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TO INTERESTED AGENCIES, OFFICIALS, PUBLIC GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS:

Enclosed is a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) concern-
ing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) designation of two ocean
disposal sites for material dredged fros the Freeport Harbor and Jetty
Channels in conjunction with the Galveston District Corps of Engineer’s 45-
Foot Project at Freeport Harbor, Texas.

Because changes from the Draft EIS are minor, this Final EIS incorporates the
Draft EIS by reference and includes the following: 1) a revised summary; 2)
EPA's responses to comments received on the Draft EIS; 3) modifications or
corrections to the Draft EIS as a result of agency and public comments; and 4)
EPA’s proposed action.

Written comments or inquiries on this Final EIS should be mailed to Mr. Norm
Thomas, Chief, Federal Activities Branch, at the above address by the date
stamped on the cover sheet following this letter.

Sincerely yours,
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Robert E. Lavton Jr., P.E.
Regional Administrator
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FREEPORT HARBOR (45-FOOT PROJECT)
OCEAN DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE (ODMDS) DESIGNATION

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION: The purpose of this action is to comply with the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 by providing an environmentally
acceptable ODMDS(s) in compliance with the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR Parts
220-229).

EPA CONTACT: Norm Thomas (6E-F)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
First Interstate Bank Tower
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

ABSTRACT: The proposed action is the designation of two ocean disposal sites. One site is
for the one-time disposal of 5.1 million cubic yards (mcy) of construction material; the other
site is for the disposal of 2.1 mcy of future maintenance material dredged annually from the
Freeport Harbor and Jetty Channels in conjunction with the U.S. Army Engineer District,
Galveston, 45-Foot Project at Freeport Harbor, Texas. The major adverse environmental
impact of dredged material disposal is the burial and high mortality of the benthic infaunal
community within the disposal sites.

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EIS ARE DUE: FEB 12 1390
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL:

Regional Administrator
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PREFACE

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Freeport Harbor (45-Foot
Project) Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation was issued by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency in January 1989. The Draft EIS was distributed to
approximately 30 Federal, State, and local agencies and interested individuals. Ten
comment letters were received by EPA during the public review period.

This Final EIS consists of four sections, which are (1) a summary of the alternatives
considered, the proposed action, and an evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposed action; (2) the comments received and EPA's responses; (3) modifications or
corrections to the Dratt EIS; and (4) EPA's proposed action. A complete environmental
analysis of the proposed action is provided by the Draft EIS and Final EIS together.

The Final EIS was prepared with the assistance of Battelle Ocean Sciences of
Duxbury, Massachusetts.



PART I. SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT AND FINAL EIS

A _BACKGROUND

The existing Freeport Harbor Project was authorized by the River and Harbor Acts of
May 1950 and July 1958. These acts provided for construction of entrance and jetty
channels to allow access to Freeport Harbor from the Gulf of Mexico. Authorized entrance
channel dimensions were 38 ft deep by 300 ft wide, with jetty channel dimensions 36 ft deep
by 200 ft wide, including an upper turning basin. Enlargement and relocation of the channels
were authorized by Congress in 1970 (Section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1970, PL
91-611; House Document 289, 93rd Congress - 2nd Session, 31 Dec 1975) and by the
President in 1974. These authorizations aliowed the jetty channei to be deepened to 45 ft
and widened to 400 ft by reiocating the North Jetty northward. The reiocated entrance
channel was authorized to be deepened to 45 ft and widened to 400 ft; it will extend 4.6
miles into the Gulf. ‘

Total project construction activities are expected to generate 9.7 million cubic yards
(mcy) of dredged material for disposai. Of this, 600,000 cy of sand will be placed on
beaches north of the North Jetty, and 4 mcy of material dredged from the inner channel will
be placed at available upland disposal sites, leaving 5.1 mcy of dredged material for ocean
disposal (CE 1978). The purpose of this EIS is to evaluate and designate environmentally
acceptable ocean disposal sites for the 5.1 mcy of material to be dredged during expansion
of the outer channel and for the subsequent maintenance material, which Is expected to
accumulate at a rate of approximately 2.1 mcy per year. A disposal site designated on an
interim basis in 1977 has been used for ocean disposal of materials dredged from the
Freeport Harbor channels.

Section 102(c) of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA)
authorizes the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to designate ocean disposal sites
for dumping of dredged materials. The Galveston District of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (CE) is responsible for maintalning the Freeport Harbor entrance and jetty
channels to their authorized size through dredging and disposal operations. The CE has
requested that EPA permanently designate ocean dredged material disposal sites (ODMDS)
for the material dredged from Freeport Harbor (45-Foot Project).
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B. ALTERNATIVES

EPA's proposed action is the designation of two ODMDSs for the disposal of
construction and maintenance materials dredged from the Freeport Harbor entrance and jetty
channels. The disposal altematives that were considered include no action, upland disposal,
and ocean disposal at near-shore, mid-shelf and continental slope sites.

Under the no-action alternative, EPA would not designate a disposal site. This
would increase navigational and safety hazards for shipping traffic and resuit in the eventual
closure of the channel, causing severe and unnecessary economic impacts. Continued use
of the interim disposal site is not feasible for two reasons: (1) the site is not large enough to
accommodate 5.1 mcy of construction material and the subsequent 2.1 mcy of maintenance
material to be dredged annually, and (2) the interim disposal site was designated based on
historical use and not on the general and specific criteria for site selection as described in the
Ocean Dumping Regulations [40 CFR Part 228.5 and 228.6(a)]. In addition, EPA’s failure to
designate a disposal site would prevent the CE from fuffilling their statutory responsibility for
maintalning the nation’s navigable waterways. For these reasons, the no-action alternative
was not considered viable.

Non ocean-disposal alternatives that were considered include upland disposal and
beach nourishment. Sufficient upland sites are not available for disposing the large volume
of dredged material generated by construction and maintenance of the channels.
Designation of new upland sites would be costly and would result in the loss of valuable
wetland areas. Beach nourishment was not viable because the grain size of the dredged
material is not compatible with the beach environment. For these reasons, upland disposal
and beach nourishment were exciuded from further consideration.

Five ocean disposal sites were evaluated including one mid-shelf site, one
continental-slope site, and three nearshore sites. The mid-shelf and continental-slope sites
were determined to be unacceptable for severai reasons. The benthic community at these
deep water sites is not as well adapted to survival under conditions of temporary burial as
are their shallow-water counterparts which commonly experience sediment resuspension
caused by wave action and storms. Increasing the distance to the disposal site would
increase costs and time, as well as the safety hazards associated with disposal. In addition,
the feasibility of required monitoring and surveillance of the disposal site decreases with
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increased distance offshore. Further, there are no data to indicate that the deepwater sites
offer any environmental benefits over nearshore sites. Because of these considerations, the
mid-shelf and continental-siope sites were eliminated from further investigation.

Appropriate nearshore attemnative sites were identified by using the Zone of Siting
Feasibility (ZSF) approach. This approach identifies a large area within which an ODMDS
could be located, based primarily on physical and geographical constraints. Unacceptable
areas within the ZSF are then eliminated, based on the five general and eleven specific
criteria identified in 40 CFR Parts 228.5 and 228.6(a) of the Ocean Dumping Regulations.
The nonexciuded areas within the ZSF are the areas suitable for location of an ODMDS.

Data relevant to the project area were collected through a computerized literature
search. Because there were no significant reasons to locate the site farther offshore, a 10-
mile radius from the intersection of Freeport Harbor Channel and the beach line was chosen
as the boundary of the ZSF. Monitoring and surveillance activities are feasible within all
regions of the ZSF, and dimensions of the ZSF are not affected by political boundaries. The
enclosed area is approximately 157 square miles, and all areas outside the ZSF were
eliminated from further consideration.

A computer model was used to predict the fate of the dredged material after
discharge into the disposal area. The program models the initial behavior and final
deposition of the material based on the effects of gravity and currents. The approximate
height and area of the mound that would result from disposal operations is predicted, and
this information is used to determine the appropriate size of the buffer zones. Buffer zones
were excluded from the ZSF to protect biologically sensitive areas, navigation channels,
recreational areas and beaches, cuitural or historical resources, environmental quality, and
living and nonliving resources. All locations northeast of the Freeport Harbor Channel were
eliminated from the ZSF based on natural sediment transport patterns that would carry the
dredged material back into the channel.

The model was also used to aetennine the necessary size of the ODMDSs. For
virgin construction matérial. the required ODMDS shouid be 7280 ft in a direction parallel to
the Channel and 13,380 ft in a perpendicular direction. For the maintenance material, the
ODMDS should be 4500 ft parallel to the Channel and 12,500 ft perpendicular.

