
From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: FW: [Non-DoD Source] Dauphin Island and Good news
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:59:00 AM

All: FYI. The trailer for the Sierra Club Documentary is at vimeo.com/248802675

From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:35 PM
To:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dauphin Island and Good news

Unbelievable good news about Dauphin Island.

1.   Finally, someone is listening to Dauphin Island.

For years, a group of us has been sending information to the Sierra Club to explain the Corps’ erosion to Dauphin
Island.

As a result, the Sierra Club, Alabama Chapter is sponsoring a documentary film about the erosion of Dauphin Island
caused by the Corps’ dredging of the Mobile Harbor and Outer Bar Channel.

I am asking each owner on Dauphin Island to donate money to the documentary, which will be used to protect the
Island. We need to show the Sierra Club our unified effort to save the Island.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



The production cost of the film is $15,000; many thousands have already been donated.

To donate to the film and all information about the Dauphin Island project can be found at
Blockedhttps://www.sierraclub.org/alabama/dauphinisland

The trailer to the film can be seen at vimeo.com/248802675 <Blockedhttp://vimeo.com/248802675>

I am asking each of you to contact Jonathon Meeks of the Sierra Club and thank them for their support and their
tremendous effort to save Dauphin Island. jonathonmeeks@gmail.com <mailto:jonathonmeeks@gmail.com>

Next, Unbelievable good news about Dauphin Island.

2.   Corps put the FOIA document about Dauphin island on their website.

Thank you for sending in the FOIA requests to the Corps of Engineers. Because of all of you, the Corps had to
answer the questions and put the answers to my FOIA request on their website for the public to see. 

This shows what can happen, if all of the property owners stand together and dispute the Corps’ false statements
about Dauphin island.

Some of these are documents that the owners have been asking the Corps to provide for the last 38 years, about the
erosion of Dauphin Island.

The documents can be found under Dauphin Island Request (2017)

Blockedhttp://www.sam.usace.army.mil/Business-With-Us/FOIA/Frequently-Requested-Records/

Of course, the Mobile District did not answer all of the questions, but I have filed an appeal and I will let you know
the results. 



The Corps has made a conscious effort to deliberately hide the truth from the people of Dauphin Island, that the
Corps’ maintenance dredging is the cause to the erosion to the shoreline for the past 38 years

We have to show the Corps that their tactics will not be tolerated any more and keep demanding the answers to our
questions.

With warmest regards,

(b)(6)



From:
To:

Subject: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 9:05:00 AM
Attachments: Econ Slide 29 Jan 2018 .pptx

Let me know if you have any comments before I send to

Attached are the current estimated costs and benefits for the Mobile Harbor Study. We intend to proceed with
Alternative 2 (49' depth, 3 mile, 100' widener) as the Tentatively Selected Plan to be presented to the vertical team
March 28, 2018. This plan would require the standard cost share.  Please confirm that the ASPA has no intentions at
this time to proceed with a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) for additional deepening or length of widening. The ASPA
could still choose to proceed with an LPP after the TSP milestone but this would likely delay study completion and
cost.

Upon your confirmation, we will request a categorical exemption from the NED Plan (51' depth, no widening)
through our Division Office.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:

Subject: RE: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 9:31:00 AM

I'll use your updated table.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 9:27 AM
To:

Subject: RE: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR

for the intent of your email it's fine, but there was a reduction in net benefits for deepening in the latest
update.  I've updated your slide to reflect the updated net benefits.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 9:09 AM
To

Subject: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR

Let me know if you have any comments before I send to

ttached are the current estimated costs and benefits for the Mobile Harbor Study. We intend to proceed with
Alternative 2 (49' depth, 3 mile, 100' widener) as the Tentatively Selected Plan to be presented to the vertical team
March 28, 2018. This plan would require the standard cost share.  Please confirm that the ASPA has no intentions at
this time to proceed with a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) for additional deepening or length of widening. The ASPA
could still choose to proceed with an LPP after the TSP milestone but this would likely delay study completion and
cost.

Upon your confirmation, we will request a categorical exemption from the NED Plan (51' depth, no widening)
through our Division Office.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Starting Point for Public Engagement
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 12:37:00 PM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor Public Engagement_22Feb_Draft.pptx

Just realized that we are going to need an EJ/Noise/Air Slide. Also, please place the schedule
(with bubbles on the attached format slide (I could not get that to work).

If possible, get me draft by tomorrow morning at 9am (they're due to Col. DeLapp by tomorrow at 11am). Need at
least schedule slide (we can hold off on EJ slide).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 10:26 AM
To:
Cc: 

Subject: Starting Point for Public Engagement

here's a starting point for the slides for COL DeLapp's presentation.  At slide 13, we transition to the Mobile
GRR...where we need to add new material, the things we discussed yesterday.  Also, some of these slides are dated
and the info needs to be updated.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 17 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v2.pptx
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 2:26:00 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v2.pptx

Please provide photos in slide 2 and 3 of the attached. Use any photos from the past that you see fit to use.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 5 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor Rehearsal
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 2:57:00 PM

Most of us will be in the Mobile Harbor GRR Agency Meeting that day over at the ASPA Offices. I will be
able to come back over, but not sure if some of the other will be able to attend.

-----Original Appointment-----
From
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 2:55 PM
To:
Subject: Accepted: Mobile Harbor Rehearsal
When: Thursday, February 15, 2018 1:30 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Executive Office Conf Room

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: Current Presentation Format
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 4:22:00 PM

Placed it in planning drive mobile harbor grr/slides folder.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 10:09:00 AM

Thank you!

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 9:50 AM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A (UNCLASSIFIED)

I accepted hanges. The final version is attached.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 9:43 AM
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A (UNCLASSIFIED)

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

See my attached revisions.  Nothing major.  Thanks for taking the first shot at this.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 2:37 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A

Hey,

Can you provide any additions/revisions on these to me and David by COB Friday? This came up during our
meeting going on right now and needs them by the end of the week to give to the COL.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2018 4:38 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A

My proposed responses to the questions below are shown in the attached word document. Please revise/expand as
you see fit and send it back to me sometime tomorrow, if possible.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, January 26, 2018 3:00 PM
To:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Q&A

When you get a moment, please provide responses to the following q&a's...

Q26: The Mobile District has been regularly using the Sand Island Beneficial Use Area (SIBUA) for the last 18
years.  Will the GRR investigate “from a quantitative standpoint” if the SIBUA actually contributes substantial
quantities of dredged “beach quality” sands to the littoral drift system on the west side of the Mobile Pass ebb-tidal
delta?

Q30: How will data from the Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment (ABIRA) be used in the GRR Study?
The ABIRA Comprehensive Report is scheduled for completion in March 2019, yet the DRAFT GRR and SEIS for
the Mobile Harbor GRR is scheduled to be released in June of 2018.

Q33: In what way does the current GRR rely on the 2008 and 2010 Byrnes Study?

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.02.18.docx
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 10:41:00 AM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.02.18.docx

Attached are the updated Q&A's in preparation for the Public Meeting. Still refining responses and still have a few
questions to answer but thought it may be good for the Colonel to begin to prep for the questions.

Will send updated slides shortly.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 10:45:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v1.pptx

Volume 1 of Public Meeting Slides Attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 41 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 11:08:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v2 - vol 1.pptx

Volume 1 of public meeting slides attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 11:40:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v2 - vol 1.pptx

Volume 2 of public meeting slides attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor Public Meeting Slides
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 11:59:00 AM

I sent the e-mails with the slides (4 volumes). The network appears to be extremely slow so I also uploaded the
compiled files onto the PM Network drive at PM-C/Newell/Mobile Harbor GRR/Slides.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 12:43:00 PM

All: The latest slides for the February 22 Public Meeting have been placed on the planning drive in the Mobile
Harbor GRR/Slides directory.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 12:52:00 PM

Thank you, In regards to comments on the other slides, would prefer to get those during the rehearsals. I
am having a tough time dealing with those huge files and comments only further frustrate me.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 12:45 PM
To: 
Subject: RE: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting (UNCLASSIFIED)

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

Thanks Hope to be up and running and get our engineering slides added as soon as possible.

Would you like a review and feedback from the team on any of the other slides?

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 12:43 PM
To:

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Cc
Subject: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting

All: The latest slides for the February 22 Public Meeting have been placed on the planning drive in the Mobile
Harbor GRR/Slides directory.

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 2:50:00 PM
Attachments: Econ Slide 01 Feb 2018.pptx

Attached are the current estimated costs and benefits for the Mobile Harbor Study. We will continue to refine
the costs and benefits, but based on our previous discussions, we intend to proceed with Alternative 2 (49' depth, 3
mile, 100' widener) as the Tentatively Selected Plan.  This plan will require the standard cost share.  Please confirm
that the ASPA has no intentions at this time to proceed with a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) for additional deepening
or length of widening. The ASPA could still choose to proceed with an LPP after the TSP milestone but this would
likely delay study completion and require additional funds.

Upon your confirmation, we will request a categorical exemption from the NED Plan (51' depth, no widening)
through our Division Office.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Subject: Sediment Testing
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 9:13:00 AM

Let me know if I said this okay...

In order to ensure that the Mobile Harbor GRR Study remains within the $7.8M total budget, we have decided to
delay the sediment testing until the Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the project.  Costs for
the Environmental data collection and analysis that will be used to address the impacts of modifications to the
channel have been greater than anticipated in our original budget. Because of the depth of the new work material
that will be removed, we do not anticipate unexpected construction cost increases to the project for remediation due
to contaminated soils. As a result, we felt that it was a reasonable risk to delay sediment testing to the PED phase to
ensure the project remains on budget.

By delaying the sediment testing to the PED phase, we anticipate reaching the TSP milestone on budget and
schedule (although we will  have depleted all contingency funds received to that point).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: Sediment Testing
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 9:32:00 AM

Thanks, .I will also add something about the additional cost of public involvement.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:31 AM
To:

Subject: RE: Sediment Testing

A minor change to the 3rd sentence

Because of the depth and the new work material to be removed has not been exposed to modern-day conditions, we
do not anticipate unexpected construction cost increases to the project for remediation due to contaminated soils.

_____________________________________

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 9:13 AM
To:

Subject: Sediment Testing

Let me know if I said this okay...

In order to ensure that the Mobile Harbor GRR Study remains within the $7.8M total budget, we have decided to
delay the sediment testing until the Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the project.  Costs for
the Environmental data collection and analysis that will be used to address the impacts of modifications to the
channel have been greater than anticipated in our original budget. Because of the depth of the new work material
that will be removed, we do not anticipate unexpected construction cost increases to the project for remediation due
to contaminated soils. As a result, we felt that it was a reasonable risk to delay sediment testing to the PED phase to
ensure the project remains on budget.

By delaying the sediment testing to the PED phase, we anticipate reaching the TSP milestone on budget and
schedule (although we will  have depleted all contingency funds received to that point).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



(b)(6)



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 9:48:00 AM
Attachments: Draft public notice for town hall meeting 01.22.18.docx

Meeting Attendees 22 Feb 2018.docx

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers hosts Mobile Harbor improvement town hall meeting, Feb. 22 
 
  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, will host a town hall meeting to update all interested 
parties on the ongoing study to evaluate impacts of widening and/or deepening the Mobile Harbor Federal 
Navigation Channel.  
  
The meeting is open to the interested public and will be held at the Mobile Convention Center, 1 South 
Water Street, Mobile, Ala., on Feb. 22 from 6 to 8 p.m. Free parking is available in the parking lot just 
south of the Mobile Convention Center on Water Street, between Church and Government Streets, 
adjacent to Cooper Riverside Park. Free parking is available for persons/vehicles with a handicapped 
permit in the underground parking lot of the Convention Center. 
 
The Mobile District commander will provide an overview of the District and the ongoing studies for the 
proposed harbor improvements project. After the Corps presentation, members of the public will have the 
opportunity to ask the commander and team questions, make comments and share concerns related to 
possible impacts associated with the potential project. 
 
The town hall meeting is one opportunity to share comments that will become part of the preparation of a 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed project. In addition to the meeting, 
members of the public may submit comments by email to MobileHarborGRR@usace.army.mil or by mail 
to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, 109 Saint Joseph Street, Mobile, AL 36602.  
 
For more information, on the proposed Mobile Harbor Federal Navigation Channel project, visit 
http://www.sam.usace.army.mil/. 
 
 



February 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall 
Meeting Attendees: 
 
Greeters: Economics: 
AECOM   

  
Presenters: Environmental: 
COL James DeLapp 

 
 

 
  

Port Authority: Engineering:  
Jimmy Lyons 
Judith Adams 
Bob Harris 
 
  
Project Management: Legislative Liason: 

Pat Robbins 
 
 

  
Planning: Office of Counsel: 

 
 

  
  
Operations: Public Affairs: 
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(b)(6)
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: Q&As for the Feb 22 Public Meeting
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 10:01:00 AM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.02.18.docx

All: Latest Q&A's for the Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting are attached. We still have a few to which we need to
provide answers (questions 25, 31, and 32). Please let me know if you have any issues with the proposed responses.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 12:43 PM
To:

Cc: 
Subject: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting

All: The latest slides for the February 22 Public Meeting have been placed on the planning drive in the Mobile
Harbor GRR/Slides directory.
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Pages 3 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: Parking for meeting
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 12:53:00 PM
Attachments: RE Non-DoD Source GRREIS Public Meeting vs Town of Dauphin Island"s Public Meeting.msg

I delayed securing venue in order to work out date/time conflict with Dauphin Island FEMA Flood Elevation
Meeting that same night (See attached e-mail). During that short delay, we lost parking directly beneath the
convention center to another meeting.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 12:45 PM
To:
Subject: Parking for meeting

Colonel ask me to check and see why contractor isn't providing parking in the Convention Center rather than
outside.  Can you explain?
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From: Mobile Harbor GRR
To:
Cc:

Mobile Harbor GRR
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] GRR/EIS Public Meeting vs Town of Dauphin Island"s Public Meeting
Date: Monday, January 29, 2018 2:49:00 PM

We are not able to change the date of our meeting. We can adjust the time. Is it possible that the date of the county
meeting be moved or the time adjusted to accommodate both meetings on this date?

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Sunday, January 28, 2018 11:28 AM
To:

Cc
Mobile

Harbor GRR <MobileHarborGRR@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] GRR/EIS Public Meeting vs Town of Dauphin Island's Public Meeting

I have just learned that The Town of Dauphin Island has announced, in the Town of Dauphin Island’s Town Crier, a
Public meeting on February 22, 2018 to update the property owners of Dauphin Island about changes to the Flood
Maps that affect Dauphin Island.  The “FIRM” reflect a number of changes to the current risk zones and Base Flood
Elevations (BFEs). These changes as proposed (the preliminary FIRMs are expected to become effective in mid-
2019) can impact insurance premiums, new construction elevation requirements and more.  This public meeting is to
help Dauphin Island property owners better understand what all this means to them and their property. 

It is also important that the Mobile District understand that the Town of Dauphin Island is partnering with Mobile
County to present the FIRM update and this particular date was the best fit for Mobile County.  Mobile County is
also hosting other similar meetings throughout the county.  It would be important for the Mobile District to
understand that these important updates are taking place and should consider their date accordingly. 

Since the Mobile District only recently announced, in its January 16th Biweekly update, that it will hold a Public
meeting on February 22nd about the Mobile Harbor Widening and Deepening GRR.EIS, I respectfully request that
the Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, select a different date to hold its Public Meeting.  The Town of Dauphin
Island “FIRMS” public meeting and the Mobile District’s GRR/EIS are both extremely important public meetings
competing for time of the same public on the same day.  The Town of Dauphin island has announced its meeting in
a very public newsletter, to its on Island property owners of over 1200 and to its wider distribution that could reach
over 3000 member of the Dauphin Island Property Owners Association, while the Mobile District’s announcement,
as best I can determine, is reaching a limited number of people and only if they have gone to the website and read
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(b)(5)
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the Biweekly update.

I hope the above information is helpful and that due consideration is given for a change in the date for the GRR/EIS
update.

I look forward to your reply to this concern and request.

Sincerely,

(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:02:00 PM

Thank you! We will proceed with the categorical exemption.

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 10:39 AM
To:
Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR

The Alabama State Port Authority concurs with the Tentatively Selected Plan of Alternative 2 (49' depth, 3 mile,
100' widener).  The Alabama State Port Authority has not intentions at this time to proceed with a Locally Preferred
Plan.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 3:00 PM
To:
Cc:

Subject: Selection of Tentative Selected Plan (TSP) - Mobile Harbor GRR

Attached are the current estimated costs and benefits for the Mobile Harbor Study. We will continue to refine
the costs and benefits, but based on our previous discussions, we intend to proceed with Alternative 2 (49' depth, 3
mile, 100' widener) as the Tentatively Selected Plan.  This plan will require the standard cost share.  Please confirm
that the ASPA has no intentions at this time to proceed with a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) for additional deepening
or length of widening. The ASPA could still choose to proceed with an LPP after the TSP milestone but this would
likely delay study completion and require additional funds.

Upon your confirmation, we will request a categorical exemption from the NED Plan (51' depth, no widening)
through our Division Office.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:08:00 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v2 - vol 2.pptx

Can you send slide showing layout of the space for the February 22 Meeting. As far as speakers, I anticipate
we will need space for Col. DeLapp,
front. Please include rough dimensions of the room and show location of the media area.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To:
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides

Sorry, Vol 2 attached.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 1:42 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides

Volume 2 of public meeting slides attached.
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Pages 3 through 12 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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From:
To:
Subject: Emailing: CG Briefing June 2016v2.pptx
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:21:00 PM
Attachments: CG Briefing June 2016v2.pptx

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

CG Briefing June 2016v2.pptx

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 3:53:00 PM

Thanks, I felt like we should probably revise the note on the Mobile Harbor Deepening and Widening Slide
that states: “Modernizing the Port of Mobile is necessary because 2/3rds of the Port of Mobile’s vessel traffic today
is restricted or delayed directly impacting shipper costs and competitiveness.”

Do you have a recommendation?

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 3:48 PM
To:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides

Hi.  My comments are as follows:

Slide 2:  Spacing between the 3rd and fourth bullet
Slide 4:  Concepts box:

Slide 4 Concepts box:  4th Bullet.  Recommend we restate as follows: 

Slide 5:  Setting for Mobile Bay box:  Recommend

Slide 5:  Setting for Mobile Bay box:  Last bullet.
Slide 5:  Coastal Barrier Islands:  Erosion Impacts? 

Slide 9 - What's Next:  Assessments is misspelled
Slide 10:  Why is USA JOBS or usajobs.gov mentioned?  This is a federal jobs site....I don't think we should
advertise federal jobs during an environmental impact study process.

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 10:11 AM
To:
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides

Sorry, Vol 2 attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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-----Original Message-----
From: Newell, David P CIV CESAM CESAD (US)
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 1:42 PM
To:
Cc: '
Subject: FW: Vol 2 Public Meeting Slides

Volume 2 of public meeting slides attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Corp"s Public Meeting
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 8:05:00 AM

Unfortunately, we have now already set the time as 6-8pm. The presentation should begin close to the 6pm start. 
Per our discussion, I did confirm that we will have a court reporter at the meeting.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 8:38 PM
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corp's Public Meeting

I went to the Town of Dauphin Island Town Council Agenda Meeting.  Mayor Jeff Collier explained that Mobile
County and The Town of Dauphin Island are hosting the meeting on Dauphin Island concerning the changes in the
Flood maps (FIRM) that deals specifically with Dauphin Island.  I learned that the public meeting will be 5 – 7 p.m.
and not later as I initially thought.  At one time you indicated that it may be possible to adjust the time for the Corps
meeting.  Presently, the Corps time is set for 6 p.m. – 8 p.m.  Is it possible to delay the meeting start time to 7:00
p.m.?  This would allow the property owners to go to the Dauphin Island meeting earlier, and then to the Mobile
District Public meeting and be there for Col DeLapp’s presentation.  The Towns meeting will be set up similar to the
past two Corps of Engineers meetings.  So it is very possible people can go to the Dauphin Island meeting get their
information and then go to the Mobile District’s meeting.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR - Concurrence on widener and passing rules
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 1:55:00 PM
Attachments: PassingRulesforWideningAnalysis_15Dec2017.docx

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, December 15, 2017 4:23 PM
To:
Cc:

Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR - Concurrence on widener and passing rules

We need your concurrence that the attached passing rules for a 500' wide channel, 3 miles in length plus bend easing
are reasonable and would allow for passing of vessels that are in accordance with these rules for our on-going
analysis. Please note that a 3 mile long widener plus the bend easing at a depth of 49' is the maximum project that is
economically justified at this time. This justification assumes that the 3 mile long passing lane and attached passing
rules are sufficient.  We developed Rules 1 – 3 from the ship simulation conducted 23 – 26 May 2017.  They reflect
the combined beam, single beam, and combined LOA of the largest vessel (or combination of vessels) that
successfully passed in a 500 ft channel (i.e., 100 ft widener scenario) during the simulation. Rules 4 and 5 were
developed by multiplying the current rules by the ratio of the future channel vs current channel dimensions (e.g., 50
ft / 45 ft or 500 ft / 450 ft).

