated using blast equations agreed upon in discussions with Ms. Julie Crocker, as well
as additional information from other blasting events (Miami Harbor and Boston Harbor). We
believe that they will adequately protect listed species that may occasionally occur in Boston
Harbor from effects due to blasting.

In addition as indicated in your letter of September 6. 2005, sea turtles are seasonally
present in Massachusetts Bay from June through November. but are not known to be present in
Boston Harbor. As there have been no known sightings of sea turtles in Boston Harbor reported
to the U,S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) by the resource agencies, it is likely that a sea
turtle in the Boston Harbor navigation channels would be rare. Also as noted above, the Atlantic
sturgeon occurrences in Boston Harbor are also rare, particularly in those specific arecas where
blasting would take place in the lower harbor, harbor entrance, and upper Chelsea River. Aside
from the Chelsea River turning basin. no blasting or rock removal would occur in the upper
harbor (above the tunnels).

Based on our calculations and analysis of effects on listed species. and the distribution
and low probability of whales. sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon occurring in the project area. we
believe that the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Project would not likely adversely affect listed
species. To further reduce potential impacts to threatened and endangered whales, sea turtles and
Atlantic sturgeon in the project area, the following mitigation measures will be implemented:

¢  One or more NMFS-approved endangered species observers will be present at each blast
site. The number of observers will depend on the number that is necessary to observe the
entire safety zone. No blasting will occur until the safety zone is free from any
observations of whales or sea turtles for 60 minutes. subject to safety considerations.
These requirements can be added to the monitoring plan for blasting which can be
submitted to NMFS for review and comment.

» The Right Whale Sightings Advisory System will be monitored as well as other
communication media (i.e. NOAA weather radio, U.S. Coast Guard NAVTEX
broadcasts, Notices to Mariners. and U.S. Coast Pilots) for general information regarding
North Atlantic Right Whale sighting locations. In addition, the Contractor will be
required to monitor the Right Whale Listening Network for information on Right Whales
detected near the shipping lanes.
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e No blasting will occur if Right Whales are present within the safety zone of the blast area
or within a specified distance agreed to between NMFS and USACE, barring any safety
concerns.

e In the unlikely event that any whales or sea turtles are observed within the safety zone
during a blast event. all reasonable attempts to monitor the condition and behavior of the
animal will be undertaken. These incidences will be reported immediately to NMFES to
determine whether or not they would require reinitiating Section 7 Consultation.

» All blasting will be conducted using inserted delays of a fraction of a second per borehole
as well as the use of stemming, which will be placed into the top of the borehole to
deaden the shock wave reaching the water column,

» No blasting will occur when schools of fish are observed in the area (assuming that safety
is not jeopardized). A fish observer will use hydro-acoustic monitoring (i.e. side-scan
sonar) prior to any blasting event to determine that schools of fish are not located within
or transiting the blast zone area (including any listed Atlantic sturgeon). In addition to
the sidescan sonar. a fish startle system will be employed to deter fish. Existing startle
systems are most effective with species from the Clupeid family. The startle system uses
high amplitude sound at specific frequencies. Lessons learned from the previous blasting
in Boston Harbor will be incorporated, where appropriate, into the Contractor's blasting
plan. Some of these lessons include the development of a communication plan between
the fish observer and the Contractor, and the location of the fish startle system that will
be deployed on an alternate vessel instead of the blast barge.

» All project vessels will comply with voluntary speed restrictions (10 knots or less) to
minimize the risk of ship strikes, as implemented in Dynamic Management Areas
(DMAS) that may be established by NOAA Fisheries Service. NOAA Fisheries Service
will announce DMAs to mariners through its customary maritime communication.

The proposed Federal base plan for dredged material disposal is the MBDS and/or IWS,
Beneficial use of the rock would be developed with input from the Technical Working Group
during the Design Phase. If something other than placing the rock at MBDS., and involving in-
water disposal. becomes part of the USACE Federal Base Plan, then we would reinitiate Section
7 Consultation with you during the Design Phase to consider that change.
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Your response by November 26, 2012 confirming our conclusion that the Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Project would not likely adversely affect listed species would be appreciated so that
we can meet our commitment to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works Review Board.
Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms, Catherine Rogers at (978) 318-8231.

Sincerely,

;L%A_AJL—*-(/ / f/g ’é/"" L

T{.Iohn R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning Branch

Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/Enclosures)
Stewart Dalzell

Massachusetts Port Authority
One Harborside Drive

Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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Homeland Security £ S i Phone: 617 223-5757
United States Fax: 617 223-8219
Coast Guard Internet; http://fhomeport.usca.mil/boston

16600/12-1251
November 7, 2012

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

Attn: Mr. John Kennelly

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

This office recently received your letter of October 11, 2012 addressed to the First Coast Guard
District Commander, RDML Daniel Abel, concerning the proposed update to the Feasibility Report
and associated Environmental Impact Statement and Report for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft
Navigation Improvement Project. As this project is proposed for Boston Harbor, your correspondence
was forwarded to Coast Guard Sector Boston for review and opportunity for comment.

As you noted, the Captain of the Port Boston previded a statement of full support for this project in

2007. We note that the currently proposed Feasibility Report offers a one foot reduction in the scope
of the recommended project depth in the President Roads and Main Ship Channels from 48 feet to 47
feet at mean lower low water. Although the Coast Guard is charged with maximizing efficiencies of

the Marine Transportation System (MTS), we do not feel that this one foot reduction in proposed Comment
project depth will negatively impact current and future needs of the MTS for the Port of Boston. USCG #1

[ thank you for the opportunity to review and validate our 2007 position pertaining to the Boston
Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project. Please direct any future correspondence
concerning this project to the Chief of my Waterways Management Division utilizing this letterhead
address. Should you have any questions concerning this correspondence please contact Lieutenant
Commander Scott White at (617) 223-3028 or via email at Scott.C. White@uscg. mil.

(iap.tain, U.S. Coast Guard
Commander, Sector Boston
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

251 Causeway Street, Sulte BOO, Boston, MA 02114-2136
(617) 626-1200 FAX: (617) 626-1240

October 26, 2012

Michael F. Keegan

Department of the Army

New England District, Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: CZM Federal Consistency Review Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation
Improvement Project — DEIR/DEIS; Boston.

Dear Mr. Keegan:

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has received the necessary
information to initiate our federal consistency review for the proposed project referenced above.

The notice that this proposal is undergoing federal consistency review by CZM will be
published in the next edition of the Environmental Monitor. The publication date of that issue of the
Monztor will initiate a 21-day public comment period. Enclosed please find a copy of the schedule
that we will follow during our review. Although we have 60 days (extendable with your permission)
in which to review your determination and concur with or object, we will make a vigorous effort to
complete our review shortly after the close of the 21-day comment petiod

Note: CZM cannot complete its review and issue a decision of consistency with its enforceable
program policies until all applicable licenses, permits, certifications and other authorizations have been
issued by Massachusetts environmental agencies. [Further, the applicable federal permit cannot be
issued until the federal permitting agency receives a consistency concutrence letter from CZM for the
proposed project. To keep our review timely, we suggest that you forward copies of state
environmental agency licenses, permits, etc. to CZM as you receive them.,

DEVAL L PATRICK GOVERNOR TIMOTHY P. MURRAY | IEUTENANT GOVERMOR RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. SECRFTARY BRUCE K. CARLISLE DIRFC TOR
WWAW Mass goviezm

®
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[Future communications with this Office regarding the technical aspects ot the above-
referenced project should be directed to Valerie Gingrich (617) 626-1064 who will be conducting the
federal consistency review of this project for CZM. Please call me at (617) 626-1050 if you have any
procedural questions about the review process.

Sincerely,

YA K B

Robert L. Boeri
Project Review Coordinator

RLB/pb

Enclosure
CZMit 5376

A-2-73



For a Federal Agency Activity*

Review Steps
1. Document Receipt

(a) Received consistency certification on Oct. 26, 2012.
% Public Notice

(a) Notice of the initiation of this federal

consistency review will appear in the next

edition of the MEPA Monitor which will

appear on or about Nov. 7, 2012,
(b) Publication in the Monétor begins a 21 day

public comment period which will close on

or about Nov. 28, 2012,

3 CZM must issue its consistency decision
within 60 days of commencement of our review
unless granted an extension by the federal project proponent.
The review period closes and a consistency decision will
issued no later than Dec. 28, 2012.

*301 CMR 21.01 - 21.04, 15 CFR 930.41
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTHICT, CORPS OF ENGIMNEERS
BUA VIRGINIA ROAD
CONGORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

RETENTION OF October 26. 2012

Project Management Division
Programs and Civil Project Management Branch

Mr. Robert Boeri

Project Review Coordinator

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800

Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2138

Dear Mr. Boerti:

In our letter dated October 16, 2012, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New
England District. sought your reaffirmation of support and concurrence that the Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with
the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program policies, which were attached to our letter
of October 16, 2012. This current letter is wrilten in response to your recent letter of October 24,
2012 requesting additional information on the commitment and planning by the USACE to
pursue viable options regarding alternatives for beneficial reuse beyond the creation of rock
reefs, including both shore protection and upland use. prior to initiating your Federal consistency
review.

As discussed in a conference call between staft from our offices earlier on October 24,
2012. the USACE is committed to working further on beneficial uses for the rock to be removed
from the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation [mprovement Project. As with the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, it is the USACE policy to investigate potential beneficial uses
of dredged material for our projects. During the design phase of the project, the USACE will be
conducting more extensive subsurface explorations of suspected areas of hard material to
determine how much of that material is rock and how much of the rock will require drilling and
blasting as opposed to removal by mechanical means. The USACE will share that information
with the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (MACZM) and the other
participants in the technical working group, develop a sequencing plan for construction, and seek
input from the group on those plans.

Once the volumes and the nature of the rock material as well as the sequencing plan are
known, we will work with the State and Federal agencies lo investigate potential beneficial uses
and users for the rock material. including making the materials available for other parties to
transport and use in their own projects.

As we discussed at the State Dredging Team meeting held at the MACZM offices on

October 16, 2012, Federal and non-Federal responsibilities, and non-Federal sponsorship, for any
beneficial uses would need to be defined before any beneficial use plan could be pursued with
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the Federal project. We look forward to working with MACZM and the other agencies, and
Boston Harbor interests in the final design and construction of this project.

Based on the above information, the USACE understands that MA CZM will be able to
complete its Federal consistency review and determine whether or not the proposed project is
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management
Program policies.

If vou have any questions or require any additional information please contact me at
michael.[kecgan(@usace.army.mil or at 978-318-8087,

Sincerely,

— £ g

15 A S/ . )
IMechacd T licgar—
Michael F. Keegan, P.E.; L.C.S.
Project Manager

Copy Furnished:
Stewart Dalzell
Massachusetts Port Authority

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

October 24, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. John Bullard, Regional Administrator

NOAA Fisheries Service, Northeast Regional Office
55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-22768

Dear Mr. Bullard:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel, Main Ship
Channel and the Lower Reserved Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of -47 feet at mean
lower low water (MLLW). See attached figure. The prior recommended plan included a depth
of -48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of the past and current improvements
now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel to allow for exposure of vessels
to increased seas (between two to five feet greater depth, or up to -52 feet MLLW).

Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet. These
improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped through
the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and moved to
New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.,
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Your office commented on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter dated June 2, 2008
(attached) covering Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), fish and wildlife resources, and Federally
threatened and endangered species. Your June 2, 2008 letter requested that we reinitiate Section 7
consultation because of the increase in the proposed dredged material quantities from the initial
project descriptions and the need for blasting. We responded to your Section 7 consultation request
in a letter dated June 30, 2008. In our letter, we requested confirmation that the Boston Harbor
Deep Draft Project would not likely adversely affect listed species at that time (sea turtles and
whales). However, on August 1, 2008, an email from Julie Crocker of your staff was sent to Cathy
Rogers at the USACE with questions about how the different zones aligned with marine mammal
noise criteria. Because these questions were never answered, consultation was never completed.
Since that time, the Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment of Atlantic sturgeon was listed as
threatened in the Federal Register on February 6, 2012. The USACE met with your staff at your
office on October 10, 2012 to discuss a path forward for Section 7 consultation. The result of this
meeting was that we would send a letter requesting continued informal consultation for threatened
and endangered whales, sea turtles while adding Atlantic sturgeon for your review with supporting
information requested in your email dated August 1, 2008.

We are also requesting at this time that Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) recommendations be
provided based on the EFH Assessment and the best available project information as previously
provided in the DSEIS/EIR along with the updated project description discussed in this letter. It is
understood that as additional information and details are developed within the design phase of this
project it will be shared with National Marine Fisheries Service and consultation may be re-initiated
along with additional studies, should it be deemed necessary. We are requesting written comments
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to conclude EFH consultation by November 26, 2012, to be included in the Final FR and
FSEIS/EIR.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Ecologist, Ms. Catherine Rogers, at
(978) 318-8231.

Sincerely,

)
| %&4 &
7** John R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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October 24, 2012

John Kennelly

Chief, Planning Branch

New England Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Mr. Kennelly,

This morning, the Corps and CZM participated in a conference call regarding the Boston
Harbor Deep Draft Navigational Improvement Project. As you know, CZM is in the process of
initiating a federal consistency review of the DEIR/DEIS for the project, which was released in
2008. CZM participated in the review of the project as part of the Massachusetts Environmental
Policy Act review. At that time, CZM indicated our support for the project and also provided
comments on several issues, including the continuation of the Technical Working Group/Technical
Advisory Committee, documentation of outer and lower harbor resources (including a pre- and
post-blasting/dredging monitoting program), the development of a comprehensive blast plan, and
the evaluation of the beneficial reuse of rock material for shore protection and upland use.

In the letter prepared by the Corps on October 16, 2012 in response to these comments, a
commitment was made to continue the Technical Working Group/Technical Advisory Committee,
to conduct additional resource surveys of benthic and shellfish communities, develop a sequencing
plan for the project, including a comprehensive blast plan, and develop a pre- and post construction
monitoring program. CZM is requesting additional information on the commitment/planning by
the Corps to pursue viable options regarding alternatives for beneficial reuse beyond the creation of
rock reefs, including both shore protection and upland use. Several options were discussed during
both the Massachusetts dredging Team meeting held on October 19, 2012 and today’s conference
call, including, but not limited to, use by the Department of Conservation and Recreation for the
maintenance of shore protection structures, potential use by MassPort, and use by private aggregate
companies.

CZM is preparing to initiate the federal consistency review, and once the additional
information has been provided, a scheduling letter will be sent to the Corps. As always, we look
forward to working with the Corps on enhancing the capabilities of the port of Boston.

Regards

Bob Boeri
Project Review/Dredging Coordinator
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
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October 18, 2012

John R. Kennelly The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Chief of Planning William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth
New England District Massachusetts Historical Commission

US Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Attn. Marc Paiva

RE: Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvements Project. MHC #RC.323.

Dear Mr. Kennelly:

Thank you for your letter dated October 11, 2012, received by the Massachusetts Historical Commission
(MHC) on October 17, 2012. Staff of the MHC have reviewed the information regarding the change in

scope for the project referenced above, and the MHC's files.

Review of the MHC’s files indicates that the MHC commented on May 5, 2008, in response to the Corps
letter of April 10, 2008. A copy of the MHC’s comments are enclosed.

The Corps, in a letter to Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources, dated October 4,
2007, proposed to conduct additional identification surveys for historic properties that may be affected by
the project.

In regards to the project change, the MHC advises that the Corps should review the results of previous
identification efforts for historic properties in the area of potential effect, and evaluate the potential of the

currently proposed project to affect previously identified historic properties, or properties not yet Comment
identified that may be located in project area that have not yet been sufficiently surveyed for historic MHC #1
properties.

The MHC looks forward to review of scopes for any additional proposed archaeological identification and
evaluation efforts, and the Corps findings and determinations in accordance with 36 CFR 800.

Comment

These comments are provided to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic MHC #2

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (36 CFR 800). Should you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

!

Edward L. Bell
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Massachusetts Historical Commission

Enclosure (MHC 5/5/2008)

xc w/enclosure:

Stewart Dalzell, Massport

Victor T. Mastone, BUAR

loe Bagley, Boston City Archaeologist

220 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, Massachusetts 02125
(617) 727-847(\-Pag1(617) 727-5128

www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 16. 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Robert Boeri

Project Review Coordinator

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800

Boston. Massachusetts 02114-2138

Dear Mr. Boeri:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). New England District. in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013, The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts. At this time we are secking your reaffirmation of support and concurrence with our
Federal consistency determination for this work.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal ot 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s existing
40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW. with an additional
three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet MLLW).
Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet. These
improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped through the
Port of Boston. rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and moved to New
England by truck.
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* Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for construction of the Ted Williams
Tunnel and Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal
for dry bulk cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the
Reserved Channel and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet
MLLW.

¢ Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW,

For the above recommended improvements. approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays. sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be removed from the
harbor, some of which may require blasting. All materials have been tested and found suitable
for ocean disposal at the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles
seaward of the harbor. The project would take about three years to construct. The
unconsolidated materials may be used to cap the former Industrial Waste Site in Massachusetts
Bay in response to a request from the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The rock
may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

The following is a response to your major comments with the proposed project as
detailed in your letter dated June 2, 2008. USACE will continue to involve the technical work
group (TWG) through the design phase of this project. The design phase of the project includes
an extensive boring and probing program that will be used to determine how much rock is
expected within the project area and whether blasting would be required to remove all or part of
the rock from each project segment.

Using this information, USACE and Massport will work with interested TWG agencies
to address concerns about potential impacts to natural resources by conducting additional
resource surveys of the benthic and shellfish communities (i.e.. sediment profile imaging, benthic
grabs, lobster traps, early benthic phase lobster surveys. and/or towed camera) during the design
phase if deemed necessary. The above information will be used to develop a construction
sequencing plan for the project. A blast sequencing plan will be developed, if needed. in concert
with the larger construction sequencing plan for the entire project. USACE also agrees to
develop and implement a pre and post monitoring program to document the recovery of the
impacted areas for benthic organisms. and shellfisheries. Post construction surveys would occur
1-3 years after completion depending on when construction is completed and availability of
funding. The details of the pre and post-construction survey program will be discussed with the
TWG and included in any additional NEPA/MEPA document filing. if required,
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SSFATE modeling was used for the Boston Harbor Outer Harbor Maintenance Dredging
Project which much of the Deep Draft Project overlaps. Actual plume monitoring was
conducted during the Boston Harbor Inner Harbor Maintenance Dredging Project for USACE by
Battelle in 2008. This monitoring showed that suspended sediment plumes from dredging
operations were relatively low. The highest turbidity readings within 500 feet of the dredge were
less than 20 NTU above background and suspended sediment concentrations less than 40 mg/l.
The dredge plumes were typically confined to the channel. although low concentration plume
filaments were observed on two occasions as far as 650 feet from the channel in the southern
channel area, Maximum dredge plume length varied with tidal currents in the channel. Some
dredge plumes detected during slack conditions had maximum lengths of less than 500 feet. The
maximum ebb and flood plumes traveled further but dissipated to near background levels within
1500 feet of the dredge often evident across the full width of the channel. Since the majority of
the material is parent material that is composed of Boston blue clay and glacial till material, the
turbidity plumes should be less than those listed above.

[n response to the agency’s concerns expressed about the creation of the proposed rock
reef, USACE has committed to working with the TWG during the design phase to examine
potential issues, define the exact type and quantity of materials available for such use. examine
the candidate sites in greater detail to determine the value of the existing habitat relative to the
anticipated value of the reefs and identify a cost-sharing partner for this effort, if needed. In
addition to reef habitat creation, some or all of the rock to be removed could prove suitable for
other beneficial uses.

Based on the above information, the USACE has determined that the proposed work is
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the attached Massachusetts Coastal Zone
Management Program policies. We are requesting your concurrence with our determination. We
would appreciate your concurrence with our consistency determination by November 16, 2012. Any
questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine Rogers. ecologist. at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely.

Enclosure

Copy Furnished:
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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Coastal Zone Management Consistency Determination

The Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Act of 1972 established a national program to
"preserve, protect, develop, and where possible, to restore or enhance, the resources of the
Nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generations' and to "encourage and assist the states
to exercise effectively their responsibilities in the coastal zone through the development and
implementation of management programs to achieve wise use of the land and water resources of
the coastal zone..." (16 U.S.C. 1452, Sec. 303 (1) and (2)). Section 307 (c)(3)(A) of the CZMA
providesthat "...any applicant for arequired Federal license or permit to conduct an activity, in
or outside the coastal zone, affecting any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone
of that state shall provide...a certification that the proposed activity complies with the
enforceable policies of the state's approved program and that such activity will be conducted in a
manner consistent with the program.” Similar requirements are included for activities conducted
by or funded by a Federal agency.

The policies that are applicable to the proposed dredging project and the project’s
consistency with those policies are as follows:

Water Quality Policy #1. — Ensure that point-source dischargesin or affecting the coastal zone
are consistent with federally approved state effluent limitations and water quality standards.

The material proposed for dredging is parent material, not associated with contaminants. Also
the dredged material is composed of Boston blue clay and glacial till material, not likely to
produce a large sediment plume. The disposal of rock in one of the identified habitat
enhancement sites would not create any water quality violations. Only minimal amounts of
sediment would adhere to the rock which would be washed away as the rock falls through the
water column. Any turbidity created should dissipate rapidly. The material would not be a
carrier of contaminants as the rock is surrounded by material suitable for ocean disposal.