Finally, preferred sites were located within the nonexciuded areas of the ZSF. The
Ocean Dumping Reguiations state that preference will be given to historically used sites if
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these sites meet with all other criteria [40 CFR 228.5(e)]. However, part of the interim-
designated Freeport Harbor ODMDS falls within exciuded areas of the ZSF. The preferred
sites were identified based on minimizing impacts on the biological community and locating
the site in appropriate sediments as near as possible to the area historicalty impacted by
dredged material disposal. The preferred sites are shown in Figure 1 and are bounded by
the following coordinates.
Virgin Material ODMDS (Coordinates are revised from DraR EIS based on comments
from the National Ocean Service. See page iI-9.)
28° 50’ 51" N, 95° 13' 54" W, 28° 51' 44" N, 95° 14’ 49" W;
28° 50" 15" N, 95° 16’ 40" W, 28° 49’ 22" N, 95° 15' 45" W.
rial

28° 54' 00" N, 95° 15' 49" W, 28° 53' 28" N, 95° 15’ 16" W,
28° 52' 00" N, 95° 16’ 59" W, 28° 52' 32" N, 95° 17" 32" W.

While the Ocean Dumping Regulations do not specifically require monitoring and
surveillance of ODMDSs, general consensus among the regulatory community is that such a
program should be developed as part of the site-designation process. Therefore, monitoring
programs are proposed for both disposal sites.

Because a large volume of construction material will be disposed over a short period
of time, monttoring of the Virgin Material ODMDS is focused on mounding. To prevent
excessive mounding, a disposal pattern array has been designed. Compliance with this
pattern should be verified through documentation of each discharge location. Regular
bathymetric scans are also recommended to monitor mounding and prevent navigational
problems. In addition, several representative stations should be sampled routinely for
environmental analyses, including grain size and chemical and biological characterization.

Based on historical data, no long-term detrimental impacts outside the Maintenance
Material ODMDS are expected. Therefore, a imited monitoring program is recommended,
consisting of toxicological and chemical analyses of channei-sediment samples and chemical
analyses of ODMDS sediment and elutriate samples.

EPA's proposed altemative is the final designation of two preferred sites as the
Freeport Harbor (45-Foot Project) Virgin Construction Material and Maintenance Material
ODMDSs.
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FIGURE 1. FREEPORT HARBOR AREA SHOWING LOCATIONS OF THE INTERIM-
DESIGNATED ODMDS AND THE TWO PREFERRED SITES
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C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Freeport is situated on the Upper Texas Coastal Plain in a semitropical marine
environment dominated by the Gulf of Mexico. The Gulf acts as an alrmass source region,
and there is a persistent onshore flow of Gulf air deep into the state. This flow can be
interrupted by westerly winds in the winter and by tropical easterly winds in later summer,
both of which carry disturbances into the region. Average air temperatures in January and
July are 54°F and 83°F, respectively, with average monthly rainfalls for January, May, July,
and September of 3.4, 3.7, 5.0, and 6.5 in., respectively.

The hydrodynamic regime in the northwestem Gulf area is largely affected by the
complex interaction of meteorological forces, tides, freshwater inflows, and Coriolis
acceleration. The most significant climatological effects on hydrographics result from
seasonal precipitation distributions and wind systems that affect circulation and wave motion.
The bays along the Texas coast are extremely responsive to meteorological forcing
assoclated with the passing of frontal systems. Meteorological forcing occurs when onshore
winds force water in through the passes and elevate water levels in the bays. This trend is
reversed when the frontal system passes. Inland pressure increases and winds shift,
depressing water levels and causing water to be forced back into the Gulf.

The astronomical tides in the Gulf are generally small, varying from diurnal to
semidiurnal, with a typical diurnal range of 2 to 4 ft. Circulation in the eastern Gulf is
dominated by the Loop Current, which is a continuation of the Yucatan Current. There are
also two significant semipermanent currents present. One circulates clockwise in the
southwestern Gulf, and the other circulates counterclockwise in the northwestern Gulf. The
latter causes a net surface current component to the south in the project area. The zone of
convergence of these two currents occurs southwest of Freeport and typically has no impact
on currents in the project area, even during the summer when the convergence zone
migrates northward. Surface currents average 0.5 kt with high variability due to wind forces.
The currents diminish with depth to approximately one-half the surface velocity, and the
bottom currents are often in the opposite direction.

The bathymetry of the Freeport Area is similar to other sections of the Texas Gulf
coast, with a vertical:horizontal gradient of approximately 5:1000 from the beach to 3300 ft
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offshore. Beyond this the Continental Shelf begins with a more gradual vertical to horizontal
gradient of 5:10,000.

The CE performed chemical analyses of water samples collected from Freeport
Harbor, the interim-designated disposal site, and an undisturbed area northeast of the
channel. The results were compared to established EPA Water Quality Criteria and were
found acceptable for all parameters except copper, which exceeded the limit in 1973, 1976,
1980, and 1984. However, calculations show that the concentrations are reduced to
acceptable levels foflowing initial mixing.

Chemical analyses of virgin sediments and elutriates from the Freeport Harbor
entrance and jetty channels in 1974 and 1976 indicated no sediment-Quality concerns for the
virgin material. Eiutriate analyses for copper may have exceeded the Water Quality Criteria,
but this cannot be determined because the detection limit for copper is higher than the
criterion. As stated previously, initial mixing would lower the concentration to an acceptable
level. Bioassay and bioaccumulation studies have not been performed on Freeport Harbor
virgin sediments, but similar studies conducted in nearby Galveston Channel have shown no
evidence of sediment contamination in the area.

Chemical and biological analyses were performed on Freeport Harbor Channel
maintenance sediments and elutriates made from those sediments. These analyses show no
particular pollution or toxicological problems associated with the sediments, which indicates
that the channel sediments are acceptable for ocean disposal.

Analysis of sediments not impacted by dredging and disposal activities indicates that
the Freeport Harbor area has no sedirnent-Quality problems that would affect the site
gelection process. Bioassays on unimpacted sediments showed high survival of test
organisms, and species studied for bioaccumulation did not exhibit significant increases in
contaminant concentrations. These results further indicate that the Freeport Harbor area has
no sediment-quality problems. .

Sediment grain size was also determined for the Freeport Harbor area. The surficial
sediment provinces tend to parallel the beach with nearshore sand to the northeast and
southwest of the Freeport Harbor Channel. The nearshore Freeport area is siity-sand, with
slity-clay predominant further offshore. Sediments in the deeper waters within the study area
display a sand-silt-clay composition. The virgin construction materials are most similar to the
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outer siity-clay regime, whereas the maintenance materials are a mixture of sand, silt, and
clay.

The beaches along the coast near Freeport Harbor are in a general state of sediment
deposition. Sediment dispersal on the Texas Continental Shelf results primarily from
meteorological events (winds and storms), with tidal events having a lesser impact. The
predominant southeasterly winds combined with the counterciockwise current regime in the
northwestern Gulf generate a net longshore drift in a southwesterty direction at Freeport.
While temporary mounding is expected at both ODMDSs as a resuit of dredged material
disposal, naturai sediment dispersion in the area will prevent any long-term effects.

Diatoms are the dominam phytoplankton species in the Freeport Harbor area, with
copepods among the most abundant zooplankton species. Surveys of nearshore and

offshore benthos show a greater variety of taxonomic groups present at nearshore sites,
while oftshore benthos consist primarily of polychaetes. Marine fishes in the project area are
largely dominated by members of the croaker family (Sciaenidae). Tropical fauna, including
grunts (Pomadasyidae) and mojarras (Gerreidae) are more abundant farther offshore,
atthough their young often migrate into nearshore areas during summer. in addition to
fishes, penaeid shrimp and various other crustaceans inhabit the offshore area to varying
degrees, depending on their life stage and the season.

The National Marine Figsheries Service has identified 10 species of aquatic vertebrates
considered endangered or threatened and that may inhabit the Texas Gulf area.” Eight
species of aquatic and terrestrial vertebrates considered endangered or threatened are listed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service (50 CFR 17)."" In addition, the Texas Organization for
Endangered Species has identified seven species as threatened, and the loggerhead turtle
as endangered. Of the four endangered cetacean species known to occur off the coast of

The fin whale, humpback whale, right whale, sei whale, sperm whale, green sea turtle,
hawksbill sea turtie, Kemp's ridiey sea turtie, leatherback sea turtie, and loggerhead
sea turtie.

The sperm whale, finback whale, blue whale, black right whale, brown pelican, Atlantic
leatherback and Atiantic Ridley turties, and the West indian manatee.

The streambeaked whale, goose-beaked whale, pygmy sperm whale, dwarf sperm
whale, pygmy killer whale, and diamondback terrapin.