Please let us know if you have any questions.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Mobile Harbor GRR 
Proposed Passing Rules for Economic Evaluations 
December 13, 2017 
 

 Rule 1: Combined beam can't exceed 256 ft (Combined beam of 256 ft / channel width of 500 ft 
= 51.2 % of the channel).  
 
Explanation: The 256 ft value reflects the largest combined beam from the vessels that 
successfully passed in the 500 ft channel widener from the ship simulation study. Those vessels 
were the Humber Bridge (150.3 ft x 1102.4 ft) and the Zim Piraeus (105.6 ft x 964.9 ft). As 
documented in the ship simulation report, the pilots indicated passing these two vessels would 
be feasible with environmental and draft restrictions; however, those restrictions were never 
specified.  
 

 Rule 2: Channel will be restricted to one-way traffic for any single vessel beam that exceeds 
150.3 ft (Single beam of 150.3 ft / channel width of 500 ft = 30% of the channel).  
 
Explanation: The 150.3 ft value is the beam width of the Humber Bridge, which was the largest 
vessel that could successfully pass another vessel in the 500 ft channel. Therefore, it was 
assumed the channel would be restricted to one-way traffic for any vessel with a beam width 
exceeding that of the Humber Bridge. 
 

 Rule 3: Combined LOA can’t exceed 2165 ft. 
 
Explanation: The longest vessels that successfully passed in the 2017 ship simulation study for 
the 500 ft channel were the Humber Bridge (150.3 ft x 1102.4 ft) and the Zim Pireaus (105.6 ft x 
964.9 ft) (same scenario that’s described in the explanation for Rule 1 above). However, as 
documented in simulation report, Chris Brock indicated in a follow-up discussion that the 
passing Sovereign Maersk (140.4 ft x 1138.5 ft) and the Zim Pireaus would also be feasible in a 
500 ft channel, with draft restrictions.  The combined LOA of the Sovereign Maersk and Zim 
Pireaus is 2103.4 ft.  
 
Although we did not specifically evaluate passing a longer containership (due to not having a 
vessel of that size particular size in the current ship simulation inventory), we decided to relax 
the combined LOA rule slightly (to 2165 ft) for the economic analysis to allow for passing of a 
Panamax vessel such as the KMSS Dainty (105.7 ft x 964.9 ft) and a post-Panamax vessel such as 
the Maersk (140 ft x 1200 ft). These two vessels passing with 2 degrees of drift would consume 
approximately 49% (321.3 ft) of the 500 ft channel. If you add an additional 90 ft to count for a 
minimum steel to steel clearance between the vessels, in accordance with the requirement 
evaluated in a desktop analysis done by LOCUS LLC, approximately 89 ft of channel remains 
available for clearance between the vessels and channel toes (or 44.5 ft on the outside of each 
vessel). We deemed this to be appropriate for use in our Harborsim evaluations, with the 
understanding that there could be additional draft or environmental restrictions needed in the 
future.  
 
 



 Rule 4:  Maximum draft of two meeting vessels shall not exceed 94.4 ft. (94.4 = 85 ft x 50 ft / 45 
ft).  
 
Explanation: Per a phone conversation with Chris Brock in November 2017, it was agreed to 
increase the current combined draft restriction rule (i.e., maximum combined draft of two 
meeting vessels shall not exceed 85 ft) by the ratio of the future proposed channel depth to the 
current channel depth (i.e., 50 ft to 45 ft). The result of that calculation (85 x 50/45) is 94.4 ft.  
 

 Rule 5: Any two vessels with a combined LOA of 2062.5 ft (2062.5 ft = 1650 ft x 500 ft / 400 ft) 
or greater will not be allowed to meet in the channel if the combined draft is greater than 83.33 
ft (83.33 ft = 75 ft x 50 ft / 45 ft). 
 
Explanation: Per a phone conversation with Chris Brock in November 2017, it was agreed to 
increase the current combined LOA and draft restriction rule (i.e., any two vessels with a 
combined LOA of 1650 ft or greater will not be allowed to meet in the channel if the combined 
draft is greater than 75 ft) by the ratio of the future proposed channel width and depth (i.e., 500 
ft and 50 ft) to the current channel width and depth (i.e., 400 ft and 45 ft). The results of those 
calculations (1650 x 500/400 and 75 x 50/45) are 2062.5 ft and 83.33 ft, respectively.  

 
 



From:
To: DeLapp, James Andrew (Jim) COL USARMY CESAM (US)
Cc:

Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.06.18.docx
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 2:22:00 PM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.06.18.docx

Col. DeLapp: Attached are the proposed responses to Q&As that we developed for Mobile Harbor. Responses are
still under refinement but are pretty much complete.

(b)(6)
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Pages 2 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 9:44:00 AM

Just FYI wasn't aware that this was a first draft that we put together, but there may be helpful
suggestions here for Col D.

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 4:14 PM
To:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides

Vol 1  - I assume these are the slides the Col will present addressing "who the Corps is."  I would offer this
comment

I get the history slide

Keep slides 8, 9, 10 -

-----Original Message-----

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6)
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From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 1:42 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides

Early drafts...

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 12:56 PM
To:
Subject: FW: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 12:45 PM
To:
Subject: FW: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 11:08 AM
To:
Subject: Vol 1 Public Meeting Slides

Volume 1 of public meeting slides attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Subject: Emailing: Dredging Discussion.pptx
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 10:06:00 AM
Attachments: Dredging Discussion.pptx

These are the laws, regs, etc that we use for Mobile Harbor...
 
Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

Dredging Discussion.pptx

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: Q&As for the Feb 22 Public Meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 4:49:00 PM

Thanks,

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 3:41 PM
To:
Subject: RE: Q&As for the Feb 22 Public Meeting

Q25: Will the GRR include consideration of a “beneficial uses” alternative that would place maintenance dredged
beach quality sands from the Outer Bar Channel at a more appropriate location to facilitate their re-incorporation
into the littoral drift system to assist in the “restoration” of Dauphin Island’s eroding Gulf shoreline, to include the
surficial reconstitution of the Sand/Pelican Island complex of the Mobile Pass ebb-tidal delta?
A25: The Corps is in the process of determining if there is sufficient disposal capacity in the Sand Island Beneficial
Use Area for current and future maintenance material of the Bar Channel. If not, an evaluation will be made to
consider expanding the SIBUA along the ebb tidal shoal towards Dauphin Island while staying within the Federal
Standard cost.

Comment on Q20 - I would mention the funding restrictions of $300K or 25% of the project cost, whichever is less,
anything more than that would have to be paid by a non-fed sponsor.

Comment on Q22 - This answer just states what the regulation is and doesn't say yes or no if we're complying with it
or not.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 10:01 AM
To:

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Cc:
Subject: Q&As for the Feb 22 Public Meeting

All: Latest Q&A's for the Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting are attached. We still have a few to which we need to
provide answers (questions 25, 31, and 32). Please let me know if you have any issues with the proposed responses.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 12:43 PM
To:

Cc:
Subject: Latest slide set for the Feb 22 Public Meeting

All: The latest slides for the February 22 Public Meeting have been placed on the planning drive in the Mobile
Harbor GRR/Slides directory.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: FY 18_Sen Shelby_Project Issue_Mobile Harbor.doc
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2018 8:54:00 AM
Attachments: FY 18_Sen Shelby_Project Issue_Mobile Harbor.doc

(b)(6)



        8 February 18 
MEMBER PROJECT ISSUE PAPER 

 

HQ ACTION OFFICER:  Stacey Brown, SAD-RIT Deputy, (202) 761-4106 
 

CONGRESSIONAL INTERESTS:  SEN Richard Shelby (R-AL), SEN Doug Jones (D-AL), and REP 
Bradley Byrne (R-AL-1) 
 
PROJECT (ACCOUNT):  Mobile Harbor Deepening and Widening, AL (Investigations - Navigation) 
 
PROJECT ISSUE:  Scope, cost and schedule of the General Reevaluation Report (GRR)  
 
KEY MESSAGE(S):  Future of Planning and Construction Programs in a Constrained Funding 
Environment 
 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:  
 
1) What is the status of the Mobile Harbor Deepening and Widening GRR? 

  The Corps is preparing a GRR to address the economic, engineering, and environmental 
requirements to determine potential widening and deepening within the authorized limits of the 
Mobile Harbor Project.  Currently, the alternatives are being screened to identify the depth and 
width to be carried forward as the Tentatively Selected Plan.  The GRR is scheduled for 
HQUSACE approval November 2019. 
  

2) Is there local opposition to the project? 
 There is a small group whose primary issue is to require placement of sand dredged material 

directly on or close to Dauphin Island.  They believe harbor dredging is the primary cause of 
erosion to the island.   
 

3)   Why can't this study be completed as an Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) rather than a General 
      Re-evaluation Report (GRR)? 

 The Alabama State Port Authority initially requested the Corps investigate widening the Mobile 
Harbor channel, which was being conducted as an LRR.  They then modified their request to 
investigate the modification of the channel to its fully authorized depth and width.  A GRR is 
required to fully evaluate the environmental and economic impacts of this modification.  

 
4)   Why is the study taking 48 months to complete? 

 The Mobile Harbor 38-mile channel impacts an extremely large and environmentally complex 
area.  Furthermore due to lack of available data an extensive data collection and modeling effort 
is required.  In particular, hydrodynamic, water quality and sediment transfer modeling is being 
performed which is necessary to address the concerns about impacts on the environment voiced 
by State and Federal resource agencies during the charrette.  A 3x3x3 exemption waiver was 
granted in October 2015. 
 

5)   Given that the language in Section 110 of the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2015 provides that the investigation be cost shared at the same percentage as in the design 
agreement (75%/25%) executed on August 14, 2012, how do you intend to budget for the project? 

 The study is being budgeted for in accordance with the generally applicable cost-sharing policy 
for Corps feasibility studies of 50/50.  In FY2015, FY2016, and FY2017 funds were appropriated 
and executed in accordance with Section 110 of the FY2015 Appropriations Act at a cost share of 
75/25. 

 
6) Why wasn't the Mobile Harbor GRR included in the FY18 Budget? 

 The Mobile Harbor GRR was not included in the FY18 Budget since the study reached 50% 
Federal funding with its FY17 allocation.  The FY17 allocation of $1,742,231 funded the Federal 
share of the GRR to 50 percent of the total study cost which is typical for studies of this type, per 
the cost sharing policy of WRDA 1986 as amended.  FY 18 allocation (reprogramming) is 
$32,268.  Remaining Federal funds under the 75/25 cost sharing agreement will compete along 
with other national civil works priorities in future budgets and work plans. 
 



        8 February 18 
MEMBER PROJECT ISSUE PAPER 

 

HQ ACTION OFFICER:  Stacey Brown, SAD-RIT Deputy, (202) 761-4106 
 

ASA(CW) and/or CG COMMITMENT(S) MADE TO STAKEHOLDERS: N/A 
 
ADMINISTRATION POSITION:  The Administration supports this GRR. 
 
FY18 FUNDING DATA HIGHLIGHTS 

 
FY17 Allocation  $1,742,231  
FY18 Budget 0 
Balance to Complete after FY18 2,046,876 
Benefit to Cost Ratio (at 7%) TBD 
  

 



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Meeting name for Convention signage
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2018 8:58:00 AM

I would think Mobile Harbor Public Meeting for the signage.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 2:28 PM
To:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: Meeting name for Convention signage

Room 201AB 

Will you need a press room, we have already doubled the costs, an additional press area will be even more … and it
turns out we will have to pay for parking … but the attendees will not

For purposes of signage, the Convention Center will have signage … what do you prefer:-

Mobile Harbor Town Hall

Mobile Harbor Public Meeting

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mobile District Public Meeting 

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Draft Letter Response to
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2018 10:46:00 AM
Attachments: Feb 2018.docx

- Mobile Harbor - 27 Dec 17.pdf

reviewed the letter and are okay with it.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 9:52 AM
To:

Subject: Draft Letter Response to

All, I drafted the attached response to most recent letter to BG Holland 27 Dec 2017 (also attached).

Before I place in GEARS and formally route for the Commander's signature (likely COL Hogeboom would sign), I
would appreciate you first look and suggested revisions.  Please use "track changes" so I can see your suggested
revisions.

Thanks,

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 

60 FORSYTH STREET SW, ROOM 10M15 
ATLANTA, GA 30303-8801 

 
REPLY TO                       
ATTENTION OF                          

 
 
 

Dear

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(5)



-2- 
 

 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
                                                                 Diana M. Holland 
                                                                 Brigadier General, US Army 
                                                                 Commanding 
 

 

(b)(5)



(b)(6)



(b)(6)



(b)(6)



(b)(6)

(b)(6)





(b)(6)































From:
To:
Subject: FW: Cumulative Effects Discussion - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2018 2:48:00 PM

As discussed.

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 10:32 AM
To:

Subject: RE: Cumulative Effects Discussion - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Following are the minutes from today's Cumulative Impacts discussion:
1.) Definition of cumulative impacts is outlined in CFR, Title 40, Chapter V,Part 1508, Section 1508.7
2.) Cumulative impacts will include all other projects permitted or currently under construction within the study
area.
3.) Corps of Engineers takes position that 2008 and 2010 Byrnes Report addresses the cumulative impacts of the
channel modifications up to the current dimensions on sediment transport.
4.) For the Mobile Harbor GRR SEIS, impacts to the aquatic resources will be measured against the data included in
the EIS which was part of the 1980 Survey Report for Mobile Harbor. Other previous documentation in regards to
the aquatic resources may be considered if it is adequately measured and described.
5.) Other "historic" impacts will be mentioned in the cumulative impacts such as dams, causeway, pollutants, and
channelization of creeks. However, since the results of these impacts cannot be accurately measured in relation to
the current proposed deepening and widening, no further analysis will be included.
6.) Cumulative impacts section will be modelled on what was done on MsCIP and Charleston Harbor.
7.) The cumulative impacts section of the SEIS is currently planned to be performed by AECOM. It will be funded
with funds anticipated to be received in October 2017.

Please let me know if you have any additions/revisions.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:16 AM
To

Subject: RE: Cumulative Effects Discussion - Mobile Harbor GRR

Attached is a draft cumulative impacts outline that we put together for coordination  with EPA several months ago.

-----Original Appointment-----
From
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:36 PM
To:

Subject: Cumulative Effects Discussion - Mobile Harbor GRR
When: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:00 AM-10:00 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Small PM-C Conference Room

All: Please plan on attending a meeting Monday, September 11 at 0900hrs in the small PM-C Conference Room to
discuss how we will address the cumulative effects of Mobile Harbor Channel.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Slides
Date: Friday, February 9, 2018 10:06:00 AM

Do you know about when you'll be able to get your slides to me?

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Slides (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Friday, February 9, 2018 10:09:00 AM

Okay...thank you,

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 10:09 AM
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Slides (UNCLASSIFIED)

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

I am working to wrap them up right now.  I guess ~ 1 hour if ArcGIS will hang in with me.  It will have a place
holder for stuff in the bay as we are are working to get Monday.  Simulations are still running..... 

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 9, 2018 10:07 AM
To: 
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Slides

Do you know about when you'll be able to get your slides to me?

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Update - Plan Selection
Date: Friday, February 9, 2018 11:03:00 AM
Attachments: Econ Slide 01 Feb 2018.pptx

Does the language in this e-mail look okay to send to the full vertical team as an update?

All: Attached are the current estimated costs and benefits for the Mobile Harbor Study. Based on discussions with
the Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) and the Mobile Bar Pilots, we intend to further develop Alternative 2 (49'
depth, 3 mile, 100' widener) while working towards the Tentatively Selected Plan.  The ASPA does not intend to
proceed with a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) for additional deepening or length of widening at this time. We are
preparing the paperwork for a categorical exemption to the NED plan (deepening only of 51-foot).

We have an Agency Meeting scheduled for February 15, 2018 to discuss the environmental impacts and initiate
discussion on the mitigation analysis. As requested in the November 28 In-Progress Review, we will provide an
update on the status of the environmental impact and mitigation analysis at the end of this month.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Friday, February 9, 2018 1:59:00 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v4 - compiled.pptx

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.
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Pages 2 through 24 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: Fw: Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting Slides Version 5
Date: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 4:15:15 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v5 - compiled.pptx

Fyi...

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
  Original Message
From: DeLapp, James Andrew (Jim) COL USARMY CESAM (US) <James.A.Delapp@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 1:52 PM
To: 
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting Slides Version 5

Here is Version 5 - I made several changes to format and others.  PLEASE use this version going forward and make
future changes to this.  We need to still work on the last few slides.

Thanks

COL D

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:16 PM
To: DeLapp, James Andrew (Jim) COL USARMY CESAM (US) <James.A.Delapp@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Fwd: Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting Slides Version 4

________________________________

From:
Date: February 9, 2018 at 2:06:31 PM CST
To:
Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting Slides Version 4

Attached is version 4 of the Mobile Harbor GRR Public Meeting Slides. I have also uploaded this document to the
PM Drive PM-C/Newell/Mobile Harbor GRR/Slides.
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Pages 2 through 24 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:01:00 AM

Thank you. We should get the missing graphic today, will add reference to it being "maintenance" material on
the summary slide, and will tell them construction costs are estimated to be roughly $300-$450M depending on the
final selected depth.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 3:31 PM
To

Subject: RE: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

The slides look nearly perfect!  Excellent job!

My comments....

1.  The slides may need a footer page number as a reference for the audience.
2.  Slide 6: 2nd line has too many spaces. 
3.  Slide 7:  " 2/3rds" looks awkward...may be correct, but I'm uncertain
3.  Slide 9:  SIBUA isn't labeled on the map.
4.  Slide 19:  Is there a graphic missing to the right?
5.  Slide 22:  States that

...hopefully it doesn't rain on all the parades- Happy Mardi Gras! 

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:02 PM
To:

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Cc:

Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:02:00 AM

FYI

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:02 AM
To:

Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor meeting

Yes, will have a short bi-weekly meeting this afternoon and then move on to the agency dry-run
are on their way here.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 4:44 PM
To:

Subject: Mobile Harbor meeting

Is there a dry run of the Thursday agency meeting set for Wednesday?

Respectfully,

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:08:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v5 - compiled.pptx

All: Colonel DeLapp made revisions to the slides over the holiday. Attached is the latest (Version 5).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:00 PM
To: 

Cc:
CIV USARMY CEERD-EL (US) <Safra.Altman@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,

(b)(6)
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Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.
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Pages 3 through 25 redacted for the following reasons:
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 9:30:00 AM
Attachments: February 2018 Public Meeting Slides.pdf

All: Please review the attached boards for the Public Meeting and let Bobbie know (cc me and Joe Paine) if you
have any changes.

Need to update the initial modeling dimension bubble on the first slide to reflect the latest on slide 9 of the
presentation slides (title it Current Measures and show 48-50 deepening, 3 mile widener, bend easing, and turning
basin modification).

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:09 AM
To:
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Cc:

Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Colonel DeLapp made revisions to the slides over the holiday. Attached is the latest (Version 5).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:00 PM
To:

Cc

Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 10:44:00 AM

We do have the old ones...

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:18 AM
To:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

Do we have comments or revisions to the selected posters???

Are the old ones in your office?

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 9:10 AM
To:

Cc
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Colonel DeLapp made revisions to the slides over the holiday. Attached is the latest (Version 5).
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-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:00 PM
To:

Cc:

Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 12:57:00 PM

I am making updates for a version 6 right now. 

Slide 7:  Corrected

Slide 9:  Any drawing updates are up to Engineering Not sure if they have the bandwidth to make
updates right now.

I don't think we should water-down the wording for the placement at this point in time.  The fact is that these are the
"Tentatively Proposed Placement Locations." Our goal is to get all the feedback we can from the public on the use
of these locations for placement.

Slide 21:  I thought so too. Will ask this afternoon.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 12:43 PM
To: 
Cc:
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

Slide 7:  Ton's should be Tons

Slide 9:  In the dwg, Preliminary Plan states 50' Depth and 5 mile widener....
Block that states Tentatively Proposed Placement Site: Sand is spelled incorrectly (missing "d")

It seems 

Slide 21:  I really like the pictures of the pipeline and hopper in the boards that you just sent...