Habitat Policy #1. - Protect coastal resource areas including salt marshes, shellfish beds, dunes,
beaches, barrier beaches, salt ponds, eelgrass beds, and fresh water wetlands for their important
role as natural habitats. These resources are outside the zone of influence from the project or the
resource occurs in limited amounts. Rock removed from the navigation channel is under
consideration to be disposed at a beneficial use site to create hard bottom habitat.

Coastal Hazards Policy #1. — Preserve, protect, restore and enhance the beneficial functions of
storm damage prevention and flood control provided by natural coastal landforms, such as dunes,
beaches, barrier beaches, coastal banks, land subject to coastal storm flowage, salt marshes and
land under the ocean. Deepening a portion of the Boston Harbor navigation channels would
result in a very minor increase in land under the ocean and would not impact any storm damage
prevention or flood control feature of the areas. No significant change in the beneficial function
of the land under the ocean is expected from the proposed project.

Coastal Hazards Policy #2. - Ensure construction in water bodies and contiguous land areas

will minimize interference with water circulation and sediment transport. The proposed
dredging activities will not interfere with water circulation in Boston Harbor. No permanent
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structures are proposed in the body of water. Proposed dredging may result in slight increases
circulation.

Coastal Hazards Policy #3. - Ensure that state and Federally funded public works projects
proposed for location in the coastal zone will not exacerbate existing hazards or damage natural
buffers or other natural resources and will not promote growth and development in hazard-prone
or buffer areas. The proposed dredging will improve navigation in Boston Harbor by deepening
the navigation channels and berths to accommodate deeper draft ships expected to be added to
the fleet to utilize the deeper and wider Panama Canal. The project area is in an area of marine
commerce and is located in or adjacent to the State’s Designated Port Area. Therefore the
project is consistent with the State’s policy of promoting marine development in Designated Port
Areas. The proposed Deep Draft Project will remove ledge that could create a navigation
hazard if not removed during deepening of the navigation channels. The proposed project is not
expected to have any long-term significant adverse damage to natural resources or promote
growth and development in hazard-prone or buffer areas.

Ports Policy #1. - Ensure that dredging and disposal of dredged material minimize adverse
effects on water quality, physical processes, marine productivity, and public health. The
material proposed for dredging is parent material, not associated with contaminants. Also the
dredged material is composed of Boston blue clay and glacial till material, not likely to produce
a large sediment plume. In addition, if feasible, rock removed during construction would be
used to enhance biological productivity by increasing hard bottom habitat for marine species
that favor rock habitat. Any adverse impacts will be localized and temporary. Therefore, the
proposed project is not likely to have a significant long-term impact on water quality, physical
processes, or public health, and could benefit marine productivity.

Ports Policy #2. - Obtain the widest possible public benefit from channel dredging, ensuring that
designated ports and developed harbors are given highest priority in the allocation of federal and
state dredging funds. Ensure that this dredging is consistent with marine environmental policies.
The proposed improvement dredging is located in the Port of Boston, the largest port in New
England. The proposed project would continue to promote commercial navigation in Boston
Harbor by allowing larger ships to transit the port more efficiently to load and unload goods.

Ports Policy #3. - Preserve and enhance the capacity of Designated Port Areas (DPAS) to
accommodate water-dependent industrial uses, and prevent the exclusion of such uses from
tidelands and any other DPA lands over which a state agency exerts control by virtue of
ownership, regulatory authority, or other legal jurisdiction. Portions of the Port of Boston are in
a DPA. Deeping Boston Harbor will enhance the safety and economic efficiency of deep draft
vessels transiting to these marine terminals in the DPA. This will accommodate and further
promote water-dependent industrial uses.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012
Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Tom Chapman, Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, New Hampshire 03301-5087

Dear Mr. Chapman:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office commented on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter (enclosed) dated May
14, 2008, addressing Federally-listed threatened and endangered species, and provided your final
comments pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act in a letter dated May 29, 2007
(enclosed). Separately, the Department of the Interior commented in a letter dated June 2, 2008 on
the Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area, including information related to harbor fish
and wildlife resources. A meeting was also held in the spring of 2008 with several agencies
including the National Park Service to discuss additional options for rock placement. At this time
we are requesting confirmation that previous determinations remain valid before we proceed with
issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
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through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.

e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether your prior comments are still applicable based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information
released since 2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are
received by November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the previous comments on the Draft FR
and SEIS/EIR are still current. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

ennelly
hiet of Planning

Enclosure
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Copy Furnished (w/enclosure):

Mr. Andrew L. Raddant, Regional Environmental Officer
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

U.S. Department of the Interior

408 Atlantic Avenue, Room 142

Boston, Massachusetts 02210-3334

Stewart Dalzell (w/o enclosure)
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive

Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Curt Spalding, Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912

Dear Mr. Spalding:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office commented on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter (enclosed) dated
May 23, 2008 covering air and marine impacts. At this time we are requesting confirmation that
previous determinations remain valid before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.

e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
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cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether your prior comments are still applicable based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information
released since 2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are
received by November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the previous comments on the Draft FR
and SEIS/EIR are still current. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

ief'of Planning

Enclosure

A-2-92



Copy Furnished (w/enclosure):

Mr. Mel Coté, Jr., Manager

Ocean and Coastal Protection Unit

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912

Stewart Dalzell (w/o enclosure)
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive

Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

RDML Daniel B. Abel, Commander
First Coast Guard District

408 Atlantic Avenue

Boston, Massachusetts 02110

Dear Commander Abel:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office commented during preparation of the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter
(enclosed) dated November 9, 2007 providing support for the proposed project. At this time we are
requesting confirmation that previous determinations remain valid before we proceed with issuing
the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether your prior comments are still applicable based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information
released since 2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are
received by November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the previous comments on the Draft FR
and SEIS/EIR are still current. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell

MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Craig D. MacDonald, Superintendent
Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary
175 Edward Foster Road

Scituate, Massachusetts 02066

Dear Mr. MacDonald:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter dated April
10, 2008. We have received no comments from you. At this time however, we are notifying you of
a slight change in the project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this
undertaking before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW,
with an additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -
50 feet MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at
least 50 feet. These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England
cargo to be shipped through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York
and New Jersey and moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether you have any comments based on the slight reduction in the
proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information released since
2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are received by
November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the Draft FR and SEIS/EIR are still valid as to areas
within your jurisdiction and concern. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

(s £ Sgag

A John R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning
Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Richard K. Sullivan Jr., Secretary

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, Massachusetts 022114

Dear Mr. Sullivan;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office commented on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter (enclosed) dated
June 13, 2008 which summarized comments from State, local and non-governmental agencies. At
this time we are requesting confirmation that previous determination remains valid before we
proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether your prior comments are still applicable based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information
released since 2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are
received by November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the previous comments on the Draft FR
and SEIS/EIR are still current. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

Copy furnished (w/enclosure):

Mr. Bruce Carlisle, Director
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management

251 Causeway Street, Suite 800
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
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Mr. Kenneth L. Kimmell, Commissioner
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
One Winter Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Mr. Thomas French

Natural Heritage/Endangered Species
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
100 Hartwell Street, Suite 230

West Boylston, Massachusetts 01583

Ms. Marianne Connolly, Program Manager
Regulatory Compliance

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Charlestown Navy Yard

100 First Avenue, Building 39

Boston, Massachusetts 02129

Stewart Dalzell (w/o enclosure)
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive

Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Ms. Ramona Peters, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe

483 Great Neck Road South

Mashpee, Massachusetts 02649

Dear Ms. Peters:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter (enclosed)
dated April 10, 2008. We received no comments from you. At this time however, we are notifying
you of a slight change in the project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this
undertaking before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether you have any comments based on the slight reduction in the
proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information released since
2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are received by
November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the Draft FR and SEIS/EIR are still valid as to areas
within your jurisdiction and concern. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Mr. Marc
Paiva at 978-318-8796.

Sincerely,

fm
ief of Planning

Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell

MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Ms. Bettina Washington

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
20 Black Brook Road

Aquinnah, Massachusetts 02535

Dear Ms. Washington:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter dated April
10, 2008. We received no comments from you. At this time however, we are notifying you of a
slight change in the project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this
undertaking before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether you have any comments based on the slight reduction in the
proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information released since
2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are received by
November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the Draft FR and SEIS/EIR are still valid as to areas
within your jurisdiction and concern. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Mr. Marc
Paiva at 978-318-8796.

Sincerely,

(A 7 Yt

¢ John R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning
Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Louis Elisa

Executive Secretary & Director of Port Development
Massachusetts Seaport Council

40 Center Street

Fairhaven, Massachusetts 02719

Dear Mr. Elisa:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter dated April
10, 2008. We received no comments on our letter. At this time however, we are notifying you of a
slight change in the project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this
undertaking before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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¢ Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

¢ Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

¢ Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to

. cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether your prior comments are still applicable based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description and in light of any new circumstances or information
released since 2008 that would be relevant to the proposed project. If no written comments are
received by November 9, 2012, then we will determine that the previous comments on the Draft FR
and SEIS/EIR are still current. Any questions or comments can be addressed to Ms. Catherine
Rogers, ecologist, at 978-318-8231.

Sincerely,

QJM L Pz

7 John R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning
Enclosure

Copy Funished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128

A-2-106



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012

Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Ms. Brona Simon

Executive Director and SHPO Massachusetts Historical Commission
Massachusetts State Archives Building

220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, Massachusetts 02125

Dear Ms. Simon:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter dated April
10, 2008. We received no comments from your office. At this time however, we are notifying you
of a slight change in the project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this
undertaking before we proceed with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.
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e Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether you concur with your previous determination based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description. If no written comments are received by November 9,
2012, then we will conclude that you have no comments and that the Draft FR and SEIS/EIR are still
valid as to areas within your jurisdiction and concern. Any questions or comments can be addressed
to Mr. Marc Paiva at 978-318-8796.

Sincerely,

(Ao o Mg

John R. Kennelly
Chief of Planning
Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD

CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

October 11, 2012
Engineering/Planning Division
Planning Branch

Mr. Victor T. Mastone

Director and Chief Archaeologist
Board of Underwater Archaeology
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Dear Mr. Mastone:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, in partnership with
the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), is updating the Final Feasibility Report (FR) and
joint Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIS/FEIR) for the Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project prior
to its public release sometime in early 2013. The Final FR and joint FSEIS/FEIR examines
proposed improvements to the deep-draft Federal navigation channels in Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Your office was asked to comment on the Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR in a letter (enclosed)
dated April 10,2008. We received a letter from your office dated June 2, 2008 that concurred with
the findings and recommendations of the archaeological surveys. The Board also concurred with
the recommendation that a remote sensing archaeological survey should be conducted for the areas
of potential affect in the Mystic River and Chelsea River Channels, should proposals to deepen
these areas be implemented. At this time however, we are notifying you of a slight change in the
project scope. We request any comments that you may have on this undertaking before we proceed
with issuing the final report.