-8



Texas, the sperm whale is the most common. This species prefers deep water and
approaches only shores that have a rapid dropof! in depth, unlike the gradual slope of the
Texas continental shelf. The West indian Manatee is extremely rare, and has been recorded
only four times on the Texas coastine. The five federally protected species of turties that
occur in the Gulf area are the leatherback, Kemp's ricley, hawksbill, green, and loggerhead.
Very few data are available on the frequency of occurrence of these turties in the viclnity of
Freeport Harbor. Brown pelicans are typically found farther south but may occasionally cross
Freeport Harbor. ‘

There are no marine sanctuaries near Freeport, although two unnamed reefs and one
fish haven/obstruction have been reported. The most important commercial fishery in the
project area is the penaeid shrimp fishery. in 1975, the shrimp catch in Freeport Harbor was
valued at $18.3 million. Other commercially valuable species include black drum, flounder,
cobia, snapper and unclassified food fish. At least 11 other species are caught in the area
by recreational fishermen. Surf fishing is common at Quintana, Surfside, and Bryan beaches,
which are located near Freeport.

Other considerations impacting site selection include the presence of several oil and
gas platforms in the Freeport Harbor area. in order to avoid impacts to two existing
platforms, the virgin material disposal site has been moved approximately 3000 feet
shoreward from Rts previous location. This relocation is based on comments from the
National Ocean Service on the Draft EIS. One large gas pipeline and four smaller pipelines
also impact the project area.

Freeport Harbor is an active port. Chemical transport represents the majority of
shipping tonnage. Petroleum, petroleum products, and grains are significant to the shipping
industry as well.

D._ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The prefetrred sites have been evaluated by using the five general and eleven specific

criteria listed in the Ocean Dumping Regulations. This evaluation is summarized in Tables I-1
and |-2.
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TABLE 1. SUMMAARY OF THE SPECIFIC CRITERIA AS APPLED TO THE PREFERRED DISPOSAL SITE

Spedific Criveria as Listed in 40 CFR §228.6(a)

Preferrer Disposal She

Geographical position, depth of water, bottom topography, and
distance from the coast.

Locastion in relation to breeding, spawning, nursery, feeding, or
passage areas of living resources in adult or juvenile phases.

Location In relstion t0 beaches or other amenity areas.

Types and quantities of wastes proposed to be disposad of,
and proposed methods or release including methods of

packaging the waste, if any.

Feasibifity of surveillance and monitoring.

Water depth at the preferred site for virgin material disposal ranges
from 54 to 63 ft In an area where the bottom topography is flat and
the point closest to shore is 8 miies from the cosst. Water depth at
the preferred site for maintenance material is 31 to 38 ft with the
closest point three miles from shore.

Fish havens and buffer zones around these festures were excliuded
from the ZSF, as were nonsubmergead shipwrecia, which improve
fishing. At the southeast border, a white shrimp breeding area was
exciuded.

The preferred sites for virgin and maintenance materials are 8 and
3 miles from beaches or other amenity areas.

5.1 mcy total of virgin construction material and 2.1 mcy of
maintenance material annually will be disposed at their respectiva
sites. Basad on chemical and biological analyses of these materials,
no special location or precautions are necessary for their disposal,
excepting selection of compatible grain-size regimes.

Monltoring and survelillance Is femsible at the preferred sites because
of their proximity to shore and raasorable depth which faciitates
sampling. Proposed monitoring at the virgin material ODMDS
includes a method of recording the location of each discharge,
bathymetric surveys, grain-size aralyses, sediment chemical
characterization and benthic infaunal analysen. Monitoring at the
maintenance material ODMDS includes water, sediment and elutriate
chemistry, bioassay and bicaccumulation studies, as well as benthic
infaunal analyses.
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TABLE 1. (Cortrwer)

Spedific Criveria as Listed in 40 CFR §228.6(a)

Prefenvad Disposal Ske

10.

1.

Dispersal, hortzontal-transport, and vertical-mixing
characteristics of the area, including prevailing current direction

and velodlty, if any.

Existence and effects of current and previous discharges and
dumping in the area (including cumulative effects).

Interference with shipping, fishing, recreation, mineral
extraction, desalination, fish and shellfish culture, areas of
special scientific importance, and other legitimate uses of the
ocean,

Existing water quality and ecology of the site as determined by
available data or by trend assgssment of baseline surveys.

Potentiality for the development or recrukment of nuisance
species in the disposal site.

Existence at or in close proximity to the site of any significant
natural or cultural features of historical importance.

Both sites were sized with consideration of these parameters.
Historically, steady longshore transport to the southwest and
occasional storms have removed the material from the disposal site,
resulting in no long-term effects.

Chemical and bioasssy testing have shown no water- or sediment-
quality problems within the ZSF. Analyses of disposal material

indicate that sediment from the Freepornt Harbor entrance and jetty
channels is acceptable for ocean disposal, Studies of the benthos
at the interim-designated ODMDS and nearby areas do not indicate

any significant decrease or change in species composition at the
ODMDS.

ltems from this Hist that are applicable to setection of the Freeport
Harbor ODMDSs are shipping, mineral extraction, fishing,
recrestional areas, and historic sites. Areas that would interfere with
these uses were excluded whenever possible, and the preferred sites

were located accordingly.

Monitoring studies have shown that only short-term water-column

perturbations, turbidity and possibly COD result from disposal
Water and sediment quality within the ZSF are good,

including sediments at the existing ODMDS, which indicates no

long-term disposal impacts.

Nuisance species have not developed at the interim-designated site,
and there is no reason to anticipate such a problem at the proposed
ODMDSs.

There are sites of historical importance approximately 0.5 and 1.2
miles from the virgin and maintenance material sites, respectively.
However, both historical sites are crosscurrent from the proposed
ODMDSs, and disposal shoukd have no impact on either.
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TABLE |22 SUMMARY OF THE GENERAL CRITERIA AS APPUED TO THE PREFERRED DISPOSAL STTES

Genaral Criterial as Usted in 40 CFR §2285

Preferrad Dixposnl She

(a)

(b)

(©

{d)

The dumping of materials into the ocean will be permitted
only at sites or in ereas selected to minimize the interference
of disposal activities in the marine environment, particularly
avoiding areas of existing fisheries or shellfisheries and
regions of heavy commercial or recreational navigation.

Locations and boundaries of disposal sites will be so chosen
that temporary perturbations in water quality or other
environmental conditions during initial mixing caused by
disposal operations anywhere within the site can be expected
to be reduced to normal ambient seswater leveis or to
undetectable comaminant concaratiors or effects before
reaching any beach, shorefine, marine sanctuary, or known
geographically fimited fishery or shellfishery.

i at any time during or after disposal site-evaluation studies it
is determined that existing disposal sites presently approved
on an interim basis for ocean dumping do not meet the
criteria for site selection set forth In §228.5-228.6, the use of
such sites will be terminated as soon as suitable alternate

disposal sites can be designated.

The sizes of ocean disposal sites will be limited in order to
localize for identification and control any immediate adverse
impacts and t0 permit the implementation of effective
monitoring and surveillance programs to prevent adverse
long-range impecta.  The size, configuration, and location of
any disposal site will be determined as a part of the disposal
site evaluation or designation study.

The preferred sites were selected t0 avoid sport and commercial
fishing activities, as well as other areas of biological asnsitivity. The
preferred sites are outside the channel, inchuding the navigation
channel buffer zone, and they avoid known navigetiora)
obstructions.

Chemical analyses and toxicity studies indicate that material dredged
in the past has been acceptable for ocean disposal. Both ODMDSs
and buffer zones were sized to ensure that perturbeations caused by
disposal would be reduced to ambiertt lovels at the boundaries of
the sites.

i the proposaed monitoring and surveliiance program at either site
indicates the potential for problems and site dedesignation s
required, there are other nonexcluded sreas in the ZSF that are
available and suitable for use as an ODMDS.

The sizes of the sites are the minimum size suficient to meet the
requirements of 40 CFR 228.5 and 228.6(a). The proposed

monitoring programs shouid provide adequate surveiiance to
prevent adverse long-term effects.



http:adYer.18
http:adYer.18
http:adYer.18

el

TABLE 1-2. (Corvirwexf)

Genaral Criwria as Usted in 40 CFR §2285

Preforred Disposal She

(e) EPA will, wherever feasible, designate ocean dumping sites
beyond the edge of the continental shelf and other such sites
that have been historicaly used.