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:10 AM
To: 
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Cc:

Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Colonel DeLapp made revisions to the slides over the holiday. Attached is the latest (Version 5).

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:00 PM
To:

(b)(6)
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Cc:

Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: GRR Agency Meeting - Overview 2-15-18.pptx
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 7:54:00 AM
Attachments: GRR Agency Meeting - Overview 2-15-18.pptx

If not too late, please replace with the attached slides. It has updated numbers.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor PED Budget 01-18-18.xlsx
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 8:42:00 AM

Additional $2.1M Federal required for completion of the PED Phase. Total PED cost is $2.5M ($1.875M
Federal).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 3:19 PM
To: 

Cc:

Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor PED Budget 01-18-18.xlsx

below is explanation for the difference between the $2.0M figure and the $2.5M.  Since I cited the
$2M figure yesterday, I called Dayne from Sen Shelby's office to let him know about the revised number...wasn't
concerned, appreciated the clarification. 

Thanks for the help pulling yesterday together.  Let us know if you need anything else.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 3:07 PM
To:
Cc: 

Subject: Mobile Harbor PED Budget 01-18-18.xlsx

Attached is the estimated PED Budget for Mobile Harbor. The total cost is about $2.5M. The previous
estimate of $2.0M did not include the required modifications to the turning basin and additional sediment testing.

This estimate is based on a 49' deep channel and 3 mile 100' widener. The PED estimate does not include additional
cultural resource investigations as the need is not expected at this time. About $325,000 is included in contingency.
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From:
To:
Subject: FW: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Friday, February 16, 2018 7:20:00 AM

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 11:12 AM
To: 
Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

The bay channel placement site map...last page is not legible...I was trying to get an idea of where you are looking to
place.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 9:31 AM
To:

Cc

Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Please review the attached boards for the Public Meeting and let know (cc me an ) if you
have any changes.

eed to update the initial modeling dimension bubble on the first slide to reflect the latest on slide 9 of the
presentation slides (title it Current Measures and show 48-50 deepening, 3 mile widener, bend easing, and turning
basin modification).
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-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:09 AM
To: 

Cc:

Subject: RE: Version 5 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All: Colonel DeLapp made revisions to the slides over the holiday. Attached is the latest (Version 5).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:00 PM
To:
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Cc:

Subject: Version 4 Public Meeting Slides - Mobile Harbor GRR

All,
Attached is Version 4 of the public meeting slides.
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From:
To:
Subject: RE: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal
Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:56:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v6 - compiled.pptx

MCC Facility Layout.pdf
Parking Lot Location.JPG
Room Layout.pdf

No, but, I can meet with you and run through everything than I plan to run through with the team. Attached are the
latest slides as of last Friday. We are making updates and should have those completed by Wednesday morning.

-----Original Appointment-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:41 AM
To:
Subject: Declined: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal
When: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Main PM Conference Room

Neither or I are available.  We will be on the road to Montgomery.  Any chance this can be held
earlier?
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Pages 2 through 24 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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From:
To:
Subject: FW: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal
Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:59:00 AM
Attachments: Draft February 2018 Public Meeting Slides.pdf

FYI

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:42 AM
To:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal

Attached please find the poster board slides for the meeting on Thursday.  Please let me know if you have any
comments or revisions. 

-----Original Appointment-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 9:15 AM
To:

Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal
When: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Main PM Conference Room
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All: Please plan on attending a rehearsal on Tuesday, 20 February at 1300hrs in the Main PM Conference Room
(across from the restrooms) for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall meeting to be held February 22.

(b)(6)



MOBILE HARBOR  
GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT  

2

Current Measures
Deepening: 48’ to 50’ (50’ to 52’ at entrance)
Widener: 100’ (3 miles)
Bend Easing
Turning Basin Modification

3

1



MOBILE HARBOR  
GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT  

1

Typical Cross-Section

Turning Basin

32

Widener Bend Easing
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By James G. Flocks, Nancy T. DeWitt, and Chelsea A. Stalk

Dauphin Island is a 26 km-long barrier island located southwest of Mobile Bay, Alabama, in 

freshwater ponds and intertidal wetlands, providing habitat for many endangered and threatened spe-
cies. Dauphin Island also provides protection for and maintains estuarine conditions within Mississippi 
Sound, supporting oyster habitat and seagrasses. Wetland marshes along the Alabama mainland are 
protected by the island from wave-induced erosion during storms approaching from the Gulf of Mexico. 
Over the years, the island has been eroded by storms, most recently by Hurricane Ivan (2004) and Hur-
ricane Katrina (2005) (Ivan/Katrina), which breached the island along its narrowest extent and caused 

 Maps showing the regional location of Dauphin Island (inset), and key features discussed in this study. The poly-
gon (outlined in purple) represents the extent of the 2015 bathymetric survey. The background satellite image is from the 2014 
U.S. Geological Survey Landsat 8.
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Island change has prompted the State of Alabama to evaluate restoration alternatives to increase 
island resilience and sustainability by protecting and preserving the natural habitat, and by understand-

-
comes and tradeoffs between impacts to stakeholder interests. Science-based assessment of the coastal 
zone requires accurate and up-to-date baseline data to provide a valid image of present conditions and to 
support modeling of coastal processes. Bathymetric elevation measurements are essential to this require-
ment. In August 2015, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) conducted single beam and multibeam bathymetric surveys around Dauphin Island using a 
variety of shallow draft vessels and equipment. More than 95 square kilometers (km2

end and approximately 2 km along the rest of the island on the gulf and sound sides. Water depths range 
from 0.3–15.0 meters (m), with depths greater than 10.0 m constrained to the Mobile ship channel on 

-

 Extensive shoreline erosion, overwash, breaching, and damage to the infrastructure at Dauphin Island during 
Hurricane Katrina in 2005. The view is of the central portion of the island looking west. The image was taken August 31, 2005, 
U.S. Geological Survey post-storm aerial oblique photography (https://coastal.er.usgs.gov/hurricanes/katrina/post-storm-
photos/obliquephotos.html).
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-
tion gain (sediment accretion) and elevation loss (sediment erosion) over time. Sediment dynamics is by 

-

variable enough over this time period to have an imprint.

Dauphin Island is typically characterized in east and west segments based on geomorphology 

-
ment deposition at the beginning of island evolution (Otvos and Giardino, 2004). In contrast, the west-
ern three quarters of the island is narrow (< 500 m) and consists of low-elevation (<4-m) sandy dunes 

of the eastern end of the island is the highly dynamic Mobile Bay ebb-tidal delta, which extends ap-

toward and appending to Dauphin Island over the past century. (It is presently appended to Dauphin 
-

-
phology is consistent with most of the Mississippi-Alabama inner shelf at water depths less than 20 m 
( ). 

 Digital elevation model (DEM) generated from 2015 bathymetric data. Overlain on the DEM are transect locations 
(T1–T6) used to represent vertical change over time.
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Bois Island has been migrating westward, widening the pass and expanding the ebb-tidal delta deposits 

-

-

transport has begun to build out a beach in front of the structure.
Historical wave climate measured from a buoy approximately 54 km southeast of Dauphin Island 

the past half century, Byrnes and others (2008) estimated that approximately 4.6x104 cubic meters per 
year (m3/yr) of sediment was transported from the Mobile ebb-tidal delta west to Dauphin Island. Over the 
same time period, 2.4x105 m3/yr of sediment was eroded from the middle and western portion of the island 

shoreface than is delivered each year. Steady longshore sediment-transport rates and volumes are punc-
tuated by storm impacts which rapidly erode sand from the beach and shoreface. Since 1987, 14 named 
storms with tropical storm strength or greater passed within 185 km (100 nautical miles) of Dauphin 
Island (table 1). Storm surges up to 3 m (Hurricane Ivan) caused shoreface erosion, island overwash, and 
breaching. Since Hurricane Katrina in 2005, only two storms have passed within 185 km of the islands 

A bathymetric survey was conducted in 2015 using a suite of acoustic systems and platforms; 

these data see DeWitt and others (2017). Shallow draft vessels, including personal watercraft equipped 

-
cated on the island. Variable sound velocity within the water column was corrected using periodic casts 

-

and a narrow (4 degree) transducer beam angle to compensate for motion.
In September 2015, the USACE Engineer Research and Development Center completed multi-

island using a similar methodology (William Butler, oral comm.), while a joint USACE/USGS survey 
occupied the deeper waters on the gulf side of the island using the USACE survey vessel Irvington 

-
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All of the bathymetric data was processed in the World Geodetic System (WGS84) with eleva-

-
tion contour extracted from a 2015 USGS topographic-lidar survey of Dauphin Island. Once the various 
datasets were merged, a 5-m running mean was applied across the data to avoid aliasing short wave-

-

suppress spurious oscillations. A grid mask generated from a polygon digitized around the survey area 
-

across acquisition platforms averaged 0.022 m. 

-
site (https://maps.ngdc.noaa.gov/viewers/bathymetry/). 

zone 16 (meters) for volume estimations. Dauphin Island shorelines for 1987 and 2006 were digitized 
-

ric data. As with the recent dataset, a 5-m running mean was applied to each data merge, which were 

 Tropical storms passing within 185 km (100 nm) of Dauphin Island since 1987, with major impacts highlighted. 
Dashed line separates the 1987–2006 and 2006–2015 time periods. Storm data extracted from the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Historical Hurricane Track Tools v. 4.0 (https://coast.noaa.gov/hurricanes/).

Name
KM MB KTS KTS M*

Ida 8 998 45 30 0.8
Claudette Aug 2009 166 1005 40 23 -
Katrina Aug 2005 136 H3 925 107 66 2.1
Dennis 135 H3 942 110 44 0.9
Cindy 26 995 45 44 -
Arlene 74 991 50 34 0.8
Ivan Sep 2004 34 H3 946 105 79 2.9
Hanna Sep 2002 35 1003 50 36 1.1
Georges Sep 1998 57 H2 964 90 37 1.6
Earl Sep 1998 176 H2 988 85 45 0.3
Danny 15 H1 984 70 63 1.8
Opal Oct 1995 98 H3 940 105 53 0.8
Erin Aug 1995 110 H2 973 85 36 -
Alberto 154 993 55 21 -
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is 0.098 m and 0.080 m for the 1987 and 2006 grids, respectively. Areas where bathymetric data were 

each period was determined by subtracting the older period from the more recent period using the 
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 Trackline map showing survey extent and coverage of single beam and multibeam systems collected in July and 
September, 2015.
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-

time periods (2015–1987, 2006–1987, and 2015–2006) with erosion/accretion isopach maps are shown 

across time periods and were extracted from the DEMs using the transit plug-in included with the QGIS 
GIS (ver. 2.18) software.

-
spheric Administration hydrographic survey data (https://maps.ngdc.noaa.gov/viewers/bathymetry/).

bathymetric data. Overlain on the DEM are transect locations (T1–T6) used to represent vertical change over time.
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Area and volume change between the time periods was determined using the grdvolume func-
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 Digital elevation model (DEM) generated from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2006 
bathymetric data. Overlain on the DEM are transect locations (T1–T6) used to represent vertical change over time.

 Map showing multidecadal elevation change determined by calculating the difference in digital elevation models 
(DEMs) between 1987 and 2015. The change is considered to represent accretion (positive change) and erosion (negative 
change) over the time period. Elevation differences within ±0.25 meter (m) are considered no change. Overlain onto the DEM 
are polygons (labeled A–E) that represent morphological cells from which volume change statistics are calculated (table 2).
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-
ence subsections of their respective feature.

 Map showing 9-year elevation change determined by calculating the difference in digital elevation models 
(DEMs) between 2006 and 2015, referred to as the non-stormy period. The change is considered to represent accretion (posi-
tive change) and erosion (negative change) over the time period. Elevation differences within ±0.25 meter (m) are considered 
no change. Overlain onto the DEM are polygons (labeled A–E) that represent morphological cells from which volume change 
statistics are calculated (table 2).

 Map showing 19-year elevation change determined by calculating the difference in digital elevation models 
(DEMs) between 1987 and 2006, referred to as the stormy period. The change is considered to represent accretion (positive 
change) and erosion (negative change) over the time period. Elevation differences within ±0.25 meter (m) are considered no 
change. Overlain onto the DEM are polygons (labeled A–E) that represent morphological cells from which volume change 
statistics are calculated (table 2).
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Morphologic features seen in the three time periods and referenced in this study include the 

Mexico and Mississippi Sound sides of Dauphin Island contain few morphologic features, with the gulf 

vulnerability of narrow island width and low elevations to storm inundation.

change, impact of Hurricanes Ivan/Katrina, and recovery following Hurricanes Ivan/Katrina, respec-
tively, and will be discussed in the context of these periods and events. It should be noted that other sig-

be considered “stormy” and “non-stormy”, respectively. In the 20 years before 1987, only four tropical 

directly over the island as a category 4 storm). Relative to this prior two-decade period of 4 storms, the 
1987–2006 timeframe (12 storms in two decades) can be considered exceptionally stormy.

-
tions sediment volumes were calculated and compared to assess volumetric change over time (table 2). 

discussed following the results of the volumetric change assessment.

Over the three decades from 1987 to the present, barrier island retreat and breaching is evident in 
the long-term (1987–2015) comparison, as well as the occurrence of the breach in the middle of the is-

ebb-tidal delta experienced only a slight net accretion. Sediment volumes increased 2 percent within 
the reference subsection (A) at a rate of 3.7x103 m3

to change rates in other areas, suggesting the Mobile ebb-tidal delta cell is in equilibrium. Sediment 

lobe of the Mobile ebb-tidal delta, which is separated from the western lobe by the Mobile Outer Bar 

from the ship channel and removed offshore. Byrnes and others (2008) estimate that between 1990 and 
2006, 10.8x106 m3 of sediment had been removed from the ship channel. Some of the historical offshore 
disposal areas are immediately offshore of the ebb-tidal delta and appear to be supplying sediment back 
to the western side of the Mobile ebb-tidal delta system (Byrnes and others, 2008).

the zone through shoreface erosion and sediment transport, both along the shoreline of Dauphin Island 
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and rollover into the Mobile ebb-tidal delta. As a result, it has experienced the largest loss in volume per 

positive budget is offset by shoreface erosion that increases westward as the long, narrow portion of the 
island migrated landward from 77 m on the east end to 164 m on the west end between 1987 and 2015. 

reference subsection (C) lost about 530x103 m3/yr (table 2), the highest rate of any cell. Most of this loss 
occurred along the immediate shoreline, but erosion also occurred offshore across the western half of the 

-
3 m3/yr, building 

In Mississippi Sound, the only appreciable gain of sediment in the reference subsection (E) oc-
-

elevation at a rate of –394x103 m3 -

discussion.

 Accretion and erosion volumes, net change, and rates of change for reference subsections of morphological 
features/areas of submerged areas around Dauphin Island. (Areas are shown for each time period as lettered polygons in 

[m3 cubic meter; m3/yr, cubic meter per year; GOM, Gulf of Mexico; MS, Mississippi Sound; 

5 m3 5 m3 3 m3 3 m3

1987–2015 28 50.10 103 3.69

21.53

Dauphin GOM (C) 2.06

18.08 791 28.26

Dauphin MS (E) 5.32

1987–2006 19 20.05

14.00

Dauphin GOM (C) 0.77

18.40 1,162 61.15

Dauphin MS (E) 4.92

2006–2015 9 37.20 851 94.56

14.41 315 35.05

Dauphin GOM (C) 3.92

4.53

Dauphin MS (E) 8.15
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During the 19-year time period ending in 2006, Dauphin Island was impacted by 12 storms, 4 of 

tidal delta experienced net accretion over the long term, during this time period a net loss of sediment 
occurred. Over twice as much sediment was removed from the reference subsection (A) during this time 

3 m3/yr) when compared 
to other areas around the island. Although removal of sediment from the system during storm impact 
is a large driver of the loss, approximately 7.0x105 m3/yr of sediment was dredged from the Mobile 
ship channel during this time period and placed in offshore sites (USACE, 2016), likely reducing the 
net sediment available to migrate westward into the study area. Accretion of sediment on the western 

change is likely incomplete given that some of this area was not captured during the 2006 survey.

6 m3, or 
3 m3/yr (table 2), as sediment has been removed from the system both through littoral transport 

and storm impact. Westward, along Dauphin Island, the most dramatic change was the formation of the 
breach, while the rest of the island experienced 1–3.25-m elevation loss at the shoreface through ero-

5 m3/yr) within 
the reference subsection (C) over this time period is the highest of any time period in any subsection, 

4 m3/yr over this time 

period (table 2), is only 12 percent of the rate of loss along the adjacent gulf-facing Dauphin shoreline, 
suggesting episodic storm processes dominated nonstorm littoral transport along the island shoreface.

consistent with the long-term loss rate (table 2). Vertical erosion is fairly uniform throughout the subsec-

dataset does not capture the shoreface on the sound side, the elevation gain of only a portion of overwash 
deposit at the breach can be measured and ranges from +0.3 to +1.0 in elevation between 1987 and 2006.

Since 2006, only two tropical storms passed within 184 km of Dauphin Island (table 1), thus 
normal (for example, non-storm) littoral processes are expected to be the dominant mode of sediment 

amount of accretion during this period and the highest rate of gain of any subsection over any time 
period. Deposition more than doubled what had been lost over the previous period (table 2). Most of 
the elevation gain occurred within the northwest part of the subsection and is likely a result of littoral 

contribute to the sediment surplus.



13

period, reversed loss and experienced almost an equal amount of accretion at a rate of  
+35.1x103 m3

contributed to sediment deposition within the reference subsection, and storm-induced rollover into the 

remainder of Dauphin Island continued to thin through shoreface erosion, up to 100 m on the western 

breach at the center of the island was closed by rock during this time period (2011), and there is ap-
proximately 2 m of accretion seaward of the structure. As throughout all time periods, the gulf side of 
Dauphin Island continued to lose sediment, although at almost half the rate of the previous time period 

-
minal spit has accreted 680 m westward from its 2006 position and littoral transport has contributed up 

subsection (D) had accreted substantially in the previous time period, during this period the net change 

conditions is substantially less than what is liberated and transported during stormy conditions, and not 
enough to maintain equilibrium at this location without episodic deposition.

-

Rate of erosion in the reference subsection (E), although negative, decreased 65 percent from the stormy 

2006, but elevation change analysis from an area at the western tip of the island that was covered sug-
gests erosion occurred all the way to the shoreline.

-

-

-
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and 8 for locations). A, B, and C refer to locations discussed in the text. The vertical exaggeration is 250x.
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-

the seaward extent of the transect, along the edge of the ebb-tidal delta, landward shoal migration oc-

earlier datasets at the western end of Dauphin Island.

and 8 for locations). A refers to a location discussed in the text. The vertical exaggeration is 240x.

-10

-8

-6

-4

-2

0

0 1,000 2,000 3,000

1987
2006
2016

EXPLANATION
Year

North Transect T3 South

A

Distance (meters)

E
le

va
tio

n 
(m

et
er

s)



16

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000

1987
2006
2016

EXPLANATION
Year

North Transect T4 South
A

B
C

D

Distance (meters)

E
le

va
tio

n 
(m

et
er

s)

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

0 4,000 8,000 12,000 16,000 20,000

1987
2006
2016

EXPLANATION
Year

Southwest Transect T5 Northeast

B A

T2

Distance (meters)

E
le

va
tio

n 
(m

et
er

s)

for locations). A, B, C, and D refer to locations discussed in the text. The vertical exaggeration is 460x.

and 8 for locations). Position of a crossing transect (T2) is shown. A and B refer to locations discussed in the text. The vertical 
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tidal deltas were the only features to either remain in equilibrium (Mobile ebb-tidal delta, A) or accrete 
-

been migrating landward and rolling over through overwash into the Mobile ebb-tidal delta, producing 
net loss within the reference subsection (B).