Since the 2008 Draft FR and DSEIS/DEIR were released, the USACE has been
conducting additional economic studies of the proposed port improvements at the direction of
USACE Headquarters. That process has resulted in a reduced scope of improvements being
recommended for Boston Harbor. The change in recommendation consists of a reduction in the
recommended project depth in the inner harbor from the President Roads Channel and Main Ship
Channel to Massport’s Conley terminal of 47 feet at mean lower low water (MLLW). The prior
recommended plan included a depth of 48 feet in these areas. The following is a description of
the past and current improvements now being recommended:

e Improving access to the Conley Terminal for containerships by deepening the harbor’s
existing 40-foot channels, turning basin and anchorage to a depth of -47 feet MLLW, with an
additional three feet of depth in the Broad Sound North Entrance Channel (up to -50 feet
MLLW). Massport would also deepen the berths at the Conley Terminal to at least 50 feet.
These improvements would allow a greater percentage of New England cargo to be shipped
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through the Port of Boston, rather than through the Port of New York and New Jersey and
moved to New England by truck.

¢ Improving access to Massport’s Marine Terminal in South Boston. This terminal was
recently returned to Massport after many years of use for the Ted Williams Tunnel and
Central Artery Projects. Massport and its partners are developing the terminal for dry bulk
cargo operations. The 40-foot lane of the Main Ship Channel above the Reserved Channel
and below the Ted Williams Tunnel would be deepened to -45 feet MLLW.

¢ Improving access to Massport’s Medford Street Terminal on the Mystic River for lesser draft
dry bulk and break-bulk carriers. This small area of the existing 35-foot lane of the lower
Mystic River Channel accessing the terminal would be deepened to -40 feet MLLW.
Massport has already cleared the site and deepened the berth to -40 feet MLLW.

e Improving access to the Chelsea River primarily to its petroleum terminals by deepening the
existing -38-foot channel to -40 feet MLLW.

For the above recommended improvements, approximately 9.8 million cubic yards of
clays, sands, and tills, all parent materials largely of glacial origin, will be dredged from the
harbor bottom. In addition, up to about 880,000 cubic yards of rock could be blasted and
dredged from the harbor. All materials have been tested and found suitable for ocean disposal at
the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site which is located about 18 miles seaward of the harbor. The
project would take about three years to construct. The unconsolidated materials may be used to
cap the former industrial waste site in Massachusetts Bay in response to a request from EPA.
The rock may be used to create reef habitat in Massachusetts Bay.

Please advise us whether you concur with your previous determination based on the slight
reduction in the proposed project description. If no written comments are received by November 9,
2012, then we will conclude that you have no comments and that the Draft FR and SEIS/EIR are still
valid as to areas within your jurisdiction and concern. Any questions or comments can be addressed
to Mr. Marc Paiva at 978-318-8796.

Sincerely,

. Kennelly
hief of Planning
Enclosure

Copy Furnished (w/o enclosure):
Stewart Dalzell
MASSPORT

One Harborside Drive
Boston, Massachusetts 02128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
441 G STREET NW
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000

CEMP-NAD 26 Sep 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, North Atlantic Division, (CENAD-ET-P)
ATTN: Ms. Linda Monte

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor Navigation Improvements Study — Additional Economic analyses to
respond to HQUSACE Policy Comments on the Final Feasibility report and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

1. Reference Office of Water Policy Review memo dated 12 Sep 2012, subject as above,
providing final comments on the Final Feasibility reports and SEIS.

2. The HQ final comments are attached and are self-explanatory. I'll need a new schedule on
when the required items are expected to be completed by the District, submitted through NAD,
and then to HQ together with a Division Commanders submittal letter and when we can estimate
a reasonable schedule for the Civil Works Review Board meeting. We will need to work on the
proposed agenda as well.

7. If you should have any questions please contact me, or Catherine Shuman, HQ Planner for the
NAD RIT at (202) 761-1379.

/%ﬂé\/\_/
Encl ETER C. SA

Deputy Chief, Civil Works
NAD Regional Integration Team
Directorate of Military Programs
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CECW-PC 12 September 2012
MEMORANDUM FOR CEMP-NAD (ATTN: Mr. Pete Luisa)

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor, Massachusetts Navigation Improvement Study - Additional
Economic Analysis to Respond to HQUSACE Policy Comments on the Final Feasibility Report
and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

1. This memo is in response to the Boston Harbor Economic Reanalysis submitted by the New
England District project delivery team on 31 May 2012. This reanalysis was conducted to
address HQUSACE policy review comments on the Final Feasibility Report and SEIS.

2. A Civil Works Review Board (CWRB) briefing was held for the Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts Navigation Improvement Study on 21 August 2008. The District Commander’s
recommended plan consisted of improvements for accessing four segments of the port: 1) the
Main Ship Channel to the port’s sole container terminal (Conley Terminal); 2) Main Ship
Channel access to the non-Federal sponsor’s (MASSPORT) redeveloped MASSPORT Marine
Terminal; 3) the Mystic River Channel to MASSPORT’s Medford Street Terminal; and 4) the
Chelsea River Channel. The recommended plan was estimated to cost about $304 million, to
provide about $12 million in net annual benefits, and to have a benefit-to-cost ration of 1.74 at 4-
7/8 %.

3. The CWRB concurred that the recommendations for the Main Ship Channel extension to the
MASSPORT Marine Terminal and the Mystic River access to MASSPORT’s Medford Street
Terminal would be contingent on further analysis and preparation of a Limited Re-evaluation
Report during the design phase, as neither of these two terminals was yet occupied.

4. The HQUSACE policy review team raised three basic issues with the economic analysis for
the access to the Conley Terminal: 1) the landside analysis of transportation costs and
determination of the portion of land transported cargo that could shift to ship transport to Boston;
2) waterside analysis of the vessels that might carry those shifting boxes at various depths with
or without deepening; and 3) the analysis of vessel loading and sailing drafts used.

5. The reanalysis and supporting assumptions submitted by the New England District evaluated
the economic effects of channel depths ranging from 46-49 feet MLLW for the Main Ship
Channel to the Conley Terminal. Assumptions were made regarding vessel loading, trade routes,
and other factors such as tidal delays. The results indicate that net benefits increase significantly
with each additional foot of depth to a depth of 47 feet MLLW. Net benefits experience only a
minimum increase between 47 and 48 feet MLL W, which is the depth where the maximum net
benefits are realized. ER 1105-2-100 requires that where two cost-effective plans produce no
significantly different levels of net benefits, the less costly plan is to be the NED plan, even
though levels of outputs may be less. Based on the reanalysis submitted by the New England
District, the HQUSACE policy review team concurs that the policy compliant NED plan consists
of a 47-foot channel for the segment of the project that includes the Main Ship Channel to the
Conley Terminal. Where appropriate, qualitative outputs such as the beneficial use of dredged
material and reduced truck traffic and air quality impacts should be described to further support
the recommended plan,
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CECW-PC

SUBJECT: Boston Harbor, Massachusetts Navigation Improvement Study - Additional Economic
Analysis to Respond to HQUSACE Policy Commenits on the Final Feasibility Report and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

6. In accordance with ER 1110-2-1404, the depth of the entrance channel will reflect this 47-
foot depth adjusted to address squat, sinkage in fresh water, the effect of wind and wave action,
and safety and efficiency clearance. Should the non-Federal sponsor desire a Locally Preferred
Plan (LPP) with deeper depths in either the main ship channel or in the entrance channel, a
waiver from ASA(CW) is required.

7. The previously submitted Boston Harbor Navigation Improvement Project Main Report
would remain largely intact except that the Framework, sensitivity analysis, and results will be
added as an addendum bound to the main report. The main report will include a new
recommendation section that reflects the results of the reanalysis and is signed by the District
Commander. The Executive Summary will be revised to reflect the additional information and
other modifications to the report as appropriate. It is recommended that the New England District
coordinate with the vertical team when incorporating these revisions to ensure consistency and
agreement on format.

8. An abbreviated briefing of the CWRB will be held no less than 21 calendar days after
HQUSACE receives the Division Commander’s transmittal memo for the final report and SEIS.
The purpose of the meeting is to secure approval to release the final report and SEIS and the
draft Chief’s Report for S&A review in accordance with the 1944 Flood Control Act and for
final NEPA review. The abbreviated approach is expected to demonstrate a more efficient and
effective way to conduct CWRB's consistent with the spirit of SMART planning. The Office of
Water Project Review will work with the NAD Regional Integration Team and the NAD Chief
of Planning and Policy to craft a proposed agenda and logistical arrangements for the CWRB.

Directorate of Civil Works

A-2-113



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
FORT HAMILTON MILITARY COMMUNITY
GENERAL LEE AVENUE, BLDG 301
BROOKLYN, NY 11252

REPLY TO

- CENAD-PD-CID-S 22 September 2009

MEMORANDUM FOR: Commander, New England District, US Army Corps of
SUBJECT: Boston Harbor, Massachusetts — Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement
(FCSA) Amendment #2 — PWI 013654, P2 109034 ‘

1. Reference is made to CENAE-EP-PM memorandum, dated 28 August 2009, SAB,
requesting approval to execute a Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA) amendment.

2. The District’s request to execute the subject FCSA amendment is approved. The
North Atlantic Division, Programs Directorate has reviewed the subject package
and concurs with the District’s proposal to execute an amendment to the FCSA for
excess study costs in the amount of $850,000. These costs must ultimately be
shared on an equal (50% Federal and 50% non-Federal) basis in accord with the
terms of the Agreement. The Federal Government may initially pay the Sponsor’s
share of excess study costs, which are ultimately reimbursed by the Sponsor, in
accordance with the provisions and timeframes of Article II.C and Article ITL.D of
the Agreement.

3. The amendment is approved for execution within 21 calendar days from the date
of this memorandum. You may not deviate from this approved amendment without
prior Programs Directorate authorization. The District should prepare a minimum
of four final amendment originals. The Sponsor should sign the amendment first,
and upon execution by the District Engineer, the District should retain two
amendment originals, and the remaining original amendments should be provided
to the sponsor. A copy of the amendment should be forwarded to CENAD-PD-CID
(Mr. Paul Sabalis) not later than 14 days after execution. ‘

4. The point of contact for this action is Mr. Paul Sabalis, P.E. Mr. Sabalis may be

reached at (718) 765-7089.

LLOYD CALDWELL, P.E, SES
Director of Programs

Encls.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO:
ATTENTION OF:

'CENAE-EP-PN 28 August 2009

\311&5 -

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, North Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CENAD-PD-CID-P (Attn: Mr. Joseph Forcina), Ft. Hamilton Military Community, 301 General
Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11252-5700

SUBJECT: Request Approval to Execute Amendment Number Two to the Feasibility Cost
Sharing Agreement (FCSA) for the Boston Harbor, Massachuseits, Deep Draft Navigation
Improvement Study, PWI 013654, P2 109034.