Piacemert of an ODMDS off the continental shelf was preciuded by
cost, safety and time factors, monitoring and survelitance problems,
and adverse environmental impacts on the off-shelf benthic
community. The existing interim-desiyrated site was in the excluded
area and could not be selected. There are no other historically used
sites within the ZSF.
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E. PROPOSED ACTION
EPA's proposed action is the final designation of the preferred sites for the disposal of

the construction and maintenance materials dredged as part of the Freeport Harbor 45-Foot
Project.
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PART N. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

This section of the Final EIS summarizes the process by which the Draft EIS was
reviewed. The comments received during public review and EPA's responses to them are

presented.
A_PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

The Draft EIS entitied “Freeport Harbor (45-Foot Project) Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Site Designation™ was distributed to the public by EPA on January 27, 1989 (EPA
906/01-89-003). The Dratft EIS was coordinated with approximately 30 Federal, state, and
local agencies and interested Individuals. All comment letters received on the Draft EIS are
presented in this Final EIS.

B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTD

During the public review process, 10 comment letters conceming the Draft EIS were
received from the Federal and state agencies and private industry listed below:

Letter Nymber Agency

1 U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Project Review,
Albuquerque, New Mexico

2 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Center for
Environmental Health and injury Control

3 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

4 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Charting and Geodetic Services

5 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

6 State of Texas, Texas Historical Commission

-1



7 State of Texas, Office of the Govemor

8 State of Texas, Parks and Wildlife Department
9 State of Texas, General Land Office
10 Mobil Exploration & Producing U.S. Inc.

The comment letters received from the sources listed above are reproduced in this
section. Each comment within each letter is assigned a number in the left margin. EPA’s
response to the comment is identified by comment number and is reproduced in the right
margin beside the letter.

-2
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United States Department of the Interior N —

OFNCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW -
POST OFFICE BOX 649 = ‘a
ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 07183

Aprfl 11, 1988
ER 89/132 S ey aee
B%: uE
AR A .
Mr. Norm Thores G i

Chiel, Federal Activities Branch (CEF)

U.S. Envirorenantal Protection Agency

184S Ross Averwe

Ogllas, Texas 75202-273)

Decar Mr, Thoran

We hove reviewnd the Droft Environmental mpact Statement for Freepor! Haobar (8S-

Foot Project) Ocean Dredged Moleriel Disposal Site Designotion ond find that it
adequatiely addresses the cancwve of this Department,

Thank you for providing vs on opportunily o comment on this propasol,
© Stncerely,

Bmihd—

No response required.
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Ce b Cooree Zaree
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Nr. Norm Thowae (6E-P) G
U.S8. Environsental Protection Agency
Region ¥I Ls
14435 Ross Avenue,Suite 1200 ) (3}
Dellas, TX 735202-27)) \

S b -

Dear Nr. Thomas:

We have revieved the Draft Enviromnmsental Ispsct Statement (DEIS)
for the Freeport NHarbor and Jetty Channel Ocean Dredged Material
Diepossl Site (O0DNDS) Designation. We are responding on behalf
of the U.S. Pudblic Nealth Service. We noted thst the this DEIS
considers alternatives for ocean disposal of maintenance
saterial dredqged from the expanded and relocated Freeport Harbor
entrance and Jetty Channels. Our major concern vith this
project, fros a public health standpoint, is the potential toxic
contamination of dredged materisls. In our reviev of this DEIS,
ve found that the saintenance material proposed for disposal has
1ittle apparent toxlclt{ or bloaccumulation potential. We found
no other potential signlficant public health ispacts posed by
this project. We recoamend close adhorence to all applicable
occupational safety>snd—hesith guidelines to minimize any ™M
potential hasards vhich might arise during dredging operations.

Thank you for the oppottnnlt{ to reviev this DEIS. Please
include us on your malling llst for the rinal EIS for this
project as vell other NEPA-related documents on any future BLM
projects vith potential human health hazards.

Sincerely yours,

David E. Clapp, Ph.D.,P.E.,CIRH

Environmental Nealth Scilentist

Center for Environsental Nealth
snd Injury Control

€EPA conam,
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UWTTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

/.\ Notiona) Ocoonin and A phetie Adm

Ofee of he Chinf Sctontine

March 22, 1909

357 g
B |

6 €S |

Nr. Norm Thomas, Chiel - -

U.8. Enviconmental Protection Agency
Plirst Interetate Bank Tower

1443 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Texas 735202-273)

Deacr M. Thomas)

enclosed sre additional comments on your Deaft Environaental
lmpact Ststement on Preeport Racdbor (45-Foot Project), Texas,
Ocean Decedged Materlal Disposal Site Designation.

Ecology and Environaental
Consecvation Office

Enclosure

79 Yeors Silmutating Americs’s Progress « 1913-1988

30

See e following pages for EPA’s responess 1o
specific comments,
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'/ .\ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMENCE

;7 Netions! Ocsonie and Atmesphorie Administration
\ T/ carcad wawe rmemes semace
o Boutheast Regional Office

9450 Koger Boulevard
8t. Petersburg, rL 33702

Warch 17, 1989 - "ﬂi
W s

Nr. Norm Thomas, Chief w *
Federal Activities Branch ES .
U.8. Bnvironsental Protection Agency 6 ]
Region IV . el
1443 Ross Avenue, Suita 1200 z s

Dallas, Texas 73202

Dear Nr. Thosast

The National Marine PFisheries Service (NNPS) has reviewed the
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Draft Environmentsl Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Freeport llarbor (45-Foot Project) Ocean
Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation off of Freeport, Texas,
in Braszoria County. We have the following comments to offer for
your consideration.

geaneral Cuaments

An alternative of depositing the nev dredged saterial along the
shoreline to reduce shoreline erosion should be addressed. The
DEIS also has not utilized somse of the pertinent environmental
inforsation devel off of Freeport in conjunction with the brine
discharge facilities for the Department of Energy's S8Strategic
Petroleusm Reserve site at Brysn Mound.

fipscitic commsnts
CHAPTER 2

ALTERNAT1IVES
2.2 UPLAND DISPOSAL. Pages 2-1 and 2 and
4.0 OCEAN DISPOSAL. Page 2-2.

The rinal Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should address
another alternative, 1.e., SBhoreline Disposal with the discussion
being placed between UPLAND and OCEAN DISPOSAL in the FEIS. Severe
shoreline erosion has resulted along the Gulf besches near
Freeport. A fev miles to the wvest of this project the Gulf beach
from Cedar Lakes to Sargant has eroded so close to the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) that suggestions have recently been
made to relocate the GIWW farther inland. Since such a major
relocation would result in such tidal marsh habitat destruction,

LETTER NO. 3 frénad)
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this 7EIS should include a discussion of using the nevly dredged
material from the Preeport HNarbor 43-Foot Project for besch
stabilization and nourishment as an alternative to GIWW relocation.
A cowparison of the envirormental as vell as monetary costs of
implementing this alternative in lieu of GIW relocation also
should be presented to appropriately address sowme cumulative

+ Pages 2-17 to 19.

The anvirommental information daveloped for the BSryam Round
Strategic Petroleun Reserve brine discharge also should dbe utilized
in determining the Zone of 8iting PFeasibility, especially the

shrimp n‘pmmlng site survey performed by Gallavay and Reitsesa
(1901).

Sincerely yours,

Yl fllage -

Andreas Nager, Jr.
Acting Assistant Regional Director
llabltat Conumtlon Division

‘Gallavay, B. J. and L. A. Reitsesa. 1991. Shrisp spawning
site survey. Vol. III. In: Jackson, W. B. and . P. Wilkens
(eds.). Shrimp and redfish studies; Bryan Nound brine disposal
site off Freeport, Texas, 1979-1981. NOAA Technical Nesorandum
NMPS-SEPC-67, 804 p. Available from: PWIIS, Springfield, Virginia.

LETTER NO. 3 {fardua)

32 Dew fom Gelleway and Reessrma's 1981 shrimp mmening she survey have
been reviewed. found thet (1) white slvimp In spewning
©condiion appaared 10 have a patthy disbadion end (2) there were variables
TETOTSENT Wl with the acasteree of white ehvimp in spewning condition,

2 sqrave miles erxt-ios T one-hall of thet is the achel dechae area

Based on this review, we recognize thet minor impacts 10 ehvimp spewning
may ocour within the she. -
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/o--\ UMITRED STATES DEPARYTMENTY OF COMMERCE

\\.o/ Ose of he Chiel Scipipt

Hatch 21, 1989 = )

EETIYE
m MAR 24 @
obkd

Me. Noem Thosas (6B-P)

U.S. Envitonmental Pcotection Agency
Picet Intecstste Sank Tower

1445 Rose Avenue

Dallas, Texas 73202-27)3

Deac Mzr. Thomas!t

This 1 In celectence to your Dreft Envicronmental lmpact Statesent
on Preeport Nacboc (43-Poot Project), Texas, Ocean Oredged
Matecial Disposal Site Designation.