-

ebb-tidal delta (A) was relatively small and could be in part due to dredging of the Mobile Outer Bar 
ship channel and removal of sediment offshore. During the non-stormy period (2006–2015), the gulf (C) 
and sound (E) sides of Dauphin Island continued to experience overall erosion of the shoreface, at rates 

trapped sediment within the Mobile ebb-tidal delta cell, resulting in accretion in the western part of the 

and 8 for locations). The vertical exaggeration is 1830x.
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changing elevation at different rates in response to morphology and oceanographic conditions. In gen-

the Gulf of Mexico, and the shoreface of Dauphin Island facing Mississippi Sound. Bathymetric change 
within these areas was analyzed over two time periods (1987–2006 and 2006–2015) and compared to 

intense storm impacts with 12 tropical storms passing near the island, 4 of them severe (table 1). During 

process affecting elevation. In contrast, only two tropical storms passed by Dauphin Island during the 
second time interval (2006–2015). During this period, normal east-to-west littoral sediment transport, 

-
ern shoreface of Dauphin Island, both on the gulf and sound sides, with reduced net erosion occurring 

Katrina through a net accumulation of sediment since 2006. Some of this accretion can be attributed to 

would otherwise migrate along the shoreface of Dauphin Island though a prevailing westward sediment 

Dauphin Island shoreface. Based on rates and volumes of erosion and accretion at the island shoreface 
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and net erosion during the non-stormy period, correlating with higher erosion rates at the Dauphin Island 

during normal littoral transport, while occurring, does not maintain (or barely maintains) equilibrium at 

District, 199 p., accessed March 17, 2017, at 
environmental/acf/docs/072108-A-AQ963-014.pdf.

-

Single-beam bathymetry data collected in 2015 nearshore Dauphin Island, Alabama: U.S. Geological 
Survey data release, accessed May 30, 2017, at .

Mississippi-Alabama shelf, northern Gulf of Mexico, in

morphology offshore of the Mississippi barrier islands, northern Gulf of Mexico, USA: Continental 
Shelf Research, v. 101, p. 59–70.

https://doi.org/10.3133/ofr20151179.

of Mexico: Sedimentary Geology, v. 169, p. 47–73.
-

tion of selected near-term leasable offshore sand deposits and competing onshore sources for beach 
nourishment: Geological Survey of Alabama Circular 190, 173 p.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 2016, Dauphin Island Restoration Organization Memorandum 
for Record, accessed March 17, 2017, at http://www.dauphinislandrestoration.org/gvt/corps/2016-

.
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 11:06:00 AM

I am including who can help with the previous studies paragraph and what they mean.

One thing that I think we should note is that 
In

speaking with it is important tha

As for the new work material, all existing borings that we have on the bar, which are extensive, indicate that

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:34 AM
To:

Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Good morning all.  A couple of changes after weekend reflection.  Please review this draft.  Judy

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 6:17 PM
To

Cc

Subject: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Importance: High

All:  per calls and emails earlier today, please see attached a revised fact sheet on the subject legislation.  I really
need I welcome any comments or compelling facts.  I noted
some of possible consequences – but on second read of the measure, it appears

The committee hearing is Weds.  I would like to finalize this fact sheet by Tuesday, noon, so our
lobbyists can do their work.  I understand Monday is a federal holiday.  If anyone has questions, please let me
know.  Much appreciate.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(5)
(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall - Revised SAV slide
Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 2:53:00 PM
Attachments: MCC Facility Layout.pdf

Parking Lot Location.JPG
Room Layout.pdf

Thanks Attached is the parking and facility layout of the convention center. We are revising the room layout
slightly.  We are in room 201 a,b, and c. The town hall is scheduled to be from 6-8pm.  We'll probably get there
around 4:30 but will confirm time after tomorrow's meeting.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 1:53 PM
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall - Revised SAV slide

See attached revised SAV slide. It contains some corrected info, but does NOT change the message or presentation
from you heard last Friday during the rehearsal. Also, do you have an agenda for the public meeting (times, specific
meeting location room)?
Appreciated.
 

-----Original Appointment-----
From
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 9:11 AM
To:

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting Rehearsal
When: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Main PM Conference Room

All: Please plan on attending a rehearsal on Tuesday, 20 February at 1300hrs in the Main PM Conference Room
(across from the restrooms) for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall meeting to be held February 22.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)











From:
To:
Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:20:00 PM

Yeah, I just found it. Don't know what the difference is but this IS the Morton Study mentioned it in a rebuttal
to our responses to their scoping comments way back when...will get with tomorrow.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:06 PM
To:

Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

This is the USGS study that is often cited by
Blockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf   This is also the study cited in the white
paper prepared for the AL Leg a couple of years ago, which had Corps review.  In the Exec. Summary and on pages
21-22, the report would leave a reader to believe that the channel is a “sediment” sink that captures “sands that
normally would have bypassed about the ebb tidal delta and fed the MS-AL barrier islands downdrift.”  The
paragraph further states there is plenty of sand downdrift of the channel available for reworking and nourishing DI.

The study goes on to state that downdrift sands were impacted by dredging of outer bar entrances….see page 24.   
Pages 25-27 reinforce the three cited reasons for land loss at DI.  “The principal causes of barrier island land loss in
the northern Gulf of Mexico are frequent intense storms, a relative rise in sea level, and a deficit in the sediment
budget.”  The latter is tied to the statements regarding dredging inlets impacts. 

In that we referenced the 2007 study in the last white paper, and in that and

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6)
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(b)(5) (b)(6)



From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 11:07 AM
To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

I am including who can help with the previous studies paragraph and what they mean.

One thing that I think we should note is that

For example, if

As for the new work material, all existing borings that we have on the bar, which are extensive, indicate

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:34 AM
To:

Cc:
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Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Good morning all. A couple of changes after weekend reflection. Please review this draft

From:
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 6:17 PM
To:

Cc:

>
Subject: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Importance: High

All: per calls and emails earlier today, please see attached a revised fact sheet on the subject legislation

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:

Subject: Mobile Harbor DMMP Discussion Minutes
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:14:00 AM

All,
Following are the minutes from today’s DMMP Discussion:
1.) A preliminary assessment will be included within the Mobile Harbor GRR to document the continued
availability of dredge material disposal capacity (ER 1105-2-100, App E Missions and Evaluation Procedures).
2.) It is anticipated that the preliminary assessment will document that there is sufficient dredged material disposal
capacity for the project, including, 20 years capacity of placement of maintenance material within SIBUA.
3.) In order to ensure 20 year capacity within SIBUA, the methodology for placement within SIBUA will change.
4.) However, the study will propose use of an expanded SIBUA that will run along the ebb-tidal shoal closer to
Dauphin Island.
6.) The expanded site for placement of bar maintenance material will be based on data collection and modeling
resulting from the Mobile Harbor GRR and Barrier Island Assessment.
7.) Operations Division is currently pursuing permits and other requirements to receive approval of the expanded
site.
8.)  The expanded SIBUA will allow continued placement of material using current methodology.
9.) Placement within current SIBUA (including SIBUA South) or the planned expanded site may vary depending on
the movement of material within those sites.

Please let me know if you have any comments prior to forwarding to Curtis.

-----Original Appointment-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:18 PM
To:

Subject: Mobile Harbor DMMP Discussion
When: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 9:00 AM-10:00 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Small 3rd floor PM Conference Room (the closet)

All: Per Friday Meeting, need to determine if DMMP is required for the Mobile Harbor GRR Study, and if not, why
not.
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(b)(6)



From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:23:00 AM

I'm fine with it. Only comment is the statement in the 4th paragraph that states "The 1978 study's assumptions, data and conclusions have since been disproven." I would

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:11 AM
To

Cc: 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Thank

From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:08 AM
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

I have reviewed this and the earlier version this morning and had a couple of discussions with this morning. I am very comfortable with the white paper as written.

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM
To:

Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Good morning. Attached is the white paper in its final state. Thanks to all who contributed to the information. I did omit one suggestion.
In that this statement seems simple enough, it seemed to be a complex issue that I

could not accurately couch or cite study references. I decided to keep it simple and reserve this information for the next round of info sharing, should the need arise. IF ANYONE SEES A NEED FOR A
CHANGE TO THIS DOCUMENT, PLEASE INSERT YOUR CHANGE, FINALIZE AND SEND TO ME BY NOON TODAY. I am traveling and I can forward that final document to our lobbyist in
Montgomery. If there are no changes as currently written, please also confirm by noon today.

THANKS SO MUCH!!

From
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Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 7:37 AM
To

Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

There is a recent (2017) USGS report that says the system is pretty much storm driven and supports the conclusions of the 2010 Byrnes report. I've attached a copy.

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:06 PM
To

Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

his is the USGS study that is often cited by BlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf
<BlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf>  <BlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf> This is also the study cited
in the white paper prepared for the AL Leg a couple of years ago, which had Corps review. In the Exec. Summary and on pages 21-22, the report would leave a reader to believe that the channel is a "sediment"
sink that captures "sands that normally would have bypassed about the ebb tidal delta and fed the MS-AL barrier islands downdrift." The paragraph further states there is plenty of sand downdrift of the channel
available for reworking and nourishing DI.

The study goes on to state that downdrift sands were impacted by dredging of outer bar entrances....see page 24. Pages 25-27 reinforce the three cited reasons for land loss at DI. "The principal causes of barrier
island land loss in the northern Gulf of Mexico are frequent intense storms, a relative rise in sea level, and a deficit in the sediment budget." The latter is tied to the statements regarding dredging inlets impacts.

In that we referenced the 2007 study in the last white paper, and in that

From
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 11:07 AM
To: 

Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

I am including ho can help with the previous studies paragraph and what they mean.

One thing that I think we should note is that 
In speaking with it is important that 

As for the new work material, all existing borings that we have on the bar, which are extensive, indicate that

-----Original Message-----
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Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:34 AM
To:

Cc

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Good morning all. A couple of changes after weekend reflection. Please review this draft.

From
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 6:17 PM
To:

Cc

Subject: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Importance: High

All: per calls and emails earlier today, please see attached a revised fact sheet on the subject legislation. I really need t

The committee hearing is Weds. I would
like to finalize this fact sheet by Tuesday, noon, so our lobbyists can do their work. I understand Monday is a federal holiday. If anyone has questions, please let me know. Much appreciate.
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 12:09:00 PM

Maybe superseded rather than disproved is a better choice of words.  To my knowledge

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:35 AM
To:
Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement

Thank The last paper had this statement.  Any particular reason?    It’s a powerful statement worth
repeating.

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 20, 2018, at 11:24 AM,
wrote:

      I'm fine with it. Only comment is

-----Original Message-----
        From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:11 AM
        To:
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Cc:

Thanks

From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:08 AM

        To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
       
       
       
      

I have reviewed this and the earlier version this morning and had a couple of discussions with this
morning. I am very comfortable with the white paper as written.
       
      

-----Original Message-----
        From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM
        To:
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Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
       
        Good morning. Attached is the white paper in its final state. Thanks to all who contributed to the information. I
did omit one suggestion.

IF ANYONE SEES A NEED FOR A CHANGE TO THIS DOCUMENT, PLEASE INSERT YOUR
CHANGE, FINALIZE AND SEND TO ME BY NOON TODAY. I am traveling and I can forward that final
document to our lobbyist in Montgomery. If there are no changes as currently written, please also confirm by noon
today.
       
       
       
        THANKS SO MUCH!!
       
       
       
      

From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 7:37 AM

        To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
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        There is a recent (2017) USGS report that says the system is pretty much storm driven and supports the
conclusions of the 2010 Byrnes report. I've attached a copy.
       

-----Original Message-----
        From:

Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:06 PM
        To:

        Cc:

        Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
       
      This is the USGS study that is often cited by
BlockedBlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf
<BlockedBlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf> 
<BlockedBlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf>
<BlockedBlockedBlockedBlockedhttps://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1161/OFR-2007-1161-screen.pdf> This is also the
study cited in the white paper prepared for the AL Leg a couple of years ago, which had Corps review. In the Exec.
Summary and on pages 21-22, the report would leave a reader to believe that the channel is a "sediment" sink that
captures "sands that normally would have bypassed about the ebb tidal delta and fed the MS-AL barrier islands
downdrift." The paragraph further states there is plenty of sand downdrift of the channel available for reworking and
nourishing DI.
       
       
       
        The study goes on to state that downdrift sands were impacted by dredging of outer bar entrances....see page
24. Pages 25-27 reinforce the three cited reasons for land loss at DI. "The principal causes of barrier island land loss
in the northern Gulf of Mexico are frequent intense storms, a relative rise in sea level, and a deficit in the sediment
budget." The latter is tied to the statements regarding dredging inlets impacts.
       
       
       
        In that we referenced the 2007 study in the last white paper, and in that
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From:
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 11:07 AM

        To

        Cc: 

        Subject: RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
       
       
       
      I am including who can help with the previous studies paragraph and what they
mean.
       
        One thing that I think we should note is that

In
speaking with , it is important

       
        As for the new work material, all existing borings that we have on the bar, which are extensive, indicate
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-----Original Message-----
        From:

Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 8:34 AM
        To:

Cc:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
       
        Good morning all. A couple of changes after weekend reflection. Please review this draft
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From:
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 6:17 PM

        To: 

Cc:

Subject: AL HB 422 - Dredge Material Placement
        Importance: High
       
       
       
        All: per calls and emails earlier today, please see attached a revised fact sheet on the subject legislation. I really
need

The committee hearing is Weds. I would like to finalize this fact sheet by Tuesday, noon, so our lobbyists
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can do their work. I understand Monday is a federal holiday. If anyone has questions, please let me know. Much
appreciate (b)(6)
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject: Q&As - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:11:00 PM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor GRR CommPlan_02.06.18.docx

2016-09-23 Rebuttal of Mobile District Responses.pdf

All: Latest Q&A's attached. I have also attached the scoping comments along with our responses (and rebuttal).

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To:

Cc:
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Subject: Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.
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Pages 3 through 13 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5) Marked Draft
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Rebuttal of Mobile District Responses to Major Comments Received in the 
Public Scoping Meeting Process and Discussed at the August 9, 2016 Meeting 

 
Major Public Comment Summaries Provided: August 9, 2016 

Mobile District Responses Provided: August 31, 2016 
Rebuttals to Mobile District Responses Provided: September 23, 2016 

 
 

Prepared by

Public Comment 1: The Study must comply with the requirements of Section 5 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1935 which requires every Corps report: 

 
"...looking to the improvement of the entrance at the mouth of any river or at 
any inlet ..." to "...contain information concerning the configuration of the 
shore line and the probable effect thereon that may be expected to result from 
the improvement having particular reference to erosion and/or accretion for a 
distance of not less than ten miles on either side of the said entrance." 

 
The Corps did not address this legal requirement in its 1980 report. 

 
Mobile District Response 1: The above quote is only partial and does not capture the full text of the 
law. The actual text is as follows: 

 
“74TH CONGRESS. SESSION 1. CHS. 829-831. AUGUST 30, 1935, [H.R. 6250] [Public, No. 409] 
SEC. 5. Every report submitted to Congress in pursuance of any provision of law for 
preliminary examination and survey looking to the improvement of the entrance at the mouth 
of any river or at any inlet, in addition to other information which the Congress has directed 
shall be given, shall contain information concerning the configuration of the shore line and the 
probable effect thereon that may be expected to result from the improvement having 
particular reference to erosion and/or accretion for a distance of not less than ten miles on 
either side of the said entrance.” 

 
The current GRR study is not for “preliminary examination and survey” but rather for evaluation of 
options for construction within the congressionally authorized dimensions of the navigation channel. 
Also, under Corps procedures and regulations, the GRR study will not be submitted to Congress, but 
will be reviewed and approved within the Corps at the appropriate level. For these reasons, Section 5 
does not directly apply to the current study. 

 
However, this does not mean that the information required by that section will not be studied during 

(b)(6)
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the GRR process as Corps regulation (ER 1105-2-100) requires, “each investigation on navigation 
improvements potentially affecting adjacent shoreline will include analysis of the probable effects on 
shoreline configurations. A distance of not less than ten miles along the shore on either side of the 
improvement should be analyzed.” 
 
 
Rebuttal 1: The major point of the comment is that the GRR must evaluate the effects of the 
Mobile Harbor project, both existing conditions (i.e., No Action Alternative) and the 
considered width and depth alternatives, on the adjacent shorelines for a distance of not less 
than 10 miles on either side of the Mobile Pass Inlet.  Since the 1980 Survey Report 
recommending the improvements failed to satisfy that planning requirement, the GRR Study 
must correct that outstanding deficiency. 
 
Paragraph 5-3d (entitled “Sedimentation”) on page 5-4 in Chapter 5 (i.e., Design Factors and 
Studies) of the Corps’ EM 1110-2-1613, HYDRAULIC DESIGN OF DEEP DRAFT 
NAVIGATION PROJECTS is reproduced in its entirety in the following:  
 

Littoral sediments. Sediments are introduced into the navigation project from the littoral 
systems that exist in all lakes and oceans. Nearshore currents driven by waves, wind, 
tides, or water-mass movement cause sediment particles, usually medium to fine 
sands but occasionally clays and silts, to be moved along the shore. As the sand-size 
sediments reach the deeper waters of the navigation project, deposition occurs in and 
near the entrance channel. Clays entering from the lower end may be transported 
upstream by estuarine circulation. Structures such as jetties are used to trap the sands 
and keep shoals from forming in the navigation project. A sand-bypassing arrangement 
may be necessary to maintain the trapping capability of the jetty structures and to 
minimize damage to adjacent beaches that interruption of the littoral process usually 
causes. The planner/designer is required [emphasis added] to study and develop 
predictions of erosion and accretion for a distance of 10 miles on either side of an 
entrance channel improvement project. 

 
In short, the referenced paragraphs in ER 1105-2-100 and EM 1110-2-1613 clearly require 
the Mobile District to specifically investigate the effects of enlarging the Mobile Harbor project 
on the shorelines occurring for a distance of 10 miles on either side of the Mobile Pass Inlet.  
Based on the very clearly stated language in these respective planning and design guidance 
paragraphs, the 10-mile design study requirement is not conditioned upon whether or not a 
specific report is to be submitted to Congress or not.  Instead, the Corps, as an agency, has 
determined the specified distance for analysis is representative of sound engineering 
practices.  Further, the 10-mile design requirement has its roots in large part on Section 5 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935, as well as the universally observed fact that engineering 
works (to include dredged navigation channels) in ocean inlets typically interrupt littoral drift, 
causing erosion and/or accretion of the adjacent shorelines.   
 
The 10-mile requirement was in effect at the time the Mobile District’s 1980 report 
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recommending the Mobile Harbor improvements was prepared.  However, the 1980 report 
did not investigate the potential effects of the recommended Outer Bar Channel improvement 
on the adjacent shorelines on either side of Mobile Pass.  As a result, the 1980 report did not 
comply with applicable Corps policy guidance regarding the point made by the Public 
Scoping Comments.  The GRR Study provides the appropriate vehicle to correct the existing 
deficiency in the 1980 report that remains through today.  That is why the “10-mile distance” 
issue continues to be pressed by the public. 
 
 
References: 
US Army Corps of Engineers.  October 1980.  Survey Report on Mobile Harbor (Includes 
Environmental Impact Statement).  Mobile Engineer District, Mobile, Alabama. 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers.  May 31, 2006.   Engineering and Design: Hydraulic Design of Deep-
Draft Navigation Projects.  Engineering Manual 1110-2-1613.  Washington, D.C. 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers.  April 22, 2000.  Planning Guidance Notebook. Engineering Regulation 
1105-2-100. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, DC. 
 
U.S. Congress.  August 30, 1935.  Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935.  Public Law 74-409.  Washington, 
DC. 
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Public Comment 2. The Study must acknowledge the existence of and address the findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations contained in the Corps' 1978 Draft Report entitled "Feasibility 
Report for Beach Erosion Control and Hurricane Protection, Mobile County (Including Dauphin 
Island)". The Corps acknowledged in the 1978 report, for the first and only time, that maintenance of 
the Mobile Harbor Outer Bar Channel is unquestionably contributing to the erosion of Dauphin Island. 
To this date, the Corps has consistently ignored both the existence of and the contents of the 1978 
report. 

 
Mobile District Response 2: The conclusions of the 1978 report were based on observational 
information: maps, charts, and photos. This may have been an appropriate methodology at the time, 
but, because of technological improvements in the intervening four decades, the hydrodynamic and 
sediment transport modeling used for this study will more accurately characterize coastal processes. 
This will allow us to assess potential impacts by a proposed change to the navigation channel 
dimensions as well as beneficial placement of dredged material. Any relevant data from the 1978 
report will be included in the Mobile Harbor GRR. 

  
Rebuttal 2: The Mobile District Response misses the point of the comment.  With the 
exception of paragraph 4.23 in the 1986 SEIS to the original 1980 report and EIS, the Mobile 
District has consistently ignored the very existence of the 1978 report and its associated 
findings and conclusions.  It appears the Mobile District has hoped that by continually ignoring 
the 1978 report the public would never know it existed.  But the 1978 report does exist, will 
continue to exist, and the Corps’ continued refusal to acknowledge its existence will not make 
that report go away, along with its relevant conclusions regarding the historic effects of 
maintaining the Outer Bar Channel on the erosion of Dauphin Island.   
 