1. NAE requests NAD provide approval to execute enclosed Amendment Number Two to the
FCSA between the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) and the Department of the Army for
the Boston Harbor, Massachusetts, Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Study. This amendment
increases the total study cost to cover changes for the additional economic analysis requested by
HQUSACE as a result of the Civil Works Review Board action of 21 August 2008. ‘

2. Also enclosed is a copy of the original FCSA, Amendment Number One to the FCSA dated
July 1, 2008, and the District’s Legal Certification for the proposed amendment, (Exhibits 1, 2
and 3).

3. Please contact Mr. Mark Habel of my staff at 978-318-8871 if you have any questions on the
enclosed amendment. We look forward to receiving approval of this amendment as soon as
possible so we can proceed with requested additional analysis and, if necessary, preparation of a

revised final Feasibility Report. M’—)

Encls THONY¥T. MACKOS, P.E.
Acting Chief, Engineering/Planning Division

Copy Furnished:

Peter Sabalis, DST, NAD ’ /(
Richard Ring, NAD Py D3

JpeaI)
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From: Ring, Richard J NAD

To: Vietri, Joseph R NAD

Cc: Blum, Peter R NAD; Habel, Mark L NAE

Subject: FW: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework Estimate & Timeline
Date: Thursday, August 13, 2009 1:50:27 PM

Joe,

Looks like agreement on the revised RF from OWPR. Mark Habel (NAE) did a great job on this especially
on #6. It looks like a final RF will be available to Massport tomorrow and can be mentioned by Col
DeLuca and/or Col Feir if they phone Massport.

Rich

----- Original Message-----

From: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 1:45 PM

To: Habel, Mark L NAE; Ring, Richard J NAD; Hughes, Thomas E HQO02; Coleman, Wesley E Jr HQO02;
Thalhauser, Jenifer E NANO2; Cone, Steven R IWR; Vietri, Joseph R NAD; Blum, Peter R NAD; Brown,
Theodore A HQO02; Caldwell, Lloyd NAD

Cc: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Mackos, Anthony T NAE;
Byrne, Robert H NAE; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Hodson, Thomas J NANO2; Fraenkel, Naomi R NANO2;
Bradley, Kenneth P SAM; Moseby, Bernard E SAM

Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework Estimate & Timeline

OK, thanks Mark, all that makes sense to me.

Ken Claseman

Office of Water Project Review
HQUSACE

Office: (202) 761-5451
Cellular: (202) 281-0813

----- Original Message-----

From: Habel, Mark L NAE

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 1:21 PM

To: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02; Ring, Richard J NAD; Hughes, Thomas E HQO02; Coleman, Wesley E Jr
HQO2; Thalhauser, Jenifer E NANO2; Cone, Steven R IWR; Vietri, Joseph R NAD; Blum, Peter R NAD;
Brown, Theodore A HQO2; Caldwell, Lloyd NAD

Cc: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Mackos, Anthony T NAE;
Byrne, Robert H NAE; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Hodson, Thomas J NANO2; Fraenkel, Naomi R NANO2;
Bradley, Kenneth P SAM; Moseby, Bernard E SAM

Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework Estimate & Timeline

Thank-you Ken: Per your comments:

1. The coordination meetings are identified by the red lines on the timeline, referenced to the note at
the top of the page as "Checkpoints or in-Progress Reviews (Approximate)". These would be
teleconferences, video conferences or face-to-face meetings as each situation required.

2. Agreed. Have moved this back two weeks to conclude concurrent with the ATR.

3. Changed line item to read "DDN PCX Review of any Models & Approval for Use/Certification™ to
cover both possibilities.

4. Changed line item to read "HQ Reviews Revised Report and Prepares for CWRB Action”

5. Agreed. Third from last line item changed to read "Prepare & Submit Revised FFR and Draft Chief's
Report to NAD & HQ"
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6. Disagree. When we began the Framework development process this was discussed and we had
decided to have the re-analysis only cover getting back to the Board. The remainder of the process is
already covered in the existing Feasibility scope and budget covered by the current FCSA. Completing
the Framework effort will get us back to the point of resuming the ordinary course of the project. The
FCSA modification will deal solely with the Framework effort. Wrapping the Feaisbility phase completion
tasks back into the Framework effort now will require us to also wrap in the budget and scope of that
effort. The District would prefer not to have to further revise the package at this point and to continue
keeping the two efforts separate. The Sponsor well understands the post-CWRB process.

Mark L. Habel, CENAE-EP-PN
978-318-8871

————— Original Message-----

From: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 12:49 PM

To: Habel, Mark L NAE; Ring, Richard J NAD; Hughes, Thomas E HQO02; Coleman, Wesley E Jr HQO02;
Thalhauser, Jenifer E NANO2; Cone, Steven R IWR; Vietri, Joseph R NAD; Blum, Peter R NAD; Brown,
Theodore A HQO02; Caldwell, Lloyd NAD

Cc: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Mackos, Anthony T NAE;
Byrne, Robert H NAE; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Hodson, Thomas J NANO2; Fraenkel, Naomi R NANO2;
Bradley, Kenneth P SAM; Moseby, Bernard E SAM

Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework Estimate & Timeline

Mark,
My thoughts - all are related to the timeline.

1. The coordination meetings between the District, the MSC and HQ should be clearly identified on the
timeline.

2. | think the NWW Cost Review typically occurs concurrent with the ATR.
3. Models will probably be "approved for use" rather than "certified."

4. There needs to be time for a final HQ review after the submittal of the revised report. If that is
what is intended by the statement "HQ prepares briefing” it should be revised to indicate a HQ review
of the revised report.

5. Also, District preparation of the draft Chief's Report could be indicated on the timeline.

6. There are many items beyond CWRB approval which should probably included so the sponsor is
clearly informed. These include an S&A Review {30 days} and final NEPA review {about 40 days mostly
concurrent}, responses to S&A (RIT) and NEPA (MSC) comments, finalization of Chief's report package,
complete Documentation of Review Findings (OWPR), Chief signs Final Report of the Chief of Engineers
(RIT). Report is forwarded to ASA(CW) who forward it to OMB for concurrance, ASA(CW)transmits to
Congress.

Ken Claseman

Office of Water Project Review
HQUSACE

Office: (202) 761-5451
Cellular: (202) 281-0813

----- Original Message-----

From: Habel, Mark L NAE

Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2009 3:34 PM

To: Ring, Richard J NAD; Claseman, Kenneth G HQ02; Hughes, Thomas E HQO02; Coleman, Wesley E Jr
HQO2; Thalhauser, Jenifer E NANO2; Cone, Steven R IWR; Vietri, Joseph R NAD; Blum, Peter R NAD;
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Brown, Theodore A HQO02; Caldwell, Lioyd NAD

Cc: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Mackos, Anthony T NAE;
Byrne, Robert H NAE; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Hodson, Thomas J NANO2; Fraenkel, Naomi R NANO2;
Bradley, Kenneth P SAM; Moseby, Bernard E SAM

Subject: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework Estimate & Timeline

Boston Team: Attached is an Excel sheet containing the revised study cost estimate and timeline for
the Boston Harbor Reanalysis Framework. The consolidated estimate (contract and in-house costs,
analysis and report revision/reviews) is the first worksheet in the file. The second worksheet is the
timeline for the effort. The other sheets are the roll-up of contract cost details.

Also attached is the final version of the Framework scope - to give all pieces in one email.

In order to provide the final version to Massport by this Friday, please provide any comments on the
estimate/timeline to me by 15:00 on Thursday 8/13.

Mark L. Habel, CENAE-EP-PN
978-318-8871
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From: Claseman. Kenneth G HQ02

To: Habel, Mark L NAE; O"leary, Edmund J NAE

Cc: Ring. Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Vietri, Joseph R
NAD

Subject: Re: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

Date: Thursday, August 06, 2009 5:09:48 PM

| concur

----- Original Message -----

From: Habel, Mark L NAE

To: Habel, Mark L NAE; Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02; O'leary, Edmund J NAE

Cc: Ring, Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Vietri,
Joseph R NAD

Sent: Thu Aug 06 15:50:55 2009

Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

Having spoken further with Ken just now, attached is a clean version covering his last request. Edits are
all to Page 5 in the paragraphs on either side of the table. If all concur we'd like to make this available
for release to Massport.

Mark L. Habel, CENAE-EP-PN
978-318-8871

----- Original Message-----

From: Habel, Mark L NAE

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 4:14 PM

To: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO2; O'leary, Edmund J NAE
Cc: Ring, Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE
Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

Where referenced in the table and dsicussions paragraphs above and below the table, the term
confidence interval has been replaced by error.

Mark L. Habel, CENAE-EP-PN
978-318-8871

————— Original Message-----

From: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 3:01 PM

To: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Habel, Mark L NAE
Cc: Ring, Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE
Subject: Re: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

I concur that the term "error” is preferable, however the main point of my concern is that we are not
going to proceed with the analysis if we don't meet the minimum standard we have agreed too. Again,
the sentence needs to be revised or deleted.

----- Original Message -----

From: O'leary, Edmund J NAE

To: Habel, Mark L NAE

Cc: Ring, Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Claseman, Kenneth G HQ02
Sent: Thu Aug 06 13:45:17 2009
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Subject: FW: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework
Mark,

Could you replace the term "confidence interval” with the word "error” to satisfy Ken's comment in
Paragraph 2 of his e-mail below.

Ed

----- Original Message-----

From: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 2:40 PM

To: O'leary, Edmund J NAE

Subject: Re: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

Ed,
On point 2, the write-up still needs to be consistent with the minimum standard we agreed to.
Ken

----- Original Message -----

From: O'leary, Edmund J NAE

To: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Cc: Habel, Mark L NAE; Ring, Richard J NAD; Hughes, Thomas E HQO02; Cone, Steven R IWR; Keegan,
Michael F NAE

Sent: Thu Aug 06 13:11:20 2009

Subject: RE: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

I agree with Paragraphs 1 and 3. However, | do not agree with Paragraph 2. Confidence interval and
error are the same thing. The confidence level will always be 95 % and the maximum error or
confidence interval that we can live with is + or - 15 %. To avoid confusion we should not use the term
confidence interval (it's too close to confidence level) and use the term error.

Ed

----- Original Message-----

From: Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 1:22 PM

To: Habel, Mark L NAE; Hughes, Thomas E HQ02; O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Ring, Richard J NAD; Cone,
Steven R IWR

Cc: Ware, Charles L HQ02

Subject: Re: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

This SOW identifies a mimum confidence level of 15 percent in one place, which is not right. The
minimum confidence level should be 95 percent and the maximum error bounds should be + or - 15
percent. Please make sure these numbers are used consistently throughout the document.

Also reference the sentence that states, "The vertical team recognizes the potential for the survey effort
to yield a lesser confidence interval than 5 percent, and agrees that the re-analysis will need to proceed
even with a lesser shipper participation.” This statement is incorrect and contradicts the minimum 95
percent confidence level, with + or - 15 percent error limit. The sentence needs to be deleted or re-
written to conform to minimum levels we have agreed too.