We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you tor giving us an
opportunity to ceview the document.

Sincecely,

- . .
David Cottinghtm
Ditectoc

tcology and Envitonamental
Consecvation Oftice

Enclosure

Se v Pl taslne Amecleats Ponresen & 10T INOR

40 See the following page for EPA's response.
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OFPICE OF CHARTING 44D SRONE TIC $EOVICED

UNITRO STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Netions! Ocoonie ond Atmespheric Adudaliutrativn
MATIONAL OCEaN SERVICE

BOCRVILLE, RAAYLANS 030

NEMORANDO® POR: David Cottingham
Bcology and Environmental Conservation Office
. Office of the Chiet seunu-bd MQO
PROM? Rear Admiral Wesley V. Null, WOAR
Director, Charting and Geodatic Services

SUBJECT: DRI® 8902.07 - Preeport Narbor, Texas, Ocean
Dredged Material Dispossl Site (45-Foot Project)

The subject statement hae been reviewed within the sreas of
Charting and Geodetic BServices' (CiGS) responsibility and
expertise. Since safety of navigation is one of CiGS' primary
missions, this proposal was examined with that in mind. CiGS
considers the maintenance of navigational projects to be extemely
important and encourages such activities.

Prom 8 navigation point of view, it is never desirable to place
wmaterials in the open ocean in the vicinity of ports, harbors,
and channels. S8iteg on shore or in deep water would be
preferable. While CiG3 has no objections to the designated
preferred sits, it should be mentioned that the proposed ares
includss development platforms °"SFX-GA-J)10L-2 § 3." C$GS had the
lqu'ull'on that the preferred ares would be clear of platforms.

This area is covered on NOS nautical chart 11321. Any changes
occurring as & result of this project would be reflected on these
charts, 1If sppropriste, the information would be disseminated
through chartlets, Notices to Mariners, or both.

Should there be sny need for further information about this
response, pleass contact Mr. Brich l’n{. Mapping and Charting
Branch, W/CG22x2, WSCl, room 804, Nautical Charting Division,
NOAA, Rockville, Marylend 20852, telephone 301-443-8742,

cct
N/CG1x32 - Cohen
N/CG1?7 - Spencer
N/CG22x2 ~ Frey

MR 2| o3
PISETRRN I |

Ke=e M

73 Years Siimuioting America’s Proagress o 1913-1908

41
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The virgin matwial COMDS has been moved S000 fest shorsward in order 1o

avold ¥mpach 10 exising ol and gas platiorms. The new coordiruries are
ohven (n secon 1-8 of this dasrrwe



oLt

LETTER NO. 4 fréraarf)



LN

81

]
TN
./..‘ %.. ' JUNITED STATES OEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

. ;E- . | Mutions! Ocesnis end Atmespharie Administration
N | naronad vamee raenes semece

Newe Southeast Regional Office
9450 Koger Boulevard
st. Petersburg, PL 33702
Pebruary 13, 1989 /SER2I:TAN:td
Ks. Pamela K. Nints, Chietf 0) AT P yan ey
Federal Assistance Section LI
\ R )

U.S. Environsental Protection Agency

{ I * Soma
msmloo. Avenue, Suite 1200 FED 22
‘6 ES

Dallas, Texas 735202
Dear Ks. Nintss .. .
Thie resprnds te your Pabruary R, 1989, lotter rcgarding the
proposed designation of twvo ocean dredged material disposal sites
offshore Freeport, Texas. A Blological Assessment (BA) was
transmitted pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (BSA). We have revieved the BA and concur wvith your
determinetion that populations of endangered/threatened species
under our purviev would not be adversely affected by the proposed
action.

Although wve have no objection to the proposed designations, 1 vould
1ike to point out the fact that your site selection process may be
flaved, becsuse it incorporates the cost of transporting dredged
materisls to the dimsposal site assuming that hopper dredges will
be used. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisgheries)
opposes the use of hopper dredges in channels wvhere turtles are
known to occur. The take of endangered and threastened ses turtles
by hopper dredges has been well documented in Cape Canaversal,
Florida, snd more recently in Kings Bay, Georqgla. Therefore, your
inclusion of transportation costs in the site selection equation
may be inappropriate, because NOAA Fisheries has not consulted with
the U.S3. Army Corps of Engineers regarding the method of dredging.
8hould wve determine that use of hopper dredges for this project 81 Cormrvnant noted.
constitutes & jeopardy to listed sea turtles, our recommended
slternative would be the use of some other type dredge.

This concludes consultation responsibilities under Section 7 of
the EBSA. However, consultation should be reinitiated if new
information reveals impacts of the identified activity that masy
affect listed s fies or their critical hasbitat, s new species is
l1isted, the 1identitied activity is subsequently modified or
critical habitat determined that may be affected by the proposed
activity. ) *

.

73 Years Suimulnting America’s Progress o 1913-1948 (® .

-
4
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I¢ you have any questions, plesse contact Dr. Terry Nemwood,
'llhory Blologlst at rre 026-3366.

Sincerely yours,

Chaalis Q . Ouai X

‘. Charles A, Oravetz, Chief
Protected Species MNanagement Pranch

cot ¥/l
r/8ER1

LETTER NO. 8 (aordrumxf)
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TEXAS HISTORICAL

AUSTIN, TEXAS W71
Apeil 3, 1989

Re: Freeport Llarbor Ocean Dyedged Materlal DI
Brazovia County, Texss (EPA, A2, A3, AS)

Desr Ms. Thomms:

This office Is in receipt of the Draft Bnvironmental Impact Statement lor the above referenced
undenaking. We have reviewed the document and note that there is s Memonndum of Agreement
for the undevtaking. The Agreement Is with the Corps of Engineers, Galveston District and has
been in force for several years, We would reconunend that this document note the Agreement and
that compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 will be met
tvough the stipulstions of that document (copy enclosed).

Mthbmt If you have farther qocstions, please contsct Nancy

Keamotse (51

e Betot, [ 8T

et 0

NK/EBfm
cc: Ms. Carolyn Good, COE-Galveston

Ghe Strte Aprey for Flirtarc Preserreatin

COMMISSION

(10034000

61 EPA's she designefion action ls not covared In the rfarancad agreamant, nor
ls EPA a pilty © W agreermart, Therwiare, we do not consider this
sgresment approprivte for Nnotaton as requested. Protection of historic shes le
Jlscuseed In Table T as pert of the dleven epecific criteria lsted in 40 CFR
§2za.e(a). All shes of historical significance were excluded from the ZSF.
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Washingtea D.C .
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TENORANTREY OF ACNEEENT

m. the Calvestes District, Cecps of Laginears, proposes
to fwplemast the felloviog esgoiag coastructien prejects: Mouth
of Celerade River,(Freepert Nacrbed, Taylors Bayou, Mighlaswd

Bayou, Buffalo Bayew and Tributaties, Corpus Christi Ship Chn-cl, ’
Texas; aud, , '

vuzm\s. the Calvestea District, fa coasultation with tba
Texas Stste Mistoric Presecvatiop Officer (snro), has deterunioed
that this uadertakicg as prepesed may bave an adverss effect
wpos cultural properties vhich say be eligible for the Nationmal
'legutcr of Misteric Places; and,

MI!AS, pursusat te Section 106 of the Natieasl Nistoric
Preservatioa Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. Sec. 470f, as amended, 90
. Stat. 1320) avd Sectice 800.4(d) of the regulations of the
Advisory Council oa Eisteric Preservation (Couscil), “Protectica
of Nisteric sed Cultural Propecties™ (36 CER Part 800), the .
Calvestoa District bes requested Uac cosments of the Council;
and, . .
. VHEREAS, pursuaat to Section 800.6 of the Council's regula-
tions, representatives of the Council, the Calvesten Districe,
aod the Texss SMPO have ceaswited sud revieved the uvndertaking
to consider feasible sed prudent altermatives to avoid or satis-
factorily mitigate the adverse effect;

WOV, THEPEFOPE, it is setually agreed that the undertakiag
will be inplezested in accordasce vith the folleviag stipulatiocas:.

Stipulations

The Calveston Disteict vill cesply vith the follevisg procedures
. in foplemesting furtter actiens o2 the belew lhud .ix authorized,
ongoing construction prejects:
Heeth of Colorado River, Texss; )
Freepoet Marder, Texas (4S- ~Foet Hovlgnthn Project)
Teylors Boyeu, Texas;
Nighland Bayoa, Tex:s; ] .. *
Bulfsle Bayeu and Tributaries, Texad;
Corpus Cheisti Ship Chaanel, Texas (4S-Feot Kavagation
Project;

hel ) ‘
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Page 2
Heweorandun of Agr
Corps of Eagiacers

1.