What is particularly concerning is that although the subsequent 1980 report recommended the 
Outer Bar Channel be enlarged, it failed completely to recognize and analyze the previous 
1978 report’s conclusions that maintenance of the channel was contributing to the loss of sand 
from the littoral drift system and the erosion of Dauphin Island.  Only two years separated 
completion of these two years and the engineering investigations were conducted within the 
same office in the Mobile District and may even have involved the same engineers on staff at 
that time.  In reply to the above Mobile District Response, all reasonable engineers and 
scientist would agree that “technological improvements” in the science and art of coastal 
engineering would not have sufficiently advanced during the two years between 1978 and 
1980 to indicate the analyses conducted for the 1978 report were outdated by 1980.   
 
Given the particular relevance of the 1978 report’s conclusion that maintenance of the Outer 
Bar Channel was contributing to both the loss of littoral drift sand and to the erosion of Dauphin 
Island’s shoreline, it is extremely curious that the 1980 report did not include an analysis of that 
“contribution” and how that “contribution” could be affected should the Outer Bar Channel be 
deepened and widened as recommended.  As a result of the chronological proximity of these 
two reports, the failure of the 1980 report to analyze how the recommended increase in the 
channel’s dimensions could influence littoral drift sands and the Dauphin Island shoreline is 
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confounding.  It deserves to be reiterated that that failure represents a continuing major 
deficiency in the 1980 report, despite the Mobile District’s failure to acknowledge that fact.  
Again, that deficiency must be corrected in the ongoing GRR Study. 
 
The Mobile District Response attempts to diminish the veracity of the 1978 report’s conclusions 
by inferring that the “technological improvements in the intervening four decades” somehow 
render the 1978 report invalid.  While the concerned public are certainly not coastal engineers 
or experts in hydrodynamic modelling and the development of inlet sediment budgets, a few 
among us have had enough professional exposure to these topics over the years to appreciate 
the fact that the basic engineering assumptions and approaches applied to produce the 1978 
report remain valid today.  Any coastal engineering study dealing with the configuration of a 
navigation channel, sediment movement, shoreline configurations, and hydrodynamic 
conditions in inlets must first consider “maps, charts, and photos”, as well as hydrographic 
surveys, dredging records, tides, storms events, and wind and wave conditions.  The 1978 
report is built upon such data, as is the Byrnes et al. 2008 report prepared in connection with 
the 2000-2009 Dauphin Island Property Owners Association (DIPOA) vs government lawsuit, 
as well as the Byrnes et al. update in 2010 and all subsequent reports prepared on the 
Alabama-Mississippi barrier islands and studies of other inlets around the world.   
 
A major difference between “modern” studies from the type of analyses conducted for the1978 
report are the tools used today.  Those tools include advanced computer technology and 
numerical modeling techniques that allow “more sophisticated” analyses to now be performed.  
One outcome of this “new technology” is the production of very attractive graphics and data 
presentations which can leave the impression that the results generated by “modern” studies 
are far superior to the results produced by the more “primitive” engineering hand calculations 
performed by engineers of yesteryear.  One should resist the seduction and allure of the 
modern “pretty pictures” and recognize that the basic engineering assumptions and 
approaches followed to produce the 1978 report have not materially changed today.  In doing 
so, one should also be aware that the same “primitive” technology used in 1978 is 
representative of the type of engineering experience and professionalism that satisfactorily 
designed the Panama Canal; constructed countless flood control and hydroelectric projects 
across the nation, and formulated much of the basic coastal engineering theory and principals 
that remain in effect today. 
 
The central fact remains that despite ignoring the existence of the 1978 report and its 
associated conclusions that maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel is contributing to the loss of 
littoral drift sands and the erosion of Dauphin Island, the Mobile District has never officially 
pronounced are proved that the 1978 report’s specific conclusions are incorrect or in error.  All 
the Mobile District has done through the years is to periodically allege that there is no 
relationship between maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel and the interruption in littoral drift 
processes across the Mobile Pass Inlet and Dauphin Island’s eroding shoreline.  All such 
claims have been based entirely upon rhetoric, with no detailed studies being conducted to 
either affirm or reject the 1978 report’s conclusions through an objective analysis of the data, 
engineering approach, and conclusions contained in that report.  The closest that the Mobile 
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District has ever come to date to truly studying the Dauphin Island erosion issue was 
contracting for the Byrnes et al. 2008 report in connection with the above mentioned DIPOA 
lawsuit which contained the weakly stated sentence in its conclusions: “…there appears to be 
no measurable negative impacts associated with historical channel dredging across the Mobile 
Pass Outer Bar”.   
 
For those not familiar with the 2008 Byrnes et al. report, it is important to know that the Corps 
contracted to have the report prepared in connection with the DIPOA lawsuit to determine if the 
Outer Bar Channel was contributing to the erosion of Dauphin Island.  In agreeing to have the 
report prepared, both parties to the lawsuit required that the report would be subjected to a 
review by an independent panel of three experts in the field of coastal engineering.  One of 
those experts was the world renown late Dr. Robert Dean, Professor Emeritus in the University 
of Florida’s Department of Civil and Coastal Engineering, Engineering School of Sustainable 
Infrastructure and Environment.  In his March 7, 2008, Review Report, Dr. Dean conveyed the 
following two observations dealing with the application of the data considered in the study and 
his conclusion, respectively: 
 

“The available bases for evaluating the impact of a deepened channel on the adjacent 
shorelines include: (1) Analysis and interpretation of data, (2) Experience and judgment, 
and (3) Application of accepted coastal engineering methodology.  The main approach 
followed in the Final Report was in the assembly, synthesis and analysis of the available 
data sources in the vicinity of Mobile Bay Entrance.  Some of these data were collected 
many years ago at times when the survey control and technology were of lesser quality 
than at present.  My experience in conducting and analyzing hydrographic surveys has 
documented the need to examine these data carefully before acceptance and that 
survey data may contain bias.  The position adopted in the [Byrnes 2008] Final Report is 
that any bias in the available survey data is negligible.  Additionally, there is uncertainty 
as to some of the methodology applied with regard to shoreline changes and sea level 
changes over the period of record of more than a century.” 
 
“With the exception of the 2001/2002 survey, the Final Report has considered the survey 
data to be free of bias.  My experience has documented the need to examine all survey 
data critically to ensure that the data are bias free or at least to recognize the possible 
presence of bias in the results…In my experience, these are unacceptable 
assumptions/considerations**…Because such large plan areas (ebb tidal shoals) are 
considered here, any bias becomes of critical significance in volumetric determinations.” 

____________________ 
**Assumptions referred to are contained in the Byrnes et al. 2008: 

Page 44 – Shoreline Change Analysis: “Substantial effort was spent ensuring that any systematic errors 
were eliminated prior to change analysis.  Therefore, measurement errors associated with present and 
past shoreline surveys are considered random’”. 

Page 192 – Bathymetric Errors: “Substantial effort was spent ensuring that any systematic errors were 
eliminated from all data sets prior to change analysis.  As such, measurement errors associated with 
present and past surveys are considered random.  Because random errors are equally distributed, they 
can be neglected relative to change calculations’”. 
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“I respectfully dissent from a finding that the construction, operation and Maintenance 
Dredging Practices of and at the Channel have not resulted in at least Minimum 
Measurable Erosion of Dauphin Island’s shoreline. I conclude that certain critical 
portions of the Final Report are arbitrary in their methods of analysis and 
acceptance/interpretation of the available data resulting in uncertainty remaining in the 
final results.” 

 
Just one year prior to Completion of the Byrnes et al. 2008 report, the US Geological Survey 
published the 2007 Morton report on the Mississippi-Alabama barrier islands.  The Morton 
report contained the following statements: 

 
“… [The Mobile Harbor] outer bar channel now acts as a sediment sink that traps sand 
that would have bypassed around the ebb tidal delta and fed the Ms-Al barrier islands 
downdrift.” 
 
‘’… [Maintenance dredging] practices conducted around the tidal inlets between the 
barrier islands permanently removed large volumes of beach quality sand from the 
littoral drift system that otherwise would have nourished the adjacent barrier islands and 
mitigated land losses.” 
 
“Sand supply is also the only factor where the historical trend of the factor (progressively 
increased reduction in sand supply attendant with increased dredging depths) temporally 
matches the trend of progressively increased land loss.” 

 
Although the Byrnes et al. 2008 report made frequent references to information contained in 
the Morton 2007 report, they neither acknowledged the above findings nor attempted to 
specifically disprove the principle Morton finding that the historical loss of Dauphin Island 
through erosion dating back to 1958 has occurred coincidentally with the period of increased 
dredging of the Outer Bar Channel and the removal of sand from the littoral drift system.   
The reason Byrnes et al. failed to address that significant point of professional disagreement 
that goes to the very purpose behind which the Mobile District contracted for their report in 
connection with the above mentioned lawsuit is unknown.  It is also not known if the Corps 
technical staff that reviewed the Byrnes et al. 2008 report questioned the significant disparity in 
conclusions between the respective reports or requested the different professional views be 
reconciled.  In view of the prior existing 2007 Morton report, the overall value of the Byrnes et 
al. 2008 report would have enhanced value had it acknowledged the variation in conclusions 
reached and attempted a justification as to why their report was “more correct” instead of 
appearing to dismiss Morton’s 2007 report as only representing a qualitative analysis of the 
erosion issue. 
 
We are aware of no other studies specifically conducted by anyone on the Outer Bar Channel- 
Dauphin Island erosion issue that support the conclusion contained in the Byrnes et al. 2008 
and 2010 reports upon which the Mobile District appears to rely entirely upon to support its “no 
effect” position.  In addition to the above cited Morton 2007 report, local coastal engineer Dr. 
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Scott Douglass has maintained for years that there is a direct cause-effect relationship 
between maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel and the erosion of Dauphin Island.  Of even 
more significance, the Mobile District’s own Mississippi Coastal Improvement Program reports 
(2009 and 2016) have also acknowledged the role that the Pascagoula and Gulfport deep draft 
navigation channels play in contributing to the erosion of the Mississippi barrier islands to the 
west of Dauphin Island.  It is appropriate to emphasize that cause-effect role is consistent with 
information contained in the much wider national and worldwide literature.  To that point, the 
literature consistently points out that whenever an engineered project (i.e., dredged navigation 
channel) interrupts the natural littoral drift processes at an inlet, the immediate downdrift 
shorelines usually experience erosion of varying degrees unless mitigation measures are 
implemented.  However, despite the preponderance of evidence to the contrary, the Mobile 
District continues to maintain the position that the Mobile Pass Inlet is the one inlet on the Gulf 
Coast, within the United States, and around the world where this almost universal cause-effect 
relationship does not apply. 
 
In conclusion and with all due respect, the concerned public does not accept the 2008 and 
2010 Byrnes et al. contractor reports paid for by the Mobile District as the authoritative last 
word on the Outer Bar Channel-Dauphin Island erosion issue.  In light of the above cited 
information to the contrary, much more extensive proof is required before the Mobile District 
position can be accepted by the interested public.  Hopefully, the Alabama Barrier Island 
Restoration Assessment will contain the required objectively developed information 
that all stakeholders can buy into its results and conclusions.  However, that will not be 
possible if the entire Assessment is based entirely upon the Byrnes et al. 2008 and 2010 
reports unless the issues raised in Dean’s (2008) independent review and the counter 
conclusions conveyed in reports prepared by other coastal experts like Morton (2007) 
are not satisfactorily reconciled. 
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Public Comment 3: The 1978 report contained July 9, 1975 letters from Mobile District Engineer 
COL Drake Wilson to Congressman Jack Edwards, the Mobile County Commission, and the City of 
Mobile stating that the Dauphin Island erosion problem would be addressed in the District's 
separate study of Mobile Harbor that ultimately resulted in the 1980 report which led to the WRDA 
of 1986 authorization to deepen and widen the ship channel. However, the 1980 "Survey Report on 
Mobile Harbor, Alabama" inexplicably ignored the Dauphin Island erosion issue. 

 
Mobile District Response 3: The 1980 Survey Report on Mobile Harbor, Alabama did recognize that 
Dauphin Island was experiencing erosion problems and that there could be opportunities for 
placement of sand in the littoral system. However, even though the report indicated that there may be 
opportunities for placement of sand in littoral system, Congress in the WRDA 1986 directed that all 
dredged material would be disposed in the Gulf. 
 
Rebuttal 3: The Mobile District Response neither addresses the point made in the comment 
regarding the 1980 report, nor accurately states the complete facts regarding the full 
authorization of the Mobile Harbor project.  The following sets the record straight. 
 
 A total of 1,136 pages comprise the pdf copy of the 1980 report package.  A word search 

of the entire document for “Dauphin Island” revealed that those two words occur in 
tandem at only 55 locations in the total report.  Examination of the 55 occurrences reveal 
that the associated discussions at 46 of the 55 locations had absolutely nothing to do with 
the erosion issue.  That means in the entire 1,136-page 1980 report package, the 
Dauphin Island erosion problem is “mentioned” only 9 times.  The complete text 
associated with each of those occurrences is provided below so there can be no 
misunderstanding of the full context of the overall discussions within which Dauphin 
Island’s erosion was “mentioned”. 

 
 Page 39: “Since both Sand and Dauphin Islands are presently experiencing some 

erosion problems, it is highly probable that the present maintenance project could be 
coupled with a beach nourishment program in the future. The principal impediment to 
the immediate implementation of such a program lies in the present lack of a sufficient 
number of hopper dredges which have pump-out capability. As more dredges with this 
capability become available, the material from the outer bar could be pumped into the 
littoral drift system of Sand and Dauphin Islands.” 

 
 Page 58: “Existing maintenance of the entrance channel provides sand that can be 

utilized to restore the eroded beaches of Dauphin Island…” 
 

 Page 64: Environmental Quality Plan – “The existing maintenance methods of Mobile 
Harbor would be modified as follows: Maintenance of the entrance channel provides 
sand that can be utilized to restore the eroded beaches of Dauphin Island.” 

 
 Page 140: Least Environmentally Damaging Plan – “…nourishing Dauphin Island 
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beaches…” 
 

 Pages 66, Appendix 3: Mobile United Comment on DEIS – 3. The Corps will use sand 
from the entrance channel to restore eroded beaches on Dauphin Island and Fort 
Morgan peninsulas. 
Page 67, Appendix 3: Mobile District Response to Mobile United Comment – “The 
Corps of Engineers current maintenance practice allows for disposal of the sandy bar 
channel material for beach nourishment when equipment is available.  This would 
continue to be the policy for future maintenance of the channel.  The use of new work 
material from the entrance channel for beach nourishment will be further investigated 
during post authorization studies.” 

 
 Page D-15, Appendix 5: “Environmental Quality Alternative – 16. Existing 

maintenance of the entrance channel provides sand that can be utilized to restore the 
eroded beaches of Dauphin Island…” 

 
 Page D-42, Appendix 5: “Environmental Quality (EQ) Plan – Maintenance of the 

entrance channel provides sand that can be utilized to restore the eroded beaches of 
Dauphin Island.” 

 
 Page D-92, Appendix 5: “135. Since both Sand and Dauphin Islands are presently 

experiencing some erosion problems, it is highly probable that the present 
maintenance project will be coupled with some sort of beach nourishment program in 
the future.  The principal impediment to the immediate implementation of such a 
program lies in the existing lack of a sufficient number of hopper dredges which have 
pump-out capability.  As more dredges with this capability become available, the 
material from the outer bar would be pumped into the littoral drift system of Sand and 
Dauphin Islands.” 

 
 There is no argument with the Mobile District’s contention that the 1980 report “…did 

recognize [emphasis added] that Dauphin Island was experiencing erosion problems and 
that there could be opportunities for placement of sand in the littoral system”.  However, 
after considering the above 9 quotes, any reasonable individual would agree that the level 
of effort expended to merely “recognize” that the erosion problem existed in the 1980 report 
certainly could not be considered to represent an adequate in-depth “investigation” of the 
problem.  The Public Comment makes the point that the 1980 report was and remains 
deficient in regards to the erosion issue because it failed entirely on all accounts to 
“investigate” the erosion problem.  In view of the fact that the Mobile District’s prior 1978 
report had concluded just two years before that maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel 
contributes to the erosion of Dauphin Island, it is inconceivable as to why the 1980 report 
did not investigate the prior Mobile District identified connection between maintenance of 
the existing channel dimensions and Dauphin Island’s erosion problem how enlarging the 
channel could further influence erosion.  And, to not even mention the findings and 
conclusions on the erosion issue contained in the Mobile District’s own 1978 report defies 
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all understanding.  
 

 Another significant point made about the failure of the 1980 report to either acknowledge, 
reject, or to expand upon the conclusions presented in the 1978 report is that the Mobile 
District failed to honor the commitment made by then District Engineer COL Drake Wilson 
in a series of 1975 letters that the Mobile Harbor study would “address” the Dauphin 
Island erosion issue.  The implication of the verb “address” is that the erosion problem 
would be “investigated” not merely “recognized”.  Also on the subject of Mobile District 
commitments, the Mobile United submitted comments on the Draft EIS on October 5, 
1979.  Mobile United’s comment on pages 64 and 66 in Appendix 3 stated  

 
“There is general agreement that deepening of the channels should be 
undertaken when this becomes necessary to protect our competitive position in 
world trade, and to move bulk cargoes basic to the economic development of 
Alabama, such as coal, iron, and oil.  This statement, however, is conditional 
on…3. The Corps will use sand from the entrance channel to restore eroded 
beaches on Dauphin Island and Fort Morgan peninsulas.”  

 
To which the Mobile District responded as follows: 

 
“The Corps of Engineers current maintenance practice allows for disposal of the 
sandy bar channel material for beach nourishment when equipment is available.  
This would continue to be the policy for future maintenance of the channel.  The 
use of new work material from the entrance channel for beach 
nourishment will be further investigated during post authorization studies” 
[emphasis added]. 

  
No investigations are identified in the GRR Study’s Project Management Plan (PMP) that 
are specifically directed at: (1) analyzing the placement of new work material dredged 
from the Outer Bar Channel for beach nourishment; and (2) evaluating the potential to 
couple future channel maintenance with some sort of beach nourishment program in the 
future as discussed in the 1980 report.  When these two issues were raised recently with 
the Mobile District staff, they responded that the GRR would not conduct such 
investigations.  Instead, they pointed to the Alabama Barrier Island Assessment as the 
“new future study” that is to provide the information needed to restore Dauphin Island.  
While the Assessment should undoubtedly produce information that could be useful to the 
GRR Study, the fact remains that despite the previous referenced Mobile District 
commitment made in the 1980 report to investigate placing new work dredged material on 
Dauphin Island’s eroding shorelines, the Mobile District no longer plans to honor that 
commitment in the GRR Study.  

 
It is time the Mobile District started living up to its prior commitments, in lieu of making 
additional commitments that would be “fulfilled” in future studies.  Honoring past 
commitments will go a long way in restoring the public’s trust in the integrity of the Corps 
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to do what it says it will do, instead of following the past practice of making statements just 
to placate for the moment a stated concern of the public.   

 
 The Mobile District Response also fails to acknowledge the existence of the below explicit 

language contained in Section 302 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 
1996 that amended the original WRDA of 1986 authorization for the Mobile Harbor 
improvements and that also serves as the authority under which the GRR Study is being 
conducted: 

 
“In disposing of dredged material from such project, the Secretary, after 
compliance with applicable laws and after opportunity for public review and 
comment, may consider alternatives to disposal of such material in the Gulf of 
Mexico, including environmentally acceptable alternatives for beneficial uses of 
dredged material and environmental restoration.'' 

 
By amending the original 1986 project authorization, Congress granted the Secretary the 
discretionary decision-making authority to consider environmentally acceptable 
alternatives to disposal in the Gulf, “…including beneficial uses of dredged material and 
environmental restoration”.   
 
Review of the March 31, 2016 Mobile District Memorandum of Record of a December 9, 
2015 meeting of the Mobile Bay Interagency Working Group reveals that the District is 
very familiar with the Section 302 authority.  The memorandum shows that the Mobile 
District plans to selectively use that authority in the GRR Study for dredged material that 
would be removed from only the segment of the Mobile Harbor channel located within 
Mobile Bay.  Based on that memorandum, it must be concluded that the Mobile District 
has not yet given any consideration to developing a “beneficial uses” option under Section 
302 in the GRR Study to restore Dauphin Island’s eroding shoreline with the sands that 
would be dredged from the Outer Bar Channel.  
 