By the way, the example sample size example provided are for proportion. When estimatin mean values
a different sample estimating procedure base on variance is used.
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----- Original Message -----

From: Habel, Mark L NAE

To: Ring, Richard J NAD; Keegan, Michael F NAE; Claseman, Kenneth G HQO02; Hughes, Thomas E
HQO2; Coleman, Wesley E Jr HQ02; Thalhauser, Jenifer E NANO2; Cone, Steven R IWR; Vietri, Joseph R
NAD; Blum, Peter R NAD; Brown, Theodore A HQ02; Caldwell, Lloyd NAD

Cc: O'leary, Edmund J NAE; Kennelly, John R NAE; Scully, William C NAE; Mackos, Anthony T NAE;
Byrne, Robert H NAE

Sent: Thu Aug 06 10:39:22 2009

Subject: Boston Harbor - Revised Framework

I've revised the Framework to include Ken's track-changes and incorporated Ed's new language on the
staistics and sampling. Two versions are attached: A final Mark-up showing today's changes/edits, and
a "Clean" version wthout the mark-up that's easier to read.

In the Mark-up version, the following are of note.

On page 3 highlighted in yellow | added some language to respond to Steve Cone's email.

On Page 4 to 5 in track-change and highlighted in green is the reworked section on statistics and
sampling.

On page 11 highlighted in yellow is a new paragraph on Tasks 5 and 6 to bring the Framework in line
with the way the estimate is structured.

The District is seeking VT concurrence with the re-analysis Framework text.

Mark L. Habel, CENAE-EP-PN
978-318-8871
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BOSTON HARBOR DEEP DRAFT NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT STUDY
FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT AND SEIS

Framework for Additional Economic Analysis
to Respond to Office of Water Project Review Comments
from Civil Works Review Board Meeting of 21 August 2008
and CWRB VTC of 18 September 2008

Framework Revised 6 August 2009

This Framework outlines the scope of an economic reanalysis of the Boston Harbor
Improvement Project resulting from comments raised at the August 2008 Civil Works
Review Board meeting and subsequent conferences, vertical team meetings, and special
meetings to review scope specifics and data source issues. The Framework scope provides a
path forward to resolve the remaining comments and concerns with project design depth
optimization.

BACKGROUND AND FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

The Boston Harbor Feasibility Study was initiated in July 2002 in accordance with a
Feasibility Cost-Sharing Agreement executed with Massport. The study underwent a
Feasibility Review Conference in July 2005, a pre-Alternatives Formulation Briefing
meeting in May 2007, Agency Technical Review of the AFB and Draft reports from August
2007 to June 2008, an Alternative Formulation Briefing in November 2008, public review of
the Draft Feasibility Report and SEIS in April to May 2008, completion of Independent
External Peer Review in June 2008, submission of the Draft Final Report in July 2008, a
Civil Works Review Board meeting in August 2008, and follow-on CWRB Teleconference
in September 2008.

The Draft and Draft Final Feasibility Reports recommended deepening the main channels of
the port of Boston to 48 feet from the sea to Massport’s Conley Container Terminal in South
Boston, a distance of about 6 miles, with an additional two feet of depth in the entrance
channel. The recommended project carried a cost of about $308 million, of which about 89
percent was for the containership channel improvements. Benefits for the containership
channel improvements were principally developed as reduced landside transportation costs,
from containers now shipped to and from New England origins and destinations through the
PONYNJ being shifted to water carriage directly to Boston. The shorter trucking distance
from Boston v. PONYNJ generated the benefits, estimated at about $480 per container
shifted to Boston.

As drawn from the Feasibility Report’s economic analysis; the base-year (2014) condition is
for a total of at least 900,000 TEUs to be shipped through the Boston Harbor New England
hinterland by all transportation means (ship, barge, truck, rail). The Feasibility Report
estimates that the existing three services (1 COSCO service and 2 MSC services) will
increase vessel size as demand grows to carry about 172,000 TEUs in the base year (as
compared to 131,000 in 2006, or the total of 220,000 TEUs handled by Conley Terminal
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from all carriers in 2007). The Feasibility Report also estimates that the most likely
condition for barge and rail is a continuation of the existing 81,000 TEUs annually due to
cost and infrastructure limitations on those means of transport. This leaves 647,000 TEUs
out of the 900,000 base year total transported into the region in 2014 by truck from other
ports, the majority of these from the PONYNJ, but also from other US east coast ports as
well, with a minor number carried over the land bridge from the west coast.

These numbers are subject to constant change, as existing conditions continue to overtake
industry volume projections. The 900,000 TEU number has likely changed since that part of
the analysis was prepared. HQUSACE also notes that additional TEUs will likely be
shipped into the region from other sources, including by rail over the land bridge from the
US west coast. The completion of the expanded Panama Canal improvements in 2015 was
included in the without-project condition for the Feasibility analysis and will continue to be
assumed in the re-analysis.

HOQUSACE QUESTIONS

There were three principal comments from HQUSACE (Office of Water Project Review) on
Boston Harbor relative to container-shipping benefits and the District’s 48-foot
recommendation for the Main Channels Improvement Plan. As taken from the OWPR’s
presentation slides these comments are:

(1) Assessment of Existing Conditions: The study needs to provide more detailed
information on the existing condition that will explain why trucking is more cost-effective
than waterborne transportation. The report needs to determine what movements are
sensitive to depth constraints and what movements are not. This analysis will identify the
volume of movements that are sensitive to draft constraints as well as the destination of
these movements. Both the demand for waterborne movements as well as the value of
transportation savings for these movements will be more clearly defined. Project
optimization could be impacted by the results of this information. The District needs to
evaluate in more detail the existing commodity movements, compare commodities that are
being trucked under existing conditions to those that are moving by ship and the final
destination of both movements.

(2) Formulation and Analysis of Alternatives: The study needs to formulate and evaluate
other alternatives that may achieve a reduction in transportation cost. The study’s depth
optimization considers the current shipping lines to Boston only. Considering alternate
vessel mix to achieve the estimated shift of only 86,000 TEUs may lead to a different
optimized depth. The District needs to analyze all current movements of New England
containers through NY and Boston. This should include “analysis of current tonnage size
and type of vessel, annual volume of movements, frequency of movements, and volume of
individual shipments” (ER 1105-2-100). This information will help define potential
movements that may occur due to various deepening alternatives.

(3) Sailing Drafts/Fleet Mix: The analysis for each channel depth, including the future
without project condition, should use a realistic distribution of sailing drafts. Under existing
conditions with constrained channel depths the distribution of sailing drafts may be very
narrow. However, as channel depth increases and the constraint is removed this distribution
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should approach what is seen in other ports. The distribution of sailing draft may effect
channel optimization. The resolution of the prior comment should also provide the
necessary data to resolve this issue.

These three HQUSACE comments all revolve around the same basic question — what is the
most likely without-project condition for container shipping at Boston, and what is the
appropriate means of performing depth optimization measured from that without-project
condition.

In a conference call on 3 September 2008, the District, NAD and HQUSACE (RIT and
OWPR) staff discussed the District’s proposed Framework for responding to the questions,
HQUSACE’s additional comments on that draft Framework, and the type and level of
analyses that HQUSACE believed would satisfy its request and answer the questions. The
following Framework lays out the approach resulting from that discussion, as modified over
the past ten months as the District, with assistance from the Vertical Team, investigated
approaches and methodologies for conducting the several components to the re-analysis.
Most recently, these discussions included a teleconference and interagency meeting, hosted
by the Corps Institute for Water Resources (IWR) on 27-28 July 2009, with the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, the Internal Revenue
Service, and U.S. Census, to determine what data sources existed on which to base the first
phase of the analysis.

APPROACH TO THE RE-ANALYSIS

The several questions posed can be categorized as Landside Analysis, Waterside Analysis,
Vessel Loading/Draft Analysis, and some additional minor questions. The Framework also
includes a communications strategy for full involvement of the Vertical Team and Sponsor
in all phases of the re-analysis. The specifics of each are as follows:

Task 1 - Landside Analysis:

The purpose of the Landside Analysis is two-fold. First, to attempt to confirm the cargo
transportation shift levels the District used in the draft Feasibility Report, or provide a basis
for a modified project depth optimization recommendation. And Second, to provide more
substantial analysis of the existing, without-project, and with-project conditions with respect
to carriers’ and shippers’ practices. This is intended to shed light on why so much of New
England’s container volume is currently shipped through the PONYNJ and under what
conditions that volume might shift to Boston. The output of Task 1 will be identification of
the cargo volume determined “eligible” for a shift to direct waterborne carriage through the
Port of Boston. This output would be used to conduct the Waterside Analysis in Task 2.

The first work element in Task 1 is to collect data on New England container shipments
needed to conduct the analysis. The District will acquire more complete 2007 PIERS data
from the Waterborne Commerce Statistical Center. An examination of the PIERS database
indicates origin/destination fields in that source are not actual shipment addresses, but
largely the billing addresses of the shippers. A direct survey of shippers will be required to
acquire the origin/destination data. The District anticipates that this effort will be
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accomplished through a combination of in-house labor by both NAE and NAN elements and
by contract. The required information includes:

e The actual origin and destination of the containers; i.e. the specific locations (zip codes
or municipalities) where the boxes are “stuffed or “unstuffed.” This will enable
computation of overland transportation distances.

e The type and weight of cargo in individual containers and its value.

e The user or shipper of the cargo.

e Freight charges and fees

e The vessel carrying the container and terminal it was shipped through.

e The method of landside shipment or other trans-shipment (truck, rail, barge).

e Solicit information on how their operations would change as a result of channel
deepening at the Port of Boston.

The available data sources would be examined in more detail to determine which of these
questions can be answered without resorting to surveys in order to limit survey scope and
costs.

Approximately 30 to 40 (exports) and 200 (imports) shippers/receivers account for about 80
% of container shipments through the PONYNJ. Additional shippers account for Boston’s
container traffic, with some overlap between the two ports. Overall it is estimated that
between 200 and 300 shippers carry New England cargo through the two ports. Data
available through PIERS, USDOT and US Census will be used along with information
supplied by the Port Authorities and trade organizations to develop a list of contacts for
shippers, freight forwarders and other principal interests involved in shipping New England
containers. These companies will be contacted to determine their willingness to participate
in a survey or interviews to yield the required data. IWR will be consulted in developing the
questions to be asked and the sampling plan to be employed, ensuring the representativeness
of the sample and ensuring lack of bias in the survey and analysis of results. Depending on
the nature of the survey, OMB approval of survey format and questions may be required.
NAE will contact and attempt to get information from as many shippers as possible. The
Vertical Team recognizes the difficulty in convincing private companies to share often
propriety information and recognizes that not all shippers will be willing to provide
information.

It is understood that the PONYNJ conducted a Gate Survey at its terminals for its 1999
study. While dated, this information could give insight as to the distribution of origin/
destination locations to check the reasonableness of our own analysis. In addition to
shippers, other companies may track container shipments, such as the freight forwarders
who stuff and un-stuff boxes carrying multiple shipments for a number of customers, the
exchange companies that collect rent for box owners, and the drayage companies that own
and manage the chassis that carry the containers. A number of each of these should be
included in the survey for balance and to help provide a more complete picture of the
industry’s practices.