Prier te say lsad distucding activities the Calveston
District vill compleote » ccltural reseurces sucvey desigaed
ia sccordance vith guidelines established in coasultation
vitd the S!I®) te {denzlify tis:szic and cultural properties
{ezimied L2 ot elizible 237 izclusisa Ia cte Vatiomal

“Registes of Fisteric Places that 237 Ve afieczed by the

uwadertakiag. The Calvastos District shall previde the
Couscil vith 2 cepy of the guidelises established.

A, Culteral reseurce surveys vill be adeisistered by the

Calvestea District stalf srcheslegist.

| B Copln'o! servey mozﬁ vill be jmld«l te the Yexas
’ SHPO

€. All bisteric sed cultussl preperties fdestified by the
surveys vill be evalusted ia cessultstios with the
Texes SHIO te idecatify these propecties that appear te
seet Fat{onsl Register critecis. For those propecties
that appesr te wmeat thr triteris, the Calvesten Districe
vill seek deterwinatiozs of eligibility frem the
Secratary of the latersior is sccerdince with Natiocaal
Registar preceduzes (35 CIR Ssc. 63.3). .

D. For_these sites fncluded {n or found te D= eligible
fer iaclusion in the Natlocsl Register, the Gslvestom
District vill evaluste, 1o coasultatien vith the Texas

. 8IP0, tha proposed waolerzakieg to detercine effect

pursvant te 36 CFR Sec. 800.4(d). If “ne effect™ {s
found threugh such cecsuliation, the undertaking may
preceed. :

E. Upom fisdisg that the rndertakieg will affect a property
{acluded im or eligible for the Natieasl Repister, the
Calveston District will develep a set of altermatives
that would result {n azoilazce, or mitigstien of
adverse effects. Jo cocsaltatiom vith the Texas SHFO, -
the meat prudent and feasible alternative will be

., selected.

1. 12 the selected alteraative results fa aveidascr,
the Galveston District will docusent » deterwmipation
of @0 elfect and recaia it ia its files; the
preject vay proceed. . .

2. 1If the sclected alternative veuld result ia
presexvation of the cultural property amd wot
creste an adverse effcct, the Calveston Districe
vill docnment this fin¢ing and forvard s capy of
the documestatios to the Counacil and affored the

lmamo.om
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Page 3
Hewmorsadus of Agreeoect
Cerps of Eogineers

Council the oppertusity te ebject pursuaat te 3§
CFR Sec. 800.6(2), before procceding with the
projact,

2. .. Whece {t i3 sot pruieat 22d fe3sible to svoid eT to peeserve
histocic asnd cultuzal prepeciias fecluded ia or eligidle
foc inclusiea ia the Naotiossl Register, the Calvestos
District will coasult with the Texas SICPO sad,

A. If it L{s deterwined that the affected historic or
cultursl preperty i{s faocluded ia or eligidle for
faclusion ia the Metiesal Register primarily because
it say ba likely te yield iafermation importaat ia
prebistecy or histery, sad meets the criteria detailed
fa Part T of the “Cuidelimes for Making ’Adverse
Etfect’ snd ‘Ko Adverse Effect’ Deterwinations for
.Archeolegical Rescurces ia Accerdance.with 36 CFR Pact
800" (Guideliacs), the Cslvestom District will iwstitute
a dats recevery program im coasultation uvith the Texss
SNPO, ia accordasce with Pagt 2 of the Guidelines sad
the Departacat of the Ioterior’s "Recovery of Sciestific,
Prehisteric, Nistoric, and Archeologcal Data: HMethods,
Standerds, sod Reposting Requirements” (36 CFR Part
66). (Copics of the GCuidelines aod 36 CFR Part G6 are
atteched, co : .

- * . ’ .

B. If it i3 determined that the sffected historic cr
cultursl property fs listed ia or eligidle for inclu-.
sion ia the Natioasl Register.primarily feor criteria
ether than the criterion that it is likely to yield
infornation icpertsat ia the prehistery exr history of
the ares, but is set » Natiowsl Nisteric Landmark or -
Katiensl Nistoric Site, snd it is sot knowa to have
historic or cultucal sigeificance to any comunity er
social er ethinic grewp, the Calvesten District will
develop messuzes azcceptable to the Texas SIPO to
sitigate the impoct of the proposed action.

C. “The Calvestea District shall provide the Council with
documentatioa stpportiag the sgreements reached with
the Texss SHPO under the provisions of A and B of this
sectioa snd shall sfford the Council am opportnaity to
object within 39 days sfter receipt of adequate dacumen~

. tation before undertakiag dats recovery program er
proposed sitigative ceasures. .

D, T£ it s deteroised that the affected historic or
cultural property {s s Natioosl Historic Landssrk,
Matfonal Histeric Site, or is knowm to have sigaifi-
cance to amy comuaity or socfal or ethaic group, or
agreeseat caonat be reached betveen the Calvestos

PN . cm e, o am—y—

- — e
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Page &
NHeoorsadun of Agreeseat
Corps of Engimeers

Bistrict sed the Texas SHPO eo sstisfactery mitigation
measuces, or 1f the Couacil edjects te the measutes
agreed wpen, the cerments of the Council will be

. trequastad {a accozdaace vith 3% CZR Pact 800.

J..- Duciag ceasttuctioa activitiess ceveced Yy the Agreenmat 2ad
after the cultural resource surzeys rayuired by Stipulacios
1 bave bees completed, showld previeuwsly unkmeva histecic
or cultursl properties be discevered, the Calvestem District
vill csuse potectislly dameging sctivities te ba delayed
watil it has hsd am oppertusity to comsult with the Texas
SIPO 38d has cowplied vith 36 CIR 8ec.,000.7 of the Couacil's
regulatieas.

4. The Calvestes District sey nquu thet this Agrecocst be
seesded at any tiee te cover additiensl authorized coastructica .
projects by sudoittiag » forasl request to the Ceuncil with
» prelistieacy case report coacurzed im by the Texas SN®O,
The Council vill reviev the foctoeatation provided asd
sdvise the Calvestea District of its coucurzemce or objection.
*J1f the Council objects, coasultation with the Galvestea
District will cestiswe uatil sa soendoeat nccqnbl. to all
pacrties is agreed wpem. :

S. TFailere to catry owt the terms of this Agree-nat requices
that the Galvestoas Distcict sgajs request the Couacil’s
commeats fa accordsnce vith 36 CFR Pacre 500. 1If the Caslvestenm

. District csmnot cacry owt the terws of the AZreement, it

shall oot take er saactioa asy sction or maXe any irreversible
coamitseat thst vould result {a sa sdverze ctffect with

. respect te Natiocaal Registes ocr eligible prupsrties covered
by the Agreeoect or would foreclese the Coancil’'s consideration
of wedilications or slteraat{ves te the ongoing coastructios
projects that could avoid ot mitigate the adverse effect
watil che commestiag process as dees cemplered.

6. 1f sny of the sfgastecrics te this Agreement Setcreine that
the terms of the Agreeocest canaet be met oxr Ddeliecves »
chunge {s secessary, that sigustery shall frmediately
request the coasvitiag parties te consider on amendment or
sddesdun to the Agreensst. Such sa secodment or addendue
shall be executed in the same saaser s the odghal Agrcnnt..

. ’ .so( P
I_@dzﬁfmyﬂ (drte)
xecutive Nirector

Mﬁnty—tonncﬂ [} uodc Preservatio:

LETTER NO. ¢ fardnuan)
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFrFiICe OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN. TEXAS 78711

5‘3“?0%@

6 ES

WILLIAN P, CLEMENTS. JN.

70

eovERNOR Merch 78, 1989 ¥

Darlene Cowlson

U. S. Envirormental Pretection Agency
1445 Ress Averwe, Swite 1200

Pallas, Texes 75202

RE: TX-R-89-02-15-0010-50-00
FREEPORT MARDOR OCEAN OREDGED PATERIAL O1SPOSAL

Dear Applicent:

Tour enviromsentsl impect statement for the project referenced above 70
hos been revieved. No substantive comments were received.

Ne sppreciate the opportunity afferded te review this docwwent. Please
let me know 1f wa can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

TALU

T.C. Adems, State Single Point of Contact
TCA/rb/pon

No response required.
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STATE OF TEXAS
OPPICE OF THE GOVERNOR

WILLIAM P, ELENENTS, IR, .
sovenuoa April 20, 1909 APR 2¢

6 ES

Ms. Darlene Coulsen

V.8. Bnvironmentel Protection Agency
1443 Ross Avenuve, Sulte 1200

Dellaes, Texas 73202

RE: TX-R-09-02-15-0010-50
Freeport Narbor’Ocean Dredged Materisl Diepossl

Dear Ma., Couvleoni

Atteched sre subsequent commente received on the above
captioned proposal.