In view of the amended project authority, it is irrefutably clear that an “environmentally 
acceptable [beneficial uses] alternative” could be formulated to use both new work and 
subsequent maintenance dredged material from the Outer Bar Channel to restore the 
severely eroding shorelines of the Sand/Pelican shoal and Dauphin Island.  Given the 
large number of Public Scoping Comments submitted on this very issue, it is reasonable 
to expect that the GRR Study should develop such an alternative for serious in-depth 
investigation.  Such an alternative should be investigated in the GRR to beneficially 
use the dredged material to counter Dauphin Island’s erosion regardless of the 
factors that are responsible for the erosion.   

 
To date, the Mobile District has ignored specific Public Scoping Comments calling for 
dredged material to be used to restore Dauphin Island.  Of equal significance, the District 
has not only refused to consider a dredged material disposal alternative that would 
comply with the Section 302 authority that specifically amended the Mobile Harbor 
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authorized project, but has failed to even acknowledge the potential to apply Section 302 
to develop a disposal alternative that would positively address the Island’s erosion 
problem.  The Mobile District owes the concerned public a rational explanation for its 
actions in this regard.  It is neither acceptable nor logical to defer all GRR Study plan 
formulation activities relative to developing a Section 302 disposal alternative using Outer 
Bar Channel sand to benefit Dauphin Island, while waiting on the results of the ongoing 
Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment that are not due for two years in the 
future.  Application of Section 302 does not depend upon the exact cause of the erosion 
problem being first determined before Mobile Harbor dredged material can be used to 
beneficially help counter the problem.   
 
The major problem with the Mobile District’s current approach is the incompatibility of the 
respective schedules for the GRR Study and the Alabama Barrier Island Restoration 
Assessment.  For example, the February 3, 2016 “GRR Decision Management Plan to 
TSP Milestone” states that the environmental assessment of plans and mitigation 
evaluations are to be completed by July 31, 2017 and September 28, 1917, respectively.  
Although that internal Mobile District document is not clear if those two events will include 
an identification of the dredged material disposal options considered, it must be assumed 
that they do.  Further, it is the concerned public’s understanding that the Alabama Barrier 
Island Restoration Assessment’s Comprehensive Feasibility Report will not be completed 
until March 1, 2019.  Thus, almost two years separate these two important efforts.  The 
Mobile District staff has repeatedly stressed that the GRR Study efforts relative to the 
effects of maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel on the erosion of Dauphin Island and the 
development of appropriate options to dispose of the new work and maintenance dredged 
material will depend in large part upon the results of the Alabama Barrier Island 
Restoration Assessment (see Mobile District Comment 8 below).  However, given the 
disparate nature of the two schedules, it is not clear how the Mobile District plans to 
obtain needed information from the Assessment in time to satisfy the schedule 
requirement of the GRR Study.  As a result, the interested public is concerned that the 
GRR Study will be completed without adequately investigating the Dauphin Island erosion 
issue as happened in the 1980 report.  
 
Instead of relying solely upon the Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment, the 
GRR should begin work on a beneficial uses of dredged material disposal alternative to 
restore Dauphin Island’s eroding shoreline in compliance with Section 302 of the WRDA 
of 1996.  The beneficial uses disposal option should be included in the initial array of 
channel dimension and disposal alternatives investigated in the GRR Study.  Failure to 
do so will confirm the concerned public’s increasing suspicion that the direction of 
the GRR Study is being influenced by unexplained biases and motives that are 
compromising the objectivity and integrity of the Study while failing to comply with 
a host of existing federal laws, Corps planning policy guidance, CEQ’s NEPA 
regulations, and prior Mobile District commitments. 
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Public Comment 4: Since the January 12, 2016 Public Scoping Meeting, the Corps has forged ahead 
with conduct of the Study. Regarding Corps planning process terminology, what is the present status of 
its efforts to (1) identify Problems and Opportunities in the study area, (2) develop Planning Objectives, 
and (3) identify Alternative Management Measures? When does the Corps plan to provide this 
information to the public for review and feedback? 
 
Mobile District Response 4: This navigation study will examine the costs and benefits as well as the 
environmental impacts of modifying the dimensions of the existing Federal navigation project within 
its authorized limits. The purpose of the study will be to determine improvements for safety and 
efficiency of harbor users. The public scoping meeting helped to inform the Problems and 
Opportunities, Planning Objectives, and Management Measures that have been identified for the 
navigation study. The public scoping meeting also informed the initial array of alternatives that was 
developed and screened to narrow the range of widths and depths to be considered. While this 
information can be obtained from the Alternatives Milestone Meeting documents located on the 
Mobile District Website for the Mobile Harbor GRR 
(http://www.sam.usace.army.mil/Missions/Program-and-Project-Management/Civil- 
Projects/Mobile-Harbor-GRR/), it should be noted that this information is preliminary and subject to 
change. Public review and comment will be solicited once the draft GRR has been prepared. 
 
Rebuttal 4: The Mobile District should understand that the public’s concerns with the Mobile 
Harbor GRR Study are generally not with the alternative channel depth and width dimensions 
being considered.  Instead, the concerns are primarily focused on where the new work and the 
subsequent maintenance dredged material from both the Mobile Bay and the Outer Bar channel 
segments will be placed.  The principal environmental impacts from enlarging the Mobile Bay 
channel will essentially be associated with the location, manner, and timing of disposal of the 
dredged material. 
 
The Mobile District Response states that: “…the [January 12, 2016] public scoping meeting 
helped to inform the Problems and Opportunities, Planning Objectives, and Management 
Measures that have been identified for the navigation study”.  With all due respect, a thorough 
examination of the “Report Synopsis” contained on the Mobile District website does not support 
that contention.  To the contrary, the review indicates the public’s major scoping comments, that 
were reiterated to the Mobile District staff in meetings on March 25 and August 9, have had no 
influence in developing the Problems and Opportunities, Planning Objectives, and 
Management Measures contained in the present version of the “Report Synopsis”.  The page 
footer in that document indicates it was prepared in February 2016 before the public scoping 
comment period ended on February 29, 2016 and considerably in advance of the Public 
Scoping Report being completed at the end of July 2016. 
 
The following provides examples of major scoping comments submitted by multiple members of 
the public that are not reflected in the “Report Synopsis”: 
 

 The description of the Study Area should be expanded to clarify that at least 10 miles 
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of the shoreline on either side of the Mobile Pass Inlet are included in the Study Area 
and will be investigated to assess the potential effects of channel enlargement and the 
associated disposal of both new work and maintenance disposal of the sands dredged 
from the Outer Bar Channel as required by EM 1110-2-1613: “Engineering and Design: 
Hydraulic Design of Deep-Draft Navigation Projects”.  This specific clarification of the 
geographic scope of the Study Area is pointed out because the 1980 report failed to 
comply with that Corps design requirement.  See Rebuttal 1 above. 
 

 The list of Prior Reports and Existing Water Projects should include the Mobile 
District’s 1978 report entitled “Draft Mobile County, Alabama (Including Dauphin Island) 
Feasibility Report for Beach Erosion Control and Hurricane Protection”.  That report is 
directly relevant to the GRR Study because it concluded maintenance of the Outer Bar 
Channel removes sand from the littoral drift system and contributes to the erosion of 
Dauphin Island.  See Rebuttal 2 above. 

 
 In the Problems/Opportunities Section, no mention is made of the severe erosion 

“problem” being experienced by Dauphin Island.  This is particularly troublesome given 
the fact that both Corps and non-Corps studies have concluded maintenance of the 
Outer Bar Channel is contributing to the island’s erosion due to the historic and 
continuing removal of sand from the littoral drift system.  Similarly, the “Report 
Synopsis” is also silent on the potential “opportunity” to mitigate Dauphin Island’s 
erosion problem by depositing both new work construction and future maintenance 
dredged sand dredged from the Outer Bar Channel at a more effective nearshore 
location and by employing similar placement approaches as those recently 
recommended by the Mobile District to restore Mississippi’s eroding barrier islands.  
(see Rebuttals 2 and 3 above) 

 
 The Planning Goals and Objectives discussion only refers to the National Economic 

Development (NED) federal objective.  Given the historic and ongoing severe erosion 
of Dauphin Island that is caused in part by maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel, this 
discussion should be expanded to also address the Environmental Protection Mission 
of the Corps.  Congress specifically added that mission to the Corps by Section 306 of 
the WRDA of 1990 which states Environmental Protection is “…one of the primary 
missions of the Corps of Engineers in planning, designing, constructing, operating, 
and maintaining [emphasis added] water resources projects”.  In the years following 
passage of the WRDA of 1990, all of the Corps’ planning, design, construction, and 
operations policies and guidance have been modified to incorporate the Environmental 
Protection Mission as a central feature of the Corps overall agency culture. 

 
In describing the characteristics of the NED Federal Objective, ER 1105-2-100 includes 
the following: 
 

“With regard to site-specific project studies, every effort should be made to 
assure that both [emphasis added] economic and environmental value is added 
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to watershed resources…Protection of the Nation’s environment is achieved 
when damage to the environment is eliminated or avoided and important 
cultural and natural aspects of our nation’s heritage are preserved.  Various 
environmental statutes and executive orders assist in ensuring that water 
resources planning is consistent with protection.” 

  
ER 1105-2-100 also includes the following statement regarding the Corps’ 
Environmental Restoration mission in connection with the NED: 
 

“Multipurpose plans that include ecosystem restoration shall contribute to both 
NED outputs and NER outputs.  In this latter case, a plan that trades off NED and 
NER benefits to maximize the sum of net contributions to NED and NER is 
usually recommended.” 

  
Further examples of the emphasis the Corps is to place on its Environmental Protection 
Mission are contained on the Corps’ Headquarters website.  Quotes extracted from the 
links to the Corps Environmental Operating Principles and on the Environmental 
Program, respectively, are provided below: 
 

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Environmental-Operating-
Principles/: 
“The United States Army Corps of Engineers Environmental Operating 
Principles were developed to ensure that Corps of Engineers missions include 
totally integrated sustainable environmental practices.  The Principles provided 
corporate direction to ensure the workforce recognized the Corps of Engineers 
role in, and responsibility for, sustainable use, stewardship, and restoration of 
natural resources across the Nation…The strong emphasis on sustainability 
must be translated into everyday actions that have an effect on the 
environmental conditions of today, as well as the uncertainties and risks of the 
future.” 

 
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental.aspx: 
“As the nation’s environmental engineer, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
manages one of the largest federal environmental missions: restoring degraded 
ecosystems; constructing sustainable facilities…” 
 
“USACE works in partnership with other federal and state agencies, non-
governmental organizations and academic institutions to find innovative solutions 
to challenges that affect everyone – sustainability, climate change, endangered 
species, environmental cleanup, ecosystem restoration and more.” 
 
“USACE is striving to restore ecosystem structure and processes, manage our 
land, resources and construction activities in a sustainable manner…” 
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Section 14 in the “Report Synopsis” does address the Corps’ Environmental Operating 
Principles.  However, that discussion is only conceptually presented and could apply to 
any Corps study.  The discussion provides no evidence to indicate those principles have 
in fact actually been considered in the work accomplished to date on the GRR Study.  
The point made by referencing the above Corps policy and guidance statements is that 
although it is understood the Mobile Harbor GRR Study must necessarily satisfy the 
requirements of the NED federal objective, the GRR Study must also comply with the 
Corps’ Environmental Protection Mission requirements.  However, the “Report Synopsis” 
only states that the NED federal “…objective is the project goal”.  The absence of a 
commitment that the GRR Study will also include consideration of the significant 
environmental concerns conveyed in the public scoping comments is concerning since it 
is not clear how the Mobile District will balance NED benefits to also comply with its 
Environmental Protection Mission.  Given the role that the Outer Bar Channel has played 
in Dauphin Island’s erosion problem and the strong likelihood the GRR Study will give 
increased consideration to disposing of future maintenance material within Mobile Bay.  
The balance between NED and Environmental Protection is an important issue that 
needs to be clarified and conveyed to the public.  Otherwise, many of the Corps’ nice 
sounding words intended to build public confidence in the agency (i.e., environmental 
sustainability, environmental restoration, stewardship, eliminate or avoid environmental 
damage, preserve natural environments, planning is consistent with protection, 
transparent planning process, etc.) as they relate Environmental Protection as “…one of 
the primary missions of the Corps of Engineers in planning, designing, constructing, 
operating, and maintaining [emphasis added] water resources projects” will only ring 
as hollow statements.  Again, this concern is being emphasized since the 1980 report 
failed to investigate the Dauphin Island erosion issue even though the problem was well 
known to the Mobile District at the time. 
 

 According to Section 12 of the “Report Synopsis,” development and screening of the 
initial array of alternatives was limited to depth and width considerations.  That 
approach is not consistent with the statement in the above Mobile District Response 
that “…the public scoping meeting also informed the initial array of alternatives that 
was developed and screened to narrow the range of widths and depths to be 
considered”.  The major public scoping comments submitted were centered on 
concerns as to where the new work and maintenance dredged material would be 
placed, not the channel depths and widths.   
 
Since dredged material disposal alternatives have not yet been considered, the quoted 
phrase in the Mobile District Response is misleading.  The reason for the GRR Study 
delaying consideration of the dredged material disposal options explained in Section 
12.3 is understood and appreciated.  Nevertheless, given the serious concerns that 
have been expressed by the public over the dredged material placement issue (both in 
Mobile Bay and for the Outer Bar Channel) and the tremendous quantities of dredged 
material that will be involved, it is reasonable that the disposal issue should begin to be 
considered at some level at the front end of the GRR Study 
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A final point must again be made, as it was made in a number of the Public Scoping Comments, 
as well as in the March 25 and August 9 meetings with the Mobile District staff to no avail to 
date: From the perspective of the concerned public, the overall GRR Study approach is 
designed, either by accident or by intent, to prevent the general public from having any 
meaningful input into the channel improvement plan that will eventually be 
recommended for implementation throughout the entire length of Mobile Bay and in the 
nearshore coastal waters seaward of the Mobile Pass Inlet.  The above Mobile District 
Comment concludes with the sentence: “Public review and comment will be solicited once the 
draft GRR has been prepared.”  That means almost two years will pass before the public is 
provided the Draft GRR and integrated SEIS for review and comment.  In the interim, the 
existing Project Management Plan (PMP) schedule contains no opportunities for the public to be 
involved in the planning process.  By the time the Draft GRR and SEIS are released for public 
review, the Mobile District’s plans will be essentially locked in stone and it will be almost 
impossible for the public to influence the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) should the concerned 
public believe key features of the TSP are unacceptable.  At the August 9 meeting with Mobile 
District staff, a commitment was made to revise the overall study schedule contained in the 
PMP to provide additional opportunities for the public to be involved in and provide into the 
planning process prior to completion of the Draft GRR and EIS.  However, as the end of 
September approaches, the public has not been provided with the promised revised GRR Study 
schedule identifying those dates. 
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Public Comment 5: During the over 36 years since the Corps' 1980 report was completed, maintenance 
of the Outer Bar Channel has continued, further contributing to the erosion of Dauphin Island.  
Between 1974 to 2000 alone, Corps records show that over 20,000,000 cubic yards of dredged beach 
quality sand was deposited in the open Gulf and permanently lost from the littoral drift system. Since 
the 1980 report did not address this loss of sand, the new GRR Study must address the impact of the 
historical sand deficit to Dauphin Island caused by maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel. The Corps' 
Elizabeth Godsey and Justin McDonald stated at the Scoping Meeting the Study will not address the 
historic sand losses caused by the Corps maintenance dredging practices of the Outer Bar Channel. 
How can the Corps justify ignoring this significant sand loss and its effect on the erosion of Dauphin 
Island as a key feature of the "Without Project" condition? The loss of sand must be addressed and 
mitigation measures identified to replenish both the historic and future project losses for both 
"Without" and "With" project conditions, whether the channel is deepened and widened or not. 
 
Mobile District Response 5: The Corps position is that dredging and placement practices associated 
with operation and maintenance of the Mobile Harbor Channel have not had a measurable impact on 
Dauphin Island. This view is supported by Byrnes et al. (2010). Byrnes et al. (2010) evaluated the 
impact of construction and maintenance dredging in the Mobile Outer Bar Channel on the ebb tidal 
shoal and Dauphin Island shorelines. Byrnes et al. (2010) concluded the following: “Based on all 
available information, there appears to be no measurable negative impacts to ebb-tidal shoals or 
Dauphin Island beaches associated with historical channel dredging across the Mobile Pass Outer Bar” 
(pg. 206). The GRR will address potential effects of proposed channel improvements to the existing 
navigation project. See response to question 6 for discussion on the without project condition. 
 
Rebuttal 5: The Mobile District’s official position that maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel has 
had no measurable impact on Dauphin Island appears to be supported by only two contractor 
prepared reports prepared in 2008 and 2010 -- both by Byrnes et al.  Those two reports propose 
a sediment budget calculated for the Mobile Pass Inlet and Dauphin Island based upon 
bathymetric mapping and dredging records for the period 1920 through 2002.  The contents and 
findings of the two reports are essentially identical, with the major difference being a slight 
refinement in the data considered in the 2010 report that resulted in minor adjustments to the 
proposed sediment budget.  In accepting the conclusions contained in the two Byrnes et 
al. reports, the Mobile District selectively ignored the counter views expressed by a 
number of other credible sources, including the 1978 report prepared by the Mobile 
District that agreed with the conclusions of more recent authors discussed in Rebuttal 2 
above.  Hopefully, the results of the ongoing Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment 
will finally put this longstanding issue to rest. 
 
Review of the 2010 Byrnes et al. report raises the following concerns with the proposed 
sediment budget: 
 
 “Sediment erosion and accretion volumes were quantified for the period 1917/20 to 

1986/2002 by comparing (differencing) bathymetric survey data.”  That means the 
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estimated sediment volume differences for the areas studied were determined by 
comparing bathymetric maps produced in specific years over the 82-year period 
considered.  Since the hydrographic survey technology employed to produce bottom depth 
maps has vastly improved over this period, the accuracy of the depth data obtained from 
maps produced in the early portion of the 82-year period considered compared to the 
depth data on maps prepared in recent years is unknown.  It should be acknowledged that 
even a slight error in the quality of the mapping can significantly affect estimated sediment 
erosion and accretion volumes for specific areas studied. 
 

 The Byrnes et al. 2010 report asserts that Dauphin Island’s continued expansion to the 
west at a relatively consistent rate over the 82-year period is evidence indicating the sand 
supply to the island has not been reduced by maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel.  
However, the proposed sand budget does not consider the loss of sand from a generalized 
reduction in the topographic relief of Dauphin Island’s populated West End that has 
occurred since the 1970s.  While periodic storm created breaches and washover surge 
channels have indeed healed through littoral drift processes, there has been an overall 
diminishment in the island’s western surface elevations that have not been restored.  
Instead of being fed by a “robust sand supply” as suggested by Byrnes et al., the observed 
westward expansion of Dauphin Island may in fact be due to a combination of the 
cannibalistic erosion of the Sand-Pelican Island shoals, erosion of Dauphin Island’s Gulf 
beaches west of the fishing pier, and to the generalized decrease in the topographic relief 
of the island’s populated West End where washover has become more common place 
during minor storm events.  

 

 In developing the proposed sand budget, Byrnes et al. (2008 and 2010) do not directly 
address the change in Dauphin Island’s overall size (including a general narrowing of the 
island’s West End) that began to occur in the latter half of the 82-year period considered.  
Morton (2007) showed that “…after 1958 [Dauphin] island entered into a net erosional 
phase that has persisted and most recently accelerated.”  Morton identified three factors as 
potentially contributing to Dauphin Island’s loss of land: (1) frequent intense storms; (2) sea 
level rise; and (3) a reduction in sand supply.  Land loss on Dauphin Island and its sister 
barrier islands to the west have consistently occurred since the 1970s even during periods 
of low storm activity.  Tide gauge records do not demonstrate that sea level rise 
accelerated during this same period.  
 
Morton attributed the rapid increases in the Dauphin Island land loss rates to reduced sand 
supplies resulting from dredging of the Mobile Outer Bar Channel and to the disposal of the 
dredged sand in deeper Gulf waters.  Morton suggested a strong temporal correlation 
exists with the channel maintenance dredging activities.  The correlation between channel 
dredging/disposal and Dauphin Island’s loss of land indicates the island’s sand budget 
deficit stems from a long-term reduction in sand supply caused by progressively deeper 
dredging of the Mobile Outer Bar Channel and 
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              Historical Land Loss for Alabama-Mississippi Barrier Islands (from Morton 2008) 

 

the removal of the sand from the littoral drift system.  Thus, the channel acts as a 
sediment sink, trapping sand that normally would have bypassed around the ebb-tidal 
delta and nourished Dauphin Island and the downdrift Mississippi barrier islands.  This 
means the natural sand transport system is disrupted by dredging that removes the 
sand from the system and disposes of it in deeper water where it cannot be recaptured 
in its totality back into the system.   
 