At the conclusion of the survey/interview effort a stratified random sample of

shippers/receivers by New England state, from the population surveyed, will be designed
and conducted to analyze the data for the purpose of determining the physical location
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where containers are transiting to and from. This information will be used to estimate
weighted averages of distances from New York and Boston to each of the New England
states. A sample shall be selected to ensure a minimum 95% confidence level for these
estimated distances. The sample culled from the survey responses will take into account a
balancing of the size of the shipping company, the type of cargo/commaodity shipped, the
origin/destination of the shipment, and other factors to use a representative sample of the
total population of containers shipped.

NAE has calculated required sample sizes for a population of 250 shippers with a 95 %
confidence level and error rates of 5%, 10% and 15%, shown in the table below. The
formula used to calculate sample size can be found in Sampling Techniques by William
Cochran, 1964, Section 4.4. The result is the same as that found at
http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm, a web site referenced by HQ. This result is for a
simple random sample for the entire population of shippers. It is likely that the District will
be using stratified random sampling of sub-divisions (the six New England states) of this
population. The survey will strive to achieve a sample size that meets the 5% error limit, but
will proceed with the analysis provided a representative sample size that does not exceed the
15% error rate is achieved.

Population | Confidence Level Error Sample Size
Needed
250 95% 5% 152
250 95% 10% 70
250 95% 15% 37

Vertical Team consensus will be sought on the formula used to calculate sample size, the
representativeness of the sample, and the methodology used to determine the sample. The
Vertical Team recognizes the potential to get conflicting information from users and
shippers in competition with each other regionally. The Vertical Team recognizes the
potential for the survey effort to yield a representative sample with a greater error than 5%,
and agrees that the re-analysis will need to proceed even with a lesser shipper participation,
but will not proceed with an error greater than 15%. The Vertical team also concurs that the
results of the representative survey will allow an appropriate extrapolation of information
collected to cover all applicable shippers so that a project benefit can be determined.

The second work element in Task 1 is analysis of the data to yield the required inputs for
Task 2. The District anticipates that this effort will be accomplished by contract.

The landside analysis will include a detailed assessment of current shipping conditions

based on existing trade routes and New England carrier container distribution by vessel class

as well as by distance from origin and destination. Cargo origin/destination data will be

used to answer questions such as the following:

e How many New England TEUs transported by truck from the Port of NYNJ are actually
available to shift to waterborne transport directly to the Port of Boston?

e What factors result in such a large volume being transported by truck now, as opposed to
direct carriage by water to Boston?

A-25126


http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm

e Why do they use truck or water transport and at what cost?

e Are there other factors that favor truck transport over water such that any portion of this
volume is not available for shift to ship carriage?

e Where specifically are the truck transported boxes going to (or coming from) in New
England?

e And from that, what is the cost of truck transport per TEU? (It should be noted that
measured from the existing three services carrying 172,000 TEUSs, it would require at
least twelve more direct containership services to carry the entire additional 647,000
TEUs to Boston.)

e Determine the rationale behind shippers’ existing business practices and their flexibility
to change these operations.

The analysis will rely on the results of the shipper survey effort and PIERS data for both
Boston Harbor and the PONYNJ to describe the state and practices for New England
container cargo shipped through both ports. Available data from IWR, USDOT, and US
Census will be used to check the results of the analysis. The analysis will determine
whether there are consistent differences in the New England cargo shipped through each
port that might lead to a conclusion that only a portion of the PONYNJ landed New England
cargo might be eligible to shift to direct Boston landing. The analysis will also develop, by
trade route and by carrier, New England container distributions (1) by vessel class
(waterborne) for both ports, and (2) by distance (landside) to origin and destination for both
ports.

Additionally, a Probit Model will be developed to explain the current proportions of cargo
shipped through the PONYNJ and Boston and the results used to forecast the potential
change in future shipments to Boston Harbor. This analysis will be performed with
proprietary data from at least one carrier, MSC. Its purpose is to identify the determinants
of demand for direct container service into the ports of NYNJ and Boston. The results will
be applied to other carriers to identify the potential for container shift directly to Boston. A
sample of 20 shippers will be contacted to verify the conclusions of this analysis.

HQUSACE also requested that the analysis include a discussion of efforts by the PONYNJ
under that Port’s Port Inland Distribution Network (PIDN) initiative aimed at getting trucks
off the road in NY and NJ. The District explained how the Feasibility Report discussed
some of the initiatives, such as the unsuccessful barge feeders, the demise of the Albany
barge feeder even with subsidies, and the demise of the Bridgeport CT feeder even before it
got off the ground. NAE will confer with NAN and the Contractor and the report on Task 1
activities and analysis will provide additional discussion of the PONYNJ PIDN, but further
detailed analysis of this will not be required.

Task 1 will conclude with preparation of a report describing in detail the data collection
process, including the shipper survey effort, development of the representative sample used,
the analysis performed including the methodologies followed, and the results. Data will be
presented aggregated to the greatest level of detail possible without identifying individual
shippers or carriers. At the conclusion of Task 1 it is expected that a more detailed
understanding of container industry practices with respect to shipping New England
container cargo through both Boston and PONYNJ will result. Conclusions will be reached
as to whether and to what extent deepening of the port of Boston would result in shifting
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containers now landed at PONYNJ to direct waterborne shipping through Boston. The
population and distribution of containers determined “eligible” for such a shift will be used
to guide the Waterborne Analysis in Task 2.

Task 1 will require a number of checkpoints for Vertical Team involvement in providing

input, advice and decision-making. These will include in-progress reviews covering:

e Input on the questions to be asked during the shipper interviews will be sought from the
Vertical Tea, Sponsor and IWR.

e Representativeness of the sample of shipper data used for the origin/destination analysis
and the methodology used for determining the sample.

e Review of the Task 1 report including Agency Technical Review.

Task 2 - Waterside Analysis:

Once the population of TEUs “eligible” to shift to direct waterborne transport to Boston
rather than land at NYNJ is determined, Task 2 will examine the existing means to affect
that transport. Task 2 includes two work elements, a carrier survey effort followed by data
analysis and conclusions.

The waterside analysis will be supported by interviews with the three carriers now calling on
Boston and several of the many carriers now calling on PONYNJ but not on Boston which
carry New England cargo. A total of 13 interviews with carriers will be conducted to assess
fluctuations in Boston container volume and help define the range of possible without-
project and with-project conditions. Interview questions will include:

e What was the reason behind the decision by COSCO to initiate a new service and MSC
to retain one service and add another? Would an absence of deepening at Boston be
likely to result in those lines dropping Boston service? Why do they call at Boston?

e What are CGM-CMA'’s future plans for Boston service? They dropped one Boston
service from Europe only to begin a new Boston service from the western hemisphere in
2009. What are their plans and what role would channel depth play?

e What has been the reason for the fluctuations in the volume of container cargo moving
through Boston up to a few years ago when volumes began climbing? What was the
reason behind the departure of some shippers from Boston service, including Maersk?

e In order to support an analysis of the without-project carrier fleet by trade route,
interviews will discern what carriers and services carry New England boxes into
PONYNJ that do not call at Boston, why they don’t currently call at Boston, and what
changes if any would need to occur (deepening to what depths) to entice them to call on
Boston. Would they call at Boston under the 40-foot fully maintained depth, or some
greater improved depth? If not, then why not? What ships do they use now, and what
ships do they plan to bring to the PONYNJ as that Port’s 50-foot deepening project gets
completed? A sample of at least ten shippers landing New England boxes at PONYNJ
that do not now call at Boston should be interviewed to determine answers to these
questions.
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At the conclusion of the carrier survey effort the Vertical Team and Sponsor will meet to
review the information gathered and determine if adjustment to the details on the Task 2
analysis are warranted.

Using the results of Task 1, supported by the carrier interview responses, the analysis will
clarify any change in the fleet mix, number of Boston services, or loading of vessels in
either the without-project base year condition, or the with-project condition at any
incremental depth. If any additional carriers express a strong interest in direct service to
Boston with full maintenance or at some improved depth increment, then the following
questions would require answers:

e How many of the boxes available for shift from PONYNJ landings to Boston landings
would be carried by those services and by what vessel classes and drafts?

e What channel depths are required for those new services to operate?

¢ How would any new services be expected to evolve over the project period of analysis,
with reference to the known evolution of the existing Boston services.

e Do those numbers affect the remaining pool of shift-eligible boxes available for carriage
by larger vessels belonging to the existing three Boston services?

The carrier survey and analysis should also examine to potential for Boston Harbor to loose
carriers in the without-project condition. The existing carriers should be questioned as to
what conditions may cause them to eliminate Boston calls from their services. A sensitivity
analysis will be included examining the impact of a potential loss of service at Boston.

Following the carrier survey and analysis of the data provided, the range of future fleet mix
for the without-project and with-project futures at Boston will be developed. The future
fleet for each carrier should be based on analysis of their existing fleets including new orders
and supported by information collected in the survey. The stated plans of the three existing
container services calling at Boston to use larger ships at Boston must continue to be
considered. For example - MSC has been calling at Boston for several years and their fleet
mix has changed over this time. Future fleet forecasting will be adjusted to reflect MSC’s
historic fleet mix. COSCO has its own evolution history for US East Coast service. Total
Boston fleet forecast analysis will include how this change compares to other ports and
changes to the world fleet. Questions to be considered include:
e Does the fleet-mix analysis adjusted for practices at PONYNJ support plans for moving
to larger 5600 TEU or greater ships?

e s there cargo remaining for them to carry after other modes of transport not requiring
deepening at Boston (or requiring lesser depth deepening at Boston), such as new
services by other carriers, are factored into the analysis?

e What effect does the continued deepening of the PONYNJ have on the future fleet at
Boston?

e How do these considerations then effect the depth optimization for Boston, if at all?

A-28129



The Task 2 analysis will develop the anticipated fleet mix for Boston Harbor under all
conditions. Based on this future fleet mix, transportation costs based on origin to destination
for the without-project and alternative with-project conditions will be calculated. The
results of these inquiries may require running and presentation of additional sensitivity
analyses by incremental depth, depending on the substance of the information gathered.

Task 2 will conclude with preparation of a report describing in detail the information
developed (questions and responses) from the carrier survey effort, discussion of the carrier
survey information, development and analysis of the future fleets including a description of
methodology followed, display the number of TEUs by carrier for both without-project and
alternative with-project conditions, and display the transportation cost savings, or benefits,
for each with-project condition depth alternative. The fleet mix and TEU data will be used
to conduct Task 3 of the re-analysis.