1€ we can be of "further sseistence, please let me know.

Sincerely,

=

7. C. Memns
State Singlo Point of Contact

TCA/pon

Enclosure

AUSTIN. TEXAS 70711 m 5 2 l:‘: BW-E@

!
[
i
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No responee required.
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o " Mr. 7.C. Adame

STONSE A BAN State Single Point of Contact

osun Governor's Office of Budget and Planning

[ TLYC ) P.0. B 12428

L] Austin, Texae 78711

- grau

L Dear Nr. Adamet

SIATRICE CAR ACIDS

Ll The Draft Znvironmental Inpact Statement by the

0 IOMIMOQL. A Environmental ' Protection Agency on the Freeport Harbor

anad (45-Foot Project) Ocean Dredqged Material Disposal Site
Designation has been revisved. The proposal includes

designation of two ocean disposal sites for material from
the Freeport Harbor Project. Disposal of $5.1 wmillion
cublic yards of virgin material is proposed at a site about
tive miles_offshore. Disposal of 2.1 million cubic yards
of maintenance material (annually) ie proposed at a site
about 2.5 miles offshore,

Ottshore dispossl of these materiale s a suitable
alternative. The EIS discusess various limitations on

locations for dispossl sitss, including {impacts to

biological resources. cCuriously, howvever, the EIS uses

bilological data from the Seadock studiee of the early

19708, but omits any references to biological data from

20re recent studies for the Bryan Mound Strategic See
Petroleun Reserves Project. These latter data should be TeSpones 10 comment 3-2.
included in the final EIS and analyzed along with data

elready included for any (further refinements 1in

delineation of offshore disposal areas.

Thank you for the opportunity to comsent on this docusent.
8 rely,
&
Executivel!Directer
COTILER
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Qerry Mowre
Comenissioney
Germrdd Land Office

arch 14, 1909

We. thxu Thoems (62-7)

Chief, Puderal Activities rweh, DA
1443 Roms Avene

nllas, T\ems 73202-2733

ot mwmmmmm (45-Foot.
Project) OComan Drwdged Matarial Disprmal Site (ODMEB) Desigration

Omar M. Thoms!

As is svthorized by the uretitution of thw State of Twme, the Twas Cansrul
lard Office mveges state-ovmd Fuwywe School Nad lards, including aerface
ard mireral estatas of atwaged lards in the Guif of Modico from the gulf
shoreline vatervard for thres wmrine lesgms.

Te cremtion of sxhoreges, fDairays, ard druijed mtarial dispoml sites in
the Gulf of Mexico vaters Mas signiticant restrictions on the mabere
ard lowtios of axfece dr sites g for cRimmd develcgmwt of

mmm TESOUKTES

mnomo.mb-mnumwxmu-u.s.mm-dmoum
siroce 1985 on & proposal to relocate portions of the anrthwrn Frempext Harbor

Axtoroge Area to isprove ascoesa to state-owmi mirernl remrom.
Significant hydrocarbon remerven are bown to adst in this area, and the
arret two nmauvtical mile specim provision s signiticetly limitsd the
g;;- mnzlllty to develop remocee for the benefit of the Rablic

u-o
Dw Osnarul land Office is coomrred, Gwrefore, thet creation of the two
mmmmmmdeMMeu-imumo!
muloaﬁmm-hotthm vill Arther awplicate agoing
repristice, ard vill limit futiore eploration ed developat efforts.

%o Dalieve that coordimation of an axmptable solution for all parties ie
pomsible, as dsmwwtretad by an agremsaw reachmi in Vatare off the Alatwem
shexuline (s article attarhed).
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Bwircests] Protection Agency
March 14, 1909
Page 2

in aummary, this office dmmires:

1 A detalled @pleration of mw liaitatiow vhich vauld be ispresd an the
plaomart of stxrxtuzre vithin the proposed dispam] eites.

1. M guoramnity o met vith (gresdatives of the Dwirowntal
mw.wvumm,wmmmu
disams the issm of linitatiow an strtrw vithin sxduweges,
fairwveyw, ahd Qisprmal sites.

3¢ A full evniumtion of thase stats caomme in the Fiml Dwircmsntal .

Dypact ftatawre.

W eppweciate this
forvard to vorkimg wi
voicmi sbove.

ty o coommt on Uw proposed work, and Jook
you to develop an squitable solution to the coxmrre

KB/ .

o1

LETTER NO. 9 far@huaf)

According 10 e Gelvesion CE, the placerrant of siuchsres wihin dlsposal
shes ls prohied. However, the Virgin construction matarial site s Needed for
he one-Grw-disposal-of-coretrucion material, and will be svaliably for other
uses In e hare.

Bybhd&dwa.iﬂ.vkwmoﬂeﬂ:;wm‘doh

detalied concarme relwfing spacfically 10 EPA’s site designation ecton. To
date no hrther infonmaton has besn received. We are hopetud that this lssue

can be recived Swough coordination of this Finel BS.
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corvwnics based on cwverd prices,
there is 2 priception armong opetators
thal v ru(u have santed 10 recover.
That's likely t0 funher encoursge the
large uplont capital outlays required

ay the Norphlet trend.

nother inceniive to explore and
develop Norphlet prospects s the ap-
prosching expiration of lesses his

year.
Opevatary expuct scivity In the re-
» contime In the come
years, howing 2 n gae

What's been duwe. In the
Novphiet trend slowed aler 1986
ol and gas price collspse 83 compa-
nles revamped sialegies In an ares
where dry hole costs ace $13-16 mil-
Ron/well and compleied well coss
$23 million.

There have been seven Norph-
fet wells drilled off Alsbama and Mis-
sisvppl since 1986, compared whh
13 In the peak year 198S and nine in
1904,

Some opersion pulled out of the
werd. Phillips Petroleun Co.. lor ex-
srmple, 10ld all of Us Norphlet scresge
0 partner.

Opetaion that stayed. however, 13y
they now are ready 10 move lorward
in the trend. Two Norphiet wells wre
under way off Missinippt snd Als.
bnnu snd another ks about 0 be

with ody tvee
b- all o‘ lash year,

One reason lor the m-d sciivity
s that operators have adjusted to low-
o0 prices. in addition, thelr confidence
In the economic viability of Norphlet
projects has been suppored by sec-
cethl operations s the trend’s only
producing lield: Mary Ann fleld,
which went on siveam last year OG),
hdy 18, 1988, p. 181,

More than | million R of hole hay
been deiled in the search for ofishore
Notphlet reserves.

let success vate. Of the 39
Norphlet teus drilled off Alshama ond
Mistissiopl, one wat junked when
deilipipe was dropped Ino the hole,
two weve deilled a3 reliel wells alter
the dropped pipe Caused 8 blowout,
snd live were dry holes.

The remaining 31 are Nwed o3 suc-
cessiul Norphiet welh
agencies, representing
79% success tale In the bend,

Exnon, with 13, has thus far dvilled
the most Narphlet tesis ot operaior off
Alabama and Mississippi. Mobil Iy
m:vd with 11 and Chevron third
wit

Chevron iy dellling 8 Norphler hole
N 23,300 h measured MDY on
Mirsiswppl Tract 36, il to below
30,000 it MD on Mnhile 8lock 81),
and Texaco 10 22,833 # MD on Mo-
bile Block 869.

10 020 402 Pusna, bty &, $900

U.S. Coat Guard 0 aodivy a
portion of the shipping lsirway %o i
could have 2 sudace Incation on
Block 869 from which o detll. The
block previowvily was entirely in the
lairway.

¥ the wel ks ruccesshul, Teraco

Exron lasl week was na-lh. the
snvival of 8 rig 10 spnad 2 23,050 kR MO
Norphlet tesl on Alsbama Tract 6)
wilh boitarmhale location on neigh-
boring Alsbama Tract 78.

!um i the region’s biggest

in terrm of reserves. s Norphl ﬂ e
serve position today s about 2.8 icf,
based on its disc overies of Bon Secour
Oay, Nowh Central, snd Nonhwest
Gull Reids.

The compeny once was the region’s
hv'ru lessee in tevrms of net scres, bt

R curently. i fourth aher dropping
same leases B considered marginal,

The region’s currenily largest fevsee
B Union Explorailon Parinens Lid,,
which holds sbovt 100,000 net acres
in the wend. Union h lollowed by
Amoxo Produciion Co., Conoco Inc.,
and then Exxon.