Thus, maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel has an indirect influence on 
Dauphin Island’s historical shoreline changes through induced erosion.  Morton 
contends that such indirect impacts are sometimes more significant than direct impacts 
because they remain undetected for long periods of time.  His view is supported by the 
casual recollections of locals who first noticed the beginning of erosion of the Sand-
Pelican Island shoals in the early 1970s, that were followed in subsequent years by 
increasing observations of the sustained erosion now affecting Dauphin Island’s 
western Gulf shoreline in particular. 
 

 In their proposed sand budget, Byrnes et al. (2010) averaged maintenance annual 
dredging records between 1920 and 2002 to arrive at 287,000 cy/yr of sand being 
“…extracted from the channel and disposed of offshore.”  That amount represents a 
slight increase in the 274,000 cy/year contained in their 2008 report.  The problem with 
this approach is that actual dredging volumes have not remained constant over the 
entire 82-year period as depicted in the below figure from Byrnes et al (2010). 
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Dredging volumes have actually increased dramatically over the 82-year entire period 
as shown in the above figure taken from Byrnes et al. (2010).  Initial shallow dredging 
of the Mobile Outer Bar Channel had minimal effects on sediment transport when 
navigation depth requirements were less in the early years compared to the deeper 
draft requirements of the ships calling on the Port of Mobile today.  Byrnes et al. (2010) 
point out that “…between 1956 and 1965, major changes were made to channel width 
and depth (36’ deep by 450’ wide prior to 1956 and 42’ by 600’ wide after 1965), 
resulting in a 2.5 to 3-fold increase in maintenance dredging quantities.”  The 
timeframe within which the “major changes were made to channel width and depth” 
corresponds closely with the finding reported by Morton (2007) that “…after 1958 
[Dauphin] island entered into a net erosional phase that has persisted and most 
recently accelerated”. The dataset considered in the Mobile District’s 1978 report that 
concluded maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel is contributing to the erosion of 
Dauphin Island also included these years. 
 
The Mobile District’s 1980 report neither investigated the influence of 
maintaining the then existing Outer Bar Channel on the erosion of Dauphin 
Island, nor the potential effects of the recommended increased channel depth 
and width to further influence erosion of the island.  Consideration of the volumes 
actually dredged today will provide a more realistic view of how maintenance of the 
channel influences the sand budget for the Mobile Pass Inlet and Dauphin Island.   
 
Actual maintenance dredged volumes for the Outer Bar Channel for the 30-year period 
between 1980 and 2009 are listed in the table on the following page.  The 30 period 
considered includes a series of three increases in channel depth that occurred 
beginning with 42 feet (originally constructed in 1965), 47 feet (constructed between 
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1989-90), and the present 49 feet (deepened in 1999).  Thus for this more recent 30-
year period of increased channel depth, the average annual volume of sand dredged 
and carried offshore for disposal is approximately 503,000 cy.  This is almost twice the 
287,000 cy/yd used by Byrnes et al. to represent the volume of annual dredged sands 
considered in their 2010 sand budget model.  From a sensitivity analysis standpoint, it 
would be interesting to see how replacing the current 287,000 cy/yd dredging volume 
with 503,000 cy/year would affect the sand budget model.  It should also be pointed out  
 

Mobile Harbor Outer Bar Channel Dredging History (1980-2009) 
(Source: USACE annual maintenance quantities) 

 
1/   ODMDS – EPA approved open water Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
     SIBUA – Sand Island Beneficial Use Area 
2/   New work deepening from 42 to 47 feet 
3/   New work deepening from 47 to 49 feet.   
4/   Excludes new work deepening volumes in 1989-1990 and 1999 

 

Dredge Date 
Gross Quantity 

Dredged 
(yd3) 

Disposal Area Used 1/ 

Feb-Dec 1980 1,129,337 ODMDS 
Jan-Mar 1981 610,623 ODMDS 
Dec 1982-Jan 1983 312,408 ODMDS 
Jan-Nov 1984 559,607 ODMDS  
Aug-Oct 1985 1,386,536 ODMDS 
Jan-Feb 1987 656,089 Nearshore Feeder Berm 
Feb 1989-May 1990 2/ 6,755,352 ODMDS 
Aug-Sep 1992 466,607 ODMDS 
Nov-Dec 1995 621,172 ODMDS 
Aug-Dec 1997 710,996 ODMDS 
Sep-Oct 1998 1,279,780 ODMDS 
Aug-Sep 1999 71,380 ODMDS 

54,600 SIBUA 
May-Sep 1999   3/ 3,061,598 SIBUA 
Apr-Jul 2000 758,280 ODMDS 
Mar 2002-May 2002 92,820 SIBUA 
Jun 2004 230,110 SIBUA 
Oct 2004-Nov 2004 1,184,817 SIBUA  
Oct 2004-Jan 2005 1,808,765 SIBUA and at Lighthouse 
Aug 2005 67,555 SIBUA 
Apr-Jun 2006 487,975 SIBUA 
Aug 2007 1,083,860 SIBUA 
Nov-Dec 2008 585,430 SIBUA 
Sept-Nov 2009 942,817 SIBUA 
   
Total Dredged from Outer Bar Channel           24,918,514 For 30 years 1980-2016 
Total Placed in Ocean DA 14,672,078 For 30 years 1980-2016 
Total Placed at Nearshore Feeder Berm 656,089 For 1987 only 
Total Placed in SIBUA or at Lighthouse 9,600,347 For 30 years 1980-2016 
Average Annual Maintenance Dredging Volume 4/   503,000 For 30 years 1980-2016 
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503,000 cy/yd, an additional almost 10 million cy of sands were dredged to deepen the 
channel that during the 30-year period when the maintenance dredged volume averaged 
on two separate occasions (i.e., in 1989-90 and 1999), with all of those sands also being 
carried to the offshore disposal site out of nearshore littoral drift system.  The potential 
impact on the modern Mobile Pass sand budget from those deepening events is not 
specifically discussed in the Byrnes et al. 2010 report. 

 
 The Byrnes et al. 2010 sand budget indicates 50,000 cy/yr of sand “cross” the Outer 

Bar Channel from the east.  Since the channel is dredged on a one or two-year cycle to 
provide the 49-foot depth, shoaling rarely reduces effective navigation depths.  The 
maintained channel depth of 49 feet exceeds the depth of the natural 20-foot channel 
across the bar by almost 30 feet.  Because of this great depth, Byrnes et al. refers to 
the maintained navigation channel as a “gorge”.  The sand budget distinguishes the 
50,000 cy/yr alleged to cross the channel from the Fort Morgan Peninsula from the 
161,000 cy/year hypothesized (see below bullet) to be transported landward to the ebb 
tidal delta from the Sand Island Beneficial Use Site (SIBUA) that includes depths below 
the -30-foot contour.  The sand budget does explain the physical process responsible 
for transporting 50,000 cy/yr of sand from the east across the channel “gorge”. 
 
 

 
           SIBUA and Mobile Harbor ODMDS 
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 The above table shows the Mobile District began in 1999 to place maintenance 
dredged sands almost exclusively within the SIBUA, with the intended goal being to 
keep “…sand removed from the bar channel in the local littoral drift system.”  The 
location of the SIBUA is depicted on the following illustration taken from a Mobile 
District January 12, 2016 Public Scoping Meeting display.  The illustration also shows 
the relationship of the SIBUA to the Outer Bar Channel, the shallow waters of the 
Mobile Pass ebb tidal delta above the -30-foot bottom contour, and the offshore Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS). 
 
After just 10 years of consistent use, the Corps had to add 207 acres to the SIBUA by 
extending its southern boundary by 2000 feet.  The Public Notice stated the disposal 
area needed to be expanded “…provide sufficient depths for access of the dredge 
equipment…due to site depths changing”.  The need for the expansion implies that 
depths were decreasing in the SIBUA because a significant volume of the placed 
dredged sands were actually accumulating within the site instead of being incorporated 
into the littoral drift system as planned.  This fact is supported by the below Figure 4-11 
which was taken from the Byrnes et al. 2010.  Figure 4-11 graphically depicts the 
accumulated sands in dark blue that existed in the SIBUA in 2002.  It is important to note 
that the sand accumulations depicted in Figure 4-11 represent the observed conditions 
after the SIBUA had been used for just three years between 1999 and 2002.  It would be 
interesting to compare the 2002 sand accumulations with those that exist today to 
determine if the deposited dredged sands are continuing to accumulate in the SIBUA. 
 
The 2008 southward expansion of the SIBUA, will farther remove placed dredged sands 
from the ebb tidal delta, which should show an increased tendency for the sand to 
remain at that location in lieu of being reincorporated into the littoral drift system as 
intended.   Between 1999 and 2009, a total of 9,600,347 cy of maintenance dredged 
sands had been placed in the SIBUA.  The total volume placed within this site has 
continued to increase in the seven subsequent years between 2000 and 2016.   

 
 Byrnes et al. 2010 suggests in their proposed sand budget that over the 82-year period 

between 1920 and 2002, an average of 161,000 cy/yr is transported annually from the 
offshore area within which the SIBUA landward to the ebb tidal delta’s eastern lobe.  
This volume estimate is questioned.  As shown in the above table, dredged material 
had only been placed in the SIBUA during the last three years of the 82-year period 
considered.  That means the 161,000 cy/yr estimate is based on only three years of 
data.  The 161,000 cy/yr volume, if correct, represents around 48% of the 337,000 
cy/yd estimated to be naturally transported from eastern lobe of the ebb tidal delta into 
the Outer Bar Channel, 85% of which is subsequently dredged and carried offshore for 
disposal.  Further, considering the average of 287,000 cy/yd the sand budget proposes 
is dredged annually, 161,000 cy/yr would mean that around 56% of the dredged sands 
deposited offshore are transported landward to the ebb tidal delta’s eastern lobe to be 
reincorporated into the littoral drift system.  These are very large percentages which 
conflict with the observed facts that Dauphin Island’s Gulf shoreline is eroding, and has 



29 
 

 
 
been since the early 1970s, because the island is suffering from an overall deficit of 
sand.  As important as the issue of how much of the dredged sand placed in the SIBUA 
is actually returned to the littoral drift system, it is difficult to understand how the 
proposed 161,000 cy/yr volume can be based on essentially three years of dredged 
material disposal data and the bathymetric conditions in the SIBUA out of an 82-year 
period of record.  Thus, this aspect of the proposed sand budget does nothing to explain 
why Dauphin Island is suffering from a general deficit of sand.  As such the 161,000 
cy/yr estimate is questionable and requires further investigation and analysis. 

 
 As stated in the above bullet, if the 161,000 cy/yr volume estimate is correct, that would 

mean 56% of the average maintenance volume of 287,000 cy/yr dredged from the 
Outer Bar Channel and carried offshore for disposal in the SIBUA each year is returned 
to ebb tidal delta and eventually transported by natural nearshore hydrodynamic forces 
to nourish Dauphin Island’s eroding shoreline.  Even if that assumption is correct, it is 
logical to expect that the cumulative year-in and year-out loss of the remaining 44% of 
the dredged sands that appear to be accumulating in the SIBUA and effectively lost 
from the littoral drift system to eventually begin to adversely affect the natural sand 
budget.  This logic is being borne out by the steady ongoing erosion of the Sand-
Pelican Island shoals and Dauphin Island’s Gulf shoreline.  Further, if the 161,000 
cy/yd return estimate in the proposed sand budget is correct and the modern dredging 
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average of 503,000 cy/yd is considered, that would mean the amount of sand projected 
to be returned to the ebb tidal delta should decrease from 56% to 32% of the total 
dredged and carried offshore for disposal each year.  
  
The proposed sand budget should be updated to reflect “modern” conditions within the 
SIBUA as they exist today after the site has experienced at least 15 years of receiving 
the more realistic modern average annual dredging volume of 503,000 cy/yr.  Further, 
the GRR Study should also include a comprehensive analysis of the potential effects of 
the considered increases in channel width and depth to determine if enlarging the 
channel could further affect the natural sand budget for Mobile Pass and Dauphin Island.  
 

 The 2010 Byrnes el al. report concludes that “…based on all available information, 
there appears to be no measurable negative impacts to ebb-tidal shoals or Dauphin 
Island beaches associated with historical channel dredging across the Mobile Pass 
Outer Bar.”  If that conclusion is to be accepted by all parties, which it currently is 
not, the central question that must be answered is: What is causing the severe 
erosion of the Sand-Pelican Island shoal and Dauphin Island that began to occur 
in the latter half of the 20th century has been coincidental with increased 
dredging of the Outer Bar Channel?  
 

The above Mobile District Response misses the point made by the comment: Since the 1980 
report failed to investigate the Dauphin Island erosion issue as the Mobile District 
committed would occur in the previously identified 1975 letters, during the intervening 37 
years to the present, the island has continued to erode with no corrective remedy being 
identified.  The Mobile District Response states “…the GRR will address potential effects of 
proposed channel improvements to the existing navigation project [emphasis added]”.  
That extremely narrow study objective implies the Mobile District plans to conduct the GRR 
Study in a manner that will not only violate the Corps’ ER 1105-2-100 and other planning policy 
and guidance, but also the provisions of the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA 
regulations.  Under the current Mobile District approach, whatever erosion losses the island 
experienced between 1980 and the Study’s base year would remain and not be investigated in 
the GRR Study, even if the Outer Bar Channel maintenance program contributed to those 
losses.  The Study would only investigate the island’s incremental additional erosion losses 
projected to occur over the 50-year future period considered in the Study.  What is needed, and 
expected by the concerned public, is for the GRR Study to include efforts directed at 
thoroughly investigating the effects of the Outer Bar Channel (both historic and authorized 
channel dimensions) on the erosion of Dauphin Island.  And importantly, the GGR Study should 
not be allowed to ignore the erosion issue as the Mobile District did when it prepared the 1980 
report. 

 
As pointed out numerous times to the Mobile District staff, the 1980 Corps report is seriously 
flawed in that it completely ignored the Dauphin Island erosion issue, failed to comply with 
Section 5 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935, ignored the findings of the 1978 Corps report, 
and did not honor the written commitment made by the Mobile District Engineer in 1975 to 
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investigate the Dauphin Island erosion problem.  If the GRR Study does not address the historic 
sand losses that have occurred due to maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel interrupting the 
littoral drift system, what the Mobile District and the Alabama State Port Authority will in 
essence be conveying to the concerned stakeholders is: “Dauphin Island must continue 
to accept, bear, and endure the adverse consequences and economic hardships 
resulting from the island’s erosion, while the Port of Mobile and the Theodore Industrial 
Port continue to profit from the transportation benefits of the channel without having to 
pay the “full cost of doing business”.   
 
Considering information contained in various reports produced by both the Mobile District and 
the US Geological Survey, maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel has interrupted the littoral 
transport of sand across the Mobile Pass Inlet dating back to 1939.  Based upon those reports, 
it is possible to select and to individually build a case to support any one of the following years 
as the baseline from which to address the historic sand losses: 1939, 1958, 1966, 1969, 1978, 
1980 and 1986.  However, 1980 appears to represent the most defensible year to consider for 
the GRR Study.   
 
Since the 1980 report did not address the effects of channel deepening on the littoral drift 
system, that report has a significant outstanding technical, scientific, and logic deficiency that 
must be corrected in the GRR Study.  That study must address the impacts of the historical 
sand deficit on Dauphin Island attributable to maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel dating back 
to at least 1980.  During the 37 years since the 1980 report was completed, maintenance of the 
Outer Bar Channel has continued, further contributing to the erosion of Dauphin Island.  For 
example, the significance of the amount of beach quality sands removed from the littoral drift 
system between 1980 and 2009 is depicted in the above table.  Over that period, a total of 
24,918,514 cy of were removed by a combination of new work and maintenance dredging, with 
14,672,078 cy being disposed of in deep Gulf waters and permanently lost from the littoral drift 
system.  An additional 10,256,436 cy was placed in the SIBUA or in its general vicinity.  Based 
on a modern average annual maintenance volume of 503,000 cy/yr as discussed, would mean 
an additional 3,523,698 cy of sand could also have been dredged between 2000 and 2016 and 
placed in the SIBUA.   
 
These historic sand losses that have occurred since 1980 should be addressed in the GRR 
Study.  To ignore them would be an irresponsible action on the part of the Mobile District.  The 
GRR Study must also consider appropriate mitigation measures to restore the historic and 
future sand losses attributable to the Outer Bar Channel for both the "Without Project" and the 
"With Project” conditions.  To do otherwise, would apply an entirely different standard to the 
evaluation of the Dauphin Island erosion issue than the Mobile District’s used in its recently 
completed Mississippi Barrier Island Restoration Plan SEIS where it recommended selected 
islands be restored to the pre-Hurricane Camille conditions of 1969.  Compliance with NEPA 
requires that the impacts of past actions of an existing project being studied for further 
improvement must be considered if those historic impacts have not been addressed in a 
previous NEPA document and if those impacts are relevant to the improvements being 
considered.  
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Given the longstanding nature and critical importance of the erosion issue, it is not acceptable 
for the Mobile District to base its entire position that “…dredging and placement practices 
associated with operation and maintenance of the Mobile Harbor Channel have not had a 
measurable impact on Dauphin Island” on just two contractor reports prepared by the same 
authors (i.e., Byrnes et al. 2008 and 2010).  The earlier report was prepared in connection with 
a lawsuit against the Corps, with the latter report essentially “refining” analysis of the data 
considered in the first report.  Both of these reports have not been submitted for exterior 
professional and peer review; satisfied all upward Corps reporting and review requirements; and 
been subjected to appropriate agency and public scrutiny.  The Dauphin Island erosion issue 
can only be resolved by conducting thorough objective and transparent analyses in which the 
trust of the concerned and affected stakeholders is gained.   
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Public Comment 6: It is crucial that both the Study's "Without Project" condition and the "No Action 
Alternative" must include and clearly define the significant historic, ongoing, and future projected 
erosion of Dauphin Island and acknowledge that an unmet mitigation needs exists, and has existed since 
at least 1980, that is associated with maintenance of the present Outer Bar Channel and will be 
intensified in the future should that channel segment be deepened and widened. Mitigation of the sand 
losses should be an integral component of both the "No Action Alternative" and all "Action Alternatives" 
considered, including the Tentatively Selected Plan and the Recommended Plan. All applicable federal 
laws dealing with mitigation of project effects should be addressed. In addition, the Study should assure 
compliance with Chapter 220-4-.09(1) of the State of Alabama Administrative Code (Placement and 
Configuration of Piers and Other Improvements on State Submerged Lands) which states: "To the 
maximum extent feasible, all beach compatible dredge materials taken from the tidal coastal system 
shall be placed on beaches or within the nearshore sand system". 
 
Mobile District Response 6: As defined in ER 1105-2-100, Section 2-4, the without-project condition is 
the most likely condition expected to exist in the future in the absence of a proposed water resources 
project. The forecast of future without-project conditions shall consider all other actions, plans and 
programs that would be implemented in the future to address the problems and opportunities in the 
study area in the absence of a proposed project. Comparison of conditions with the project to 
conditions without the project will be performed to identify the beneficial and adverse effects of 
proposed plans. Expected environmental conditions, especially trends in ecosystem change, shall be 
considered in forecasting with- and without-project conditions. 
 
The baseline for developing the without-project condition is the conditions existing at the time the study 
is being conducted. If analyses indicate adverse environmental impacts are a result of proposed channel 
modifications, mitigation of those impacts will be considered. 
 
For Navigation, the Federal requirements apply rather than the Alabama Administrative Code. The 
“Supremacy Clause”, found in Article VI of the U.S. Constitution, shields federal activities from state 
regulation unless there is a clear and unambiguous congressional action or mandate authorizing 
such state regulation. There has been no such congressional action or mandate that would require 
application of this Alabama Administrative Code requirement. 
 
 
Rebuttal 6: Corps planning guidance requires that the GRR describe the existing and 
future conditions expected to exist in the Study Area if no further deepening and widening of 
the channel occurs.  That scenario, referred to as the “Without Project" condition, serves as 
the baseline against which to assess the environmental effects of the various channel 
enlargement alternatives are determined by comparing the projected future conditions 
associated with each depth alternative against the “Without Project” condition.   
 
Similar to Public Comment 5, the concerned public maintains that since the 1980 Corps 
report failed to consider the historic and future erosion of Dauphin Island attributable to 
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maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel, as documented in the 1978 Corps report: 
 

“The No Action Alternative would allow continuation of existing erosion and 
decreasing beach widths. Loss of valuable property would occur causing a decline 
in local resident use and tourism. Environmental impacts (shorebird and sea turtle 
nesting habitat) due to erosion and transport of sands would also continue to occur.” 

 
As a result of this Mobile District position that was reported just two years prior to 
completion of the 1980 report, the “Without Project” scenario (i.e., “No Action 
Alternative”) considered in the 1980 report is flawed because it failed to address the 
indirect role that maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel plays in contributing to the 
erosion of Dauphin Island.  Since the 1980 report did not consider the project cause-
effect relationship with the island’s erosion problem, that report contained erroneous 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations.  Of equal importance, the erroneous nature of 
the 1980 report resulted in its accompanying EIS to also be flawed since it neither 
addressed the actual indirect effects of the existing Outer Bar Channel maintenance 
program on the erosion of Dauphin Island nor how the effects of an enlarged channel could 
further influence erosion of the island.  This one significant point alone has the potential 
to be the topic of a future legal challenge based on National Environmental Policy 
Act considerations should an interested future party wish to consider that avenue.  
 
To make it perfectly clear, the concerned public is not interested in pursuing legal actions of 
any nature at the present time.  Instead, the concerned public only insists that the GRR 
Study serves as the appropriate vehicle to remedy these significant deficiencies in the 1980 
report dealing with the “Without Project” condition (i.e., “No Action Alternative”) – a crucial 
element of the Corps’ plan formulation process.  The GRR Study should: 
 

 First, correct the “Without Project” considered in the 1980 report to acknowledge 
maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel contributes to the erosion of Dauphin Island;  

 
 Second, the erosion of Dauphin Island that has occurred in the intervening 37 years 

between 1980 and 2016 (or the base year considered in the plan formulation 
process) should be accounted for to reflect the historical erosion losses; and 

 
 Third, after all historic erosion losses of Dauphin Island attributable to maintenance 

of the Outer Bar Channel between 1980 and 2016 (or the base year) are accounted 
for, the corrected “Without Project” condition should then be forecast over the next 
50 years to project the additional erosion the island is anticipated to experience due 
to continued maintenance of the existing Outer Bar Channel -- even if no further 
deepening or widening occurs. 

 
If such an analysis is conducted objectively, it should demonstrate and quantify that an 
“unmet mitigation need” has existed for the actual “Without Project” condition since at 
least 1980 when the report was completed.   Restoration of the identified eroded volume of 
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sand would be required to counter the adverse impacts that have been allowed to occur 
over the last 37 years due to maintenance of the existing Outer Bar Channel.  That 
mitigation would be totally unrelated to any of the alternatives to be considered to further 
deepen and widen the Mobile Harbor project.  Such an analysis would most likely also show 
that additional increases in the cross-sectional area of the Outer Bar Channel created 
through deepening and widening could cause future maintenance of the channel to intensify 
Dauphin Island’s sand losses if appropriate measures are not made an integral component 
of the recommended plan to retain the dredged sand within the littoral drift system.   
 
To conclude, the GRR Study should quantify Dauphin Island’s historic sand losses that 
occurred between 1980 and 2016 (or base year) which are attributable to maintenance of 
the Outer Bar Channel.  The resulting volume of sand should be characterized in the GRR 
and SEIS to represent an “unmet mitigation need” that is directly connected to 
maintenance of the existing Mobile Harbor project.  The GRR should clearly state that the 
“unmet mitigation” need will continue to exist, even if no further deepening and widening of 
the channel occurs, until the Mobile District and the Alabama State Port Authority undertake 
efforts in full coordination with the affected stakeholders to resolve the “unmet mitigation 
need”.  In this connection, all applicable Federal and State laws dealing with mitigation of 
project effects must be addressed in the GRR Study.  In particular, the SEIS must discuss 
this outstanding deficiency of the 1980 EIS.  If not, the Mobile District should expect to 
receive extensive comments on this issue when the Draft SEIS is released for public 
review, as well as creating the potential for other actions to be pursued.   
 
With all due respect, the third paragraph in the above comment dealing with the referenced 
“Supremacy Clause” does not accurately depict how the Corps satisfies its navigation 
mission throughout the nation.  Some States exercise much greater concern than others for 
their respective resources and have introduced a variety of protective laws that can 
occasionally conflict with how Federal navigation projects are constructed and maintained.  
Rather than resolving such conflicts by a heavy-handed application and enforcement of the 
“Supremacy Clause” which it could rightfully do under the Constitution, the Corps as an 
agency has typically adopted a “softly softly” approach to work with such States in a positive 
fashion as the preferred approach to resolve conflicts.  The principle method employed is to 
require the non-Federal partner (i.e., sponsor) for a project to assume the responsibility for 
complying with State laws.  This is routinely accomplished by including specific language in 
the required local cooperation agreements entered into between the Corps and its 
numerous non-Federal partners.  That language clearly assigns the responsibility for 
complying with State laws to the non-Federal project partner.   
 
The State of Florida is a classic example of a State that places great stock in protecting its 
natural resources.  Of direct relevance to the Mobile Harbor project, Florida requires Inlet 
Management Plans be developed where navigation projects are located in coastal inlets.  
The major goals of these plans are to preserve beach quality sand, prevent erosion of the 
shorelines on either side of the inlets, and require mitigation of sand losses.  Since the 
Federal Government generally constructs and maintains almost all coastal navigation 
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projects, the Corps has considerable experience in taking a secondary role to its non-
Federal partners (i.e., port authorities, local governmental entities, State agencies, etc.) as 
they undertake the necessary actions to assure the required inlet management plans are 
developed in compliance with State law for a Federal navigation project.  The Mobile District 
has direct experience in this regard related to its several shallow and deep draft coastal 
navigation projects in the Panhandle of Florida. 
 
Reflective of this approach to assure in the case of the Mobile Harbor GRR Study is Article 
VIII (entitled Federal and State laws) of the original Design Agreement between the Corps 
and the Port Authority that was amended on May 2, 2014 states the following:  
 

“In the exercise of their respective rights and obligations under this Agreement, the 
Non-Federal Sponsor and the Government shall comply with all applicable Federal 
and State law and regulations…” 

 
This means that the Alabama State Port Authority will be responsible for assuring that the 
channel widening and deepening project ultimately recommended in the GRR complies with 
all State laws including Chapter 220-4-.09(1) of the State of Alabama Administrative Code 
(entitled Placement and Configuration of Piers and Other Improvements on State 
Submerged Lands) which requires:  
 

"To the maximum extent feasible, all beach compatible dredge materials taken from the 
tidal coastal system shall be placed on beaches or within the nearshore sand system". 

 
Ultimate compliance with this State law will depend upon the enforcement will of the State 
Lands Division within the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources in working 
with the State Port Authority.  In either event, the GRR and SEIS must address this specific 
State provision in view of its direct relevance to the Mobile Harbor project.  The concerned 
public will monitor how this issue is managed in the GRR Study. 
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Public Comment 7: The Corps has the discretion to select a plan, other than the National Economic 
Development (NED) plan, if there is an important overriding reason for choosing an alternative that 
would not maximize net economic benefits. For navigation projects, part of the overall NED plan is the 
"Federal Standard", or "least cost" plan, for disposal of dredged material. The Water Resources 
Development Act of 1996 allows for a disposal method that is not the "least-cost" option, provided the 
incremental costs of an alternative disposal method are reasonable in relation to the environmental 
benefits, including the benefits to the control of shoreline erosion. The Corps cannot ignore the leeway 
that it is provided (by both law and regulation) to finally correct the erosion of Dauphin Island 
attributable to the Outer Bar Channel. 
 
Mobile District Response 7: Guidance that will be followed for disposal of dredged material is provided 
in ER 1105-2-100, which includes language on other than least-cost disposal in Section E-14 Special 
Considerations, pages E-67 to E-68.  Paragraph g.(2) defines "reasonable." The complete reference is as 
follows: 
 

“g. Beneficial Use of Dredged Material. Construction and maintenance dredging of 
Federal navigation projects shall normally be accomplished in the least costly manner possible 
(ER 1130-2-520). Section 204 of the WRDA of 1992 established programmatic authority which 
allows the Corps to carry out ecosystem restoration projects in connection with dredging for 
construction, operation or maintenance of authorized navigation projects. Guidance for Section 
204 is provided in Appendix F. Section 207 modifies Section 204 to allow the Corps select a 
disposal method that is not the least cost if determined that the incremental costs are 
reasonable in relation to the environmental benefits. Section 207 establishes an authority which 
is separate and distinct from the authority established by Section 204. Section 207 projects are 
not subject to the programmatic limitation of Section 204 and are budgeted through the 
standard appropriation process. Cost-sharing and decision making criteria are described in the 
following subparagraphs. 
 
(1) Cost-Sharing. The cost-sharing for Section 207 projects is the same as Section 204 
projects. The non-Federal interests must enter into a cooperative agreement in accordance with 
the requirements of section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 in which the non-Federal 
interests agree to provide 25 percent of the cost associated with construction of the project for 
the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and ecologically related habitats, including 
provision of all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and necessary relocations; and pay 100 percent 
of the operation, maintenance, replacement, and rehabilitation costs associated with the 
project. 
 
(2) Decision-Making Criteria. The decision making criteria is whether the incremental 
cost is reasonable in relation to the environmental benefits achieved. Where the incremental 
Federal costs is 25 percent of the total project cost or $300,000, whichever is less, the 
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incremental costs are judged to be "reasonable" in relation to the environmental benefits 
without the need for detailed analysis. However, it must still be demonstrated that the 
environmental resources to be protected, restored, or created are valuable, the environmental 
outputs can be quantified and described and the environmentally beneficial disposal method is 
supported by Federal and state resource agencies. The environmental disposal method would be 
subject to appropriate National Environmental Policy Act requirements. For environmentally 
beneficial disposal methods that have incremental Federal costs which exceed 25 percent or 
$300,000, the incremental costs must be justified by demonstrating that the monetary and non-
monetary benefits (outputs) of the ecosystem restoration project justify its incremental costs 
using cost effectiveness and incremental cost analysis. Where the environmentally beneficial use 
involves separable increments each increment must be justified. Refer to Section V of this 
appendix for further information on cost effectiveness and incremental cost analysis.” 
 

 
Rebuttal 7: Should the GRR Study and the Alabama Barrier Island Assessment conclude 
maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel is contributing to the erosion of Dauphin Island, the 
Study would be required to include development of an appropriate mitigation plan as pointed out 
in the “Decision Management Plan to TSP Milestone” and “Report Synopsis”.  That means the 
mitigation plan would become an integral component of the plan to deepen and widen the 
Mobile Harbor and recommended accordingly, with mitigation being cost-shared at the 
applicable percentages required for the overall project.  According to paragraph C-3e(12)(b) in 
Appendix C (Environmental Evaluation and Compliance) of ER1105-2-100, “…construction 
costs for mitigation will be treated the same as other project construction costs for cost sharing 
purposes.”  Should mitigation be recommended under the overall authority for the Mobile Harbor 
improvements, there would be no need to involve other study authorities to pursue appropriate 
mitigation to either avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for the identified impacts as 
defined in CEQ’s NEPA regulations. 
 
Appendix C of ER 1105-2-100 specifies the various Environmental Evaluation and Compliance 
analytical, procedural, and reporting that would have to be satisfied to develop and recommend 
an appropriate mitigation plan as part of the GRR Study.  
 
In addition to the authorities pointed out in the Mobile District Response, the discussion of the 
Corps’ Navigation Mission in ER 1105-2-100, paragraph 3-2b(6) dealing with “Specific Policies” 
identifies an additional authority that could also be considered to address Dauphin Island’s 
erosion problem should the ERR Study conclusively determine maintenance of the Outer Bar 
Channel is not contributing to the island’s erosion.  That authority is based upon Section 145 of 
the WRDA of 1976, as amended.  The entire referenced paragraph from ER 1105-2-100 is 
provided below for information purposes only: 
 

“Placement of Dredged Materials on Beaches. Construction and maintenance dredging 
of Federal navigation projects shall be accomplished in the least costly manner possible.  
When placement of dredged material (beach quality sand) on a beach is the least costly 
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acceptable means for disposal, then such placement is considered integral to the project 
and cost shared accordingly.  When placement of dredged material on a beach costs 
more than the least costly alternative, the Corps may participate in the additional 
placement costs under the authority of Section 145 of the WRDA of 1976, as amended.  
The additional cost of placement may be shared on a 65 percent Federal and 35 percent 
non-Federal basis if: (1) requested by the State, (2) the Secretary of the Army considers 
it in the public interest, (3) the added cost of disposal is justified by hurricane and storm 
damage reduction benefits and (4) the shoreline on which the 
material is placed is open to public use.” 
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Public Comment 8: Since 1987, the Corps has increasingly placed dredged sands removed from the 
Outer Bar Channel in the Sand Island Beneficial Use Area (SIBUA). The stated intent of the SIBUA is for 
littoral drift processes to transport the sand to the Dauphin Island shoreline to counter erosion 
However, the Corps has never scientifically verified the SIBUA accomplishes its intended purpose, and 
no monitoring program exists to verify sand from the SIBUA is in fact reaching Dauphin Island. And all 
the while, Dauphin Island has continued to erode. The Study must: (1) designate a more suitable 
disposal site closer to Dauphin Island; and (2) recommend implementation of disposal measures that 
include placement of the sand in the nearshore waters of Dauphin Island in a manner similar to that 
recently recommended by the Corps to restore Petit Bois Island and Ship Island. 
 
Mobile District Response 8: The Mobile Harbor GRR and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
(NFWF) Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment present a great opportunity to increase the 
scientific understanding of the coastal processes influencing the ebb tidal shoal and nearshore areas, 
including Dauphin Island. The Mobile Harbor study will evaluate changes in the sediment transport 
processes on the ebb tidal shoal and nearshore coastal areas, including Dauphin Island, due to the 
proposed channel modifications (i.e. deepening or widening beyond the current depths and widths). 
The baseline for comparison (a.k.a. the future without project condition) will be the existing condition, 
with the current channel dimensions, projected into the future over a 50-year planning horizon to 
account for sea level rise, per USACE guidance. If the results of the future without project vs. the future 
with project condition (i.e. modified channel dimensions) show negative effects on Dauphin Island, 
appropriate mitigation measures will be evaluated and recommended. Potential measures could 
include a revision to the sand placement location at SIBUA. 
 

If comparison of the future without and the future with project conditions shows no significant negative 
effect on Dauphin Island, there will be no efforts under the Mobile Harbor study to evaluate alternate 
placement locations. However, alternate placement locations will be evaluated as part of the NFWF 
Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment to identify potential beneficial use options that could 
result in a more resilient and sustainable island in support of the critical natural habitats and resources 
over a 50-year planning horizon. If there are feasible opportunities to improve the sand placement 
practices for Mobile Harbor that are supported by the information generated from these two efforts, 
the Mobile District will evaluate those options for potential implementation in accordance with 
applicable law and policy. 
 
Rebuttal 8: The Mobile District Response appears to be pursuing a reasonable approach to 
investigate the effectiveness of the SIBUA to return sands dredged from the Outer Bar Channel 
back into the littoral drift system.  In particular, it is gratifying to learn that the Mobile District 
does not plan to rely solely upon the sand budget proposed in the Byrnes et al. 2010 report to 
evaluate the SIBUA for the reasons stated in Rebuttal 5’s sixth bullet above. 
 
Despite a general acceptance of the Mobile District’s overall evaluation approach, there is a 
fundamental disagreement with the following sentence that is repeated from the District’s above 
Response: “The baseline for comparison (a.k.a. the future without project condition) will be the 
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existing condition, with the current channel dimensions, projected into the future over a 50-year 
planning horizon to account for sea level rise, per USACE guidance.”  As explained in Rebuttal 
7 above, in regard to the Dauphin Island erosion issue, it is not acceptable to establish the 
“without” project conditions as they exist today and then look forward 50 years into the future.   
In effect, the Mobile District is saying that whatever erosion historic harm has occurred to 
Dauphin Island will be allowed to remain as that harm is manifested today in (1) a degraded 
Gulf shoreline, (2) general decrease in topographic relief of the populated West End, (3) an 
overall thinning of the island, and (4) a reduction in the island’s total footprint.  The Mobile 
District advocates accepting this degraded condition of Dauphin Island as the “starting point” for 
the GRR Study – even if maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel between 1980 and today 
contributed to the overall degradation of the island.  Such an approach is unacceptable to the 
concerned public and it is incredible that the Mobile District plans to pursue that path in the GRR 
Study. 
 
Since the 1980 report failed entirely to investigate the relationship between maintenance of the 
Outer Bar Chanel and the erosion of Dauphin Island which the District’s own 1978 report 
asserted existed, that report failure has allowed an additional 37 years (i.e., between 1980 and 
2016) of erosion to continue to occur “unaddressed” as if it the erosion had never occurred.  It is 
time the Mobile District finally stepped forward and admitted the 1980 report was deficient in this 
matter instead of continuing to ignore the “error of omission” and by doing so causing the 
affected stakeholders and resources to continue to be penalized through no fault of their own.   
The GRR Study provides the appropriate vehicle to address the 37 years of intervening 
historical erosion that has occurred to the present, as well as looking from this point forward 50 
years into the future was Corps procedures require.  The following pertinent statements from 
Rebuttals 5 and 2 are repeated below to support this position. 
 
 From Rebuttal 5: “If the GRR Study does not address the historic sand losses that have 

occurred due to maintenance of the Outer Bar Channel interrupting the littoral drift system, 
then what the Mobile District and the Alabama State Port Authority will in essence be 
conveying to the concerned stakeholders is: ‘Dauphin Island must continue to accept, 
bear, and endure the adverse consequences and economic hardships resulting from 
the island’s erosion, while the Port of Mobile and the Theodore Industrial Port 
continue to profit from the transportation benefits of the channel without having to 
pay the “full cost of doing business’”.   

 
 From Rebuttal 2: “…[T]he failure of the 1980 report to analyze how the recommended 

increase in the channel’s dimensions could influence littoral drift sands and the Dauphin 
Island shoreline is confounding.  It deserves to be reiterated that that failure represents a 
continuing major deficiency in the 1980 report, despite the Mobile District’s failure to 
acknowledge that fact.  Again, that deficiency must be corrected in the ongoing GRR Study.” 

 
As shown in the table in Rebuttal 5, since 1999, the Mobile District has increasingly placed 
dredged sands removed from the Outer Bar Channel in the SIBUA.  The stated intent of the 
SIBUA is for the dredged sands to be reincorporated into the littoral drift system and ultimately 
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transported to Dauphin Island to counter shoreline erosion.  
 
Despite the sand budget proposed in the Byrnes et al. 2010 report, the Mobile District has never 
definitively verified that the SIBUA accomplishes its intended purpose.  The following facts 
contribute to the uncertainty: (1) the SIBUA is seaward of the more active shallow nearshore 
zone within which breaking waves and longshore currents cause sand to be transported; (2) 
increasing sand accumulations within the SIBUA forced the Corps in 2008 to extend the SIBUA 
boundary farther southward; and (3) Dauphin Island has continued to erode during the period 
within which the SIBUA has been most actively used to receive dredged sands. 
 
It is understood that the Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment is analyzing the 
different pathways for sand to be moved into, within, and out of the Study Area in order to 
update the existing sand budgets for the Mobile Pass Inlet.  That analysis should include a 
thorough evaluation of the SIBUA.  However, in the August 9 meeting, Mobile District staff 
stated that the GRR study authority does not allow the effectiveness of the SIBUA in satisfying 
its intended purpose to be addressed.  That position does not make sense since it would appear 
logic and reason would require that all disposal sites recommended to receive sands dredged 
from an enlarged Outer Bar Channel should be thoroughly analyzed in the GRR to assure that 
they were cost-effective; could provide the long term capacity necessary to receive dredged 
material over the economic life of the project; would accomplish all of their intended purposes; 
and that the resulting environmental and social impacts associated with their use are 
acceptable. 
 
References: 
Byrnes, M. R., S. F., Griffee, and M. S. Osler, 2010. Channel Dredging and Geomorphic Response at and 
Adjacent to Mobile Pass, Alabama. Technical Report ERDC/CHL TR-10-8. U.S Army Engineer Research 
and Development Center, Vicksburg, Mississippi. 
 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation-Department of the Army.  April 30, 2015.  Memorandum of 
Agreement, NFWF Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund, Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment, 
NFWF Project ID No. 45719.  Washington, D.C. 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers.  September 1978.  Draft Mobile County, Alabama (Including Dauphin 
Island) Feasibility Report for Beach Erosion Control and Hurricane Protection.  Mobile Engineer District, 
Mobile, Alabama. 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers.  October 1980.  Survey Report on Mobile