Task 2 will require a number of checkpoints for Vertical Team involvement in providing
input, advice and decision-making. These will include in-progress reviews covering:

e Input on the questions to be asked during the carrier interviews.

e Review of the information developed through the carrier surveys and input on
development of the Task 2 analysis methodology, including fleet mix development.

e Review of the fleet mixes and TEU volume distributions developed for the without-
project and alternative with-project conditions.

e Review of the Task 2 report including Agency Technical Review.

Task 3 - Vessel Sailing Drafts Analysis:

HQUSACE points out that even under existing conditions, there is some variance in vessel
loading and drafts inbound and outbound with the existing three services. The Feasibility
Report concluded, based on interviews with the existing Boston carriers, and analysis of
current practices (from pilots’ detailed records of drafts on all transits), that vessels would
always arrive and sail at drafts close to the maximum for those vessels. This was due
primarily to the shippers statements concerning Boston’s geographic location on their routes
(first-in or last-out for North America), Boston’s tidal advantage which encourages greater
loading for specific arrival/sailing windows, and Boston’s high export percentage relative to
other east coast ports which results in loading of more full boxes outbound. HQUSACE has
requested that sailing drafts be re-examined with reference to experience at other ports with
depths similar to that being recommended for Boston.

The Corps New York District (NAN) is planning to conduct an analysis of vessel draft and
loading trends and future projections for the PONYNJ, specifically traffic through Newark
Bay (Port Elizabeth terminals), under a Memorandum of Agreement with the Port Authority
of NY and NJ. That analysis is required as part of the investigations for raising the elevation
of the Bayonne Bridge span over the shipping channel to Newark Bay to take full advantage
of the ongoing deepening of those channels. That analysis will yield data pertinent to the
PONYNJ carriers. NAE will coordinate with NAN to examine the results of the Bayonne
study and determine the applicability of that data to the Boston re-analysis.
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However, the PONYNJ and Boston are dissimilar in terms of number of services (more than
30 at NYNJ versus 4 at Boston), the distance from the terminals to the sea (24 miles at
NYNJ and 6 miles at Boston), tides (average range of about 5 feet at NYNJ and 9 feet at
Boston), and other factors such as routing and exports mentioned above. It may be more
appropriate to select a subset of PONYNJ services that are first-in or last-out at NYNJ for
consideration. IWR is also working on a container cargo loading model, in part using funds
provided by the ARRA.

The data and any loading model, if used for this re-analysis, would still need to be adjusted
to account for Boston’s tidal advantage and export loads. The specifics of this analysis will
require additional discussion with the Vertical Team once progress on Task 2 is sufficiently
along to enable a determination on Task 3. Additional information beyond that solicited by
NAN for the Bayonne Bridge study may need to be asked of the carriers to secure data
necessary for the Boston Harbor responses. One question to be answered in adapting any
model would be whether Boston’s position as first-in or last-out in terms of port rotation for
the services affect a difference in sailing drafts? Several ports are being looked at for the
IWR loading model. Data is available in database format from 1999 to 2007 from the
navigation data center that includes sailing draft, preceding port, next port, and vessel name.
The analysis of this data could be completed in a short period of time, but will rely on
substantial completion of Task #2 to initiate this work.

An analysis will be performed of actual sailing drafts for existing conditions, and predicted
drafts for both the future without-project condition and the future with-project conditions for
the alternative depths under consideration for Boston Harbor. The analysis will not assume
that containerships sail at their design draft, but will assess anticipated sailing drafts for both
the with-project and without-project conditions based on the estimated weight of the
container cargo. Variation in sailing drafts on longer transoceanic routes may stem from
differences in the weight of boxes (type of cargo) and the number of empty boxes carried.

At the conclusion of Task 3 the vessel loading analysis will be used to adjust the inputs on
TEU loads and weights per vessel call at Boston Harbor for the several carriers and services
included in the analysis. A report describing and summarizing Task 3 efforts will be
prepared including tables and charts to showing distribution of vessels and demonstrating
current operating practices in the container industry and specifically for Boston will be
prepared. The future fleet distribution and sailing drafts for Boston Harbor should reflect
industry practices and the weight of the cargo. Actual drafts relative to maximum drafts will
be determined and displayed. In the end, data leading to a new mix of drafts under the
without-project condition and the base year and other alternative with-project future
conditions, may require re-visiting the project’s depth optimization.

Task 3 will require a number of checkpoints for Vertical Team involvement in providing
input, advice and decision-making. These will include in-progress reviews covering:

e The vessel loading model and adjustments to be made to that model for use at Boston
Harbor will be discussed and concurrence sought before applying the model

e The revisions to the without-project and with-project fleet mixes from Task 2 for use in
Task 3 analysis will be reviewed before use.

A-2431



e The TEU weights and other inputs to the loading model will be reviewed before
applying the model.

e The output of the model, confidence in its results, and appropriateness of its use will be
discussed before using the results for any adjustment in the project depth optimization.

e Review of the Task 3 report including Agency Technical Review.

Task 4 - Sensitivity Analysis Concerning the ILA Fee:

One of the Independent External Peer Review comments questioned whether or not the
avoidance of the ILA (International Longshoreman’s Association) fee assessed on New
York landed cargo was an NED benefit, or was simply a transfer. The District and
HQUSACE agreed that the ILA fee could be looked at either way, and that the District
would address this by running a sensitivity analysis to look at the project benefits with both
a declining fee and with no fee as were suggested by the IERP. This is not expected to
impact depth optimization. Once Task 3 is completed and the final project optimization has
been prepared and discussed, a sensitivity analysis will be prepared using both a declining
ILA fee and elimination of the ILA fee. This analysis will be included in the final revised
economic appendix submitted for ATR and HQUSACE staff review.

Former Task 5 - Benefits for Existing Boston and Non-Boston Carqo:

Benefits from economies of scale to boxes not landed/shipped at Boston, but carried on
ships calling at Boston, by the three existing Boston services, or any new Boston services
will be investigated and any benefits determined. HQUSACE has pointed out that
additional project benefits from savings in transportation of these boxes could be quantified
and included in the project benefits, as deepening Boston would result in that cargo also
being carried on larger ships at a per-box savings in transportation cost. These benefits will
also be quantified if they exist, however, conditions at Boston are not likely to drive carrier
decisions on what vessels to place in service compared to the PONYNJ. This analysis will
be included in the benefit mix when conducting Task 2, and itemized in the final revised
economic appendix submitted for ATR and HQUSACE staff review. This effort and its
estimate have been incorporated into Task 2.

Tasks 5 and 6 — Review Responses and Revised Container Shipping Benefits Appendix:

The estimates and timeline developed for completing the work outlined in this Framework
will include two additional Tasks as follows: Task 5 consists of responses by the PDT,
including the contractors performing the bulk of this work, to the comments made by Corps
and Sponsor reviewers, including the Agency Technical Review team, NAD and
HQUSACE. Task 6 consists of drafting and finalizing a new Container Shipping Benefits
Appendix incorporating the results of the prior Feasibility benefits analysis and the re-
analysis conducted in accordance with this Framework, and where appropriate comparing
and reconciling the results of the two efforts.
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Other Required Reviews and Tasks:

In addition to the tasks identified above, other concerns were raised and suggestions made
during IEPR team and OWPR staff review of the Feasibility Report. These items will also
be addressed as part of the re-analysis

(A) Agency Technical Review of New Analyses: Any new analyses, including
assumptions, calculations, and conclusions would be submitted to the PCX for DDN and the
ATR team (NAN staff led by SAM, the PCX) for Agency Technical Review. The scope,
cost and timeline for any further ATR cannot be determined until the specific nature of the
new analyses and report to be reviewed is known. For purposes of this scope and estimate it
was assumed that a revised recommendation would result from the re-analysis requiring a
revised report that would need another round of ATR, and that each of the three major
reanalysis tasks would yield a report that would be submitted for ATR. All ATR and
responses would be conducted using Dr. Checks. The ATR team will be invited to
participate in all project coordination meetings and in-progress review meetings.

(B) Model Certification of New Spreadsheets: It may be necessary to submit any new or
revised benefit or commerce projections spreadsheets to the PCX for DDN if such
spreadsheets are determined to be “models” requiring such review. That determination can
not be made until the specific nature of the new analyses is determined. For purposes of this
scope and estimate it was assumed that at least some tools used for the re-analysis would be
considered models subject to certification review.

(C) Potential for Revisions to the Feasibility Report: Should the new analysis lead the team
to make a different recommendation than that now in the Feasibility Report, then the report,
and to a lesser extent the SEIS, would require revisions to the Report and other project
documents. The extent of such revisions and the time required to complete them, and
prepare a new version of the report for review and publication will not be known until the
results of the re-analyses are completed and their impact on the recommendation is known.
For the purposes of this scope and estimate, it is assumed that a different recommendation
would be made, requiring a re-write with revisions to the SEIS and a need to re-coordinate
with Federal and State resource agencies, harbor users, and the public.

(D) NWW Review of Revised TPCS: Should the new analysis lead the team to make a
different recommendation than that now in the Feasibility Report, then the Total Project
Cost Schedule and the Construction Schedule for the Recommended Plan would need to be
revised and re-submitted to NWW for review and approval. In any event the project cost
estimates will need to be updated to the current price level period once the economic re-
analysis is completed for inclusion in the revised Feasibility Report. The District will
submit any revised TPCS, cost estimates (including a revised contingency cost analysis),
and construction schedule to NWW (the Center of Expertise for Cost Estimating) through
the PCX for review and approval.

(E) Independent External Peer Review: This Framework was provided to the DDN PCX

who contracted with Battelle for the Independent External Peer Review team that reviewed
the Feasibility Report to review the Framework. The IEPR team reviewed the Framework
and concurred that this scope will cover sufficient analyses to address the IEPR comments
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made on the Feasibility Report. That action closed the IEPR process. No further IEPR
review will be required for the additional analysis.

COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY

This re-analysis for the Boston Harbor Feasibility Study represents a significant financial
commitment on the part of the Corps and Massport to respond to the review questions and
present a revised report for consideration and action. Completion of a quality product that
will meet reviewer’s expectations will require close coordination by the Corps Vertical
Team, Sponsor and Contactors throughout the conduct of the re-analysis effort.

Frequent project delivery team (PDT) meetings, Vertical Team coordination meetings and
in-progress review meetings will be held during the course of the re-analysis. The Sponsor,
Contractors and ATR team will be invited to participate in all meetings and conferences.
PDT meeting will be held at least once monthly at either the District or Massport offices.

A series of in-progress review meetings, most held by conference call, will be conducted as
laid-out below to ensure Vertical Team buy-in at critical steps in the process for the three
principal tasks.

Task 1 In-Progress Review Topics:
e Input on the questions to be asked during the shipper interviews will be sought from the
Vertical Team, Sponsor and IWR.

e Representativeness of the sample of shipper data used for the origin/destination analysis
and the methodology used for determining the sample.

e Review of the Task 1 report including Agency Technical Review.

Task 2 In-Progress Review Topics:

e Input on the questions to be asked during the carrier interviews.

e Review of the information developed through the carrier surveys 