Mobil's sciivity, C.D. Sabathier,
Mnhil' s Mobiie sres 3ng
said M company has launc

The Nt phase Ivolves wiilizing
Mavy Ann's current Infrasiructure 1o
full capablility,

Three of Mary Arn’s sin Norphlet
well sre producing. One of the lield's
two Miocene weils b on siream. The
Neld s gas keatment plant has a design
capacity of 80 MMcHd. Production ot
Mary Ann s 40 MMcHd.

Expamion ol Neld Involves
completing one of the wells previown.
Iy drilled, dvilling one addilional well,
and Imtalling more offshore produc-
Hon facilivies.

n conjunciion ath Mary Ann en-

mlon, wid Sehathier, Mobil has

gun development of its Mobile
llo:i 81) discovery. The current well
being drifled on the block Is an ofhet
1o the discavery, Mobil’'s pariners in
the lield ae Texaco, Conoco, Exaon,
snd Agip Petroievm Co. Inc.

Mobil anticipstes o lour well pro-

am 0 il develop Block 01)

ign engineering has begun on an
ofhhare facitity that basically wili be a
separstor and dehydvation ’mlu for
corrosion ahaternen, a pipeline Ln-

Anather phace of Mohil's deve
mend plan i 3 major espamion o
beavy sour gas heating Capahn
wN(h Is planned 10 occur in ) yr
lNl vhne will potentially inc!

s devel nt ol Weu (
ﬂ\l« luland tield and another proy
neas the iland, where gas s 3.
ydrogen ullide.

Other development plan. &x
plam 10 begin deliveries kom
Norphiet lields in 1992,

Rs plans include a3 100 MMcid v
ment plani that can be expandea
600 MMcid 10 bring a8 many a3
welhy on wream see map, OC), N
10, 1906, p. 400,

In ledecal waters, Eazon has v

fzed Mobile Blocks 866, 867, 8
911, 912, and 9 2 part of -
devel plan.
Shell, meanwhile, s moving abs
with evaluation of #s Fairway h
wnder Alabama Tracts 11) and 1)2
has driled Norphlet discoveries
both wacts,

“We have not sreaxarced any pl.
yel. but obviowsly we are very enco
aged by owr discrveries,” s3id €.
Voiland, produclion manager
Shell's coastal division.

Shell has no ivwnediate plans
deitl on i1 recenily acquired xrea
olf Dauphin island, weleriing inie
0 garthet technical dats snd wosk w
other leswes i the atcs.

Shell, Exxon, and Mobil have |
gun the lengthy process of oblaim
sate and 3l permits for
ment opevations off Alabama, TI
currently requises about ) years.

New melallurgy needed. I
where, Chevion has asked MMS
sllow ¢ delay in a fleld delineatt
program on Mnbile Blocks 860, 86
and 862 for lack of metalhurgy tec
nology (OG], Nov. 11, 1988. p. 3

The company encountered dow
hole prevsures greaier than 18,000 ¢
with Norphlet wells on 8locks 8
ond 862. Chevion s anempling
develop 3 salety valve that can ope
ste at more than 1S0° F. in the pre
ence of elernental sulfur with as mu
8% 20,000 psi preswuce.

Chevron has formed 8 wlit iwol
Ing the thwee hocks. it plans 1o reemt:
and test the Block 8627 well om

late meldlurgy has been &
:m, which might occur later th

rmmmmhnlhc
lock 861 well. Log analyvis of &
Union well thowerd mare then 100
of net pay In the Norgivkd,

LETTER NO. 9 lardrand)
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A
Mobil Exploration & Producing U.S. Inc. 5 :E‘S
Apeil 20, 1989 pusbasbmpanest

‘U. 5. Envirormental Protectioa Agency
1443 Roes Ave.
Dalles, Texse 73202-273)

Attentiont Rore Thomss
Chief, Federsl Activitiass
Brench (6E-F)

7.06.05.00

EPA Proposed Ocesn Dumping Site
Of[shore Preeport Merbor, Tezas
Dredged Materisl Disposal

Gentlemens

Mobil Exploration & Producing U. 8. Inc.’ (NEPUS) as sqent for Nobil Producing
Texes & Mew Mexico Inc. (MPTM) appreciates the oppottunity to comment on the
proposed ocean dumping sites offshore Freeport, Tenas, designated for one time
disposal of construction meterial snd snnusl dispossl of meintenance meterisl
dredged for the expsnded and relocsted Freeport Merbor Emtrance and Jetty
Channels, as further described in the Federsl Register, Vol. 34, Mo. 47, dated
Monday, March 13, 1989, pages 10)66-10389.

While NEPUS has wo cbjection bto the concept of oflfshore disposal of dredged
meterisle, we 40 however cbject to the close proximity of the meintessnce
moterisl dispossl site to owur existing prodecing operations in Brezoe

Block 1)86-3. Our producing platforwm, BA 306-3 "A", located at

Latitude 20 S2°03"N end Lonqgitude 95 17°'00°W, is spproximately 200 - 0O ft. 101
southvest of the proposed 1 maint dispossl sres (see sttached
draving). The predominant longehore curreat end transport ia this sres 1is
southwesterly and will therefore deposit meteriasl dusped in the proposed site
onto our platform location. While there are currently ac regulations
requiring the saspling of bottom sadiments at the tiss of platform resoval

or lesse sbandorment, it is act walikely thst some type of saspling end
.anslysis of bottom sediments mey becmw & (wture requirement to secure site
clesrance spproval. The lmpect to sedisent quality st BA J06-8 "A", due to
the anmuel deposition of 2.1 sillion cubic yards of dredged meterisl for sn
indefinite poriod of time, has the potential of making Modbil liable for the
quality of discherges over which we have ao control.

The aree within the melisnance rutirie) sie where dacharpge will ccour s
shown In Agure 1. No impact is expectsd austaide the sie boundaries.
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Again, ve thank pou for this opportenity to commsnt on this proposal. Should
you heve sny questions or require further informetion on these comments,
please contect D. C. Forbes, Envirormental and Regulatory Aflaire Ranager, at
(504) 368-329¢.

Yours vecy truly,

i s

Producing Maneger

LETTER NO. 10 fr@uar)
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PART lll. MODIRICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS
The Freeport Harbor (45-Foot Project) ODMDS Designation Draft EIS was reviewed by
the public and intemally by EPA. This section of the Final EIS presents minor revisions to the
Draft EIS based on errors identified during the review process. For each correction, the
page, paragraph, and line of the Draft EIS requiring revision is noted, the necessary
correction is specified, and the comected text is presented in boidface.

Page 2-1, paragraph 2, lines 2 and 3. Remove “ocean disposal® from the list of non-ocean
disposal alternatives.

Page 3-40, paragraph 3, line 5. Replace “Caribbean® manatee with West indian manatee.

Page 4-4, section 4.1.2.3, paragraph 4, line 2. Replace “2.5 miles® with 3.0 miles.

-1



PART V. EPA'S PROPOSED ACTION

EPA's proposed action is the final designation of two preferred sites for the disposal of
virgin construction and maintenance materials to be dredged from the Freeport Harbor
entrance and jetty channeis. The preferred sites were determined based on environmental,
feasibility, and cost considerations.

The Freeport Harbor channels provide access for large vesseis to Freeport and the
surrounding areas. 5.1 mcy of new construction material appropriate for ocean disposal will
be generated, with shoaling of the eniarged outer channel expected to occur at an annual
rate of approximately 2.1 mcy. The Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for maintaining
the Freeport Harbor entrance and jetty channeis and has requested that EPA permanently
designate an ocean dredged material disposal site(s) for the construction and maintenance
material dredged as part of the Freeport Harbor 45-Foot Project.

The no-action alternative is not acceptable because failure to designate a disposal site
would result in accumulation of material in the channels and their eventual ciosure to ship
traffic. Upland sites for disposal of the dredged material are not available. Mid-shelf and
continental-slope ocean disposal sites were determined to be unsuitable because of
significant impacts on the benthic community and increased cost and safety risks. Near-
shore sites were determined to be the most acceptable.

The Zone of Siting Feasibility approach resulted in exclusion of the interim-designated
ODMDS. The preferred sites should have minimal environmental impacts. Both are located
- In a bottom-sediment province with compatible grain-size distributions. The sites are not in
the safety fairway and avoid areas of recreational importance or biological sensitivity. They
are located in water deep enough to avoid causing navigational problems, yet reasonably
nearshore to reduce transportation costs and allow for efficient monitoring and surveillance
activities at the sites. .

EPA has determined, after reviewing the alternatives, that the preferred sites are
acceptable for the disposal of dredged materials from the construction and maintenance of
the enlarged Freeport Harbor entrance and jetty channels. The primary environmental impact
associated with disposal is the burial and consequent mortality of the benthic infaunal
community in the discharge portion of the sites.
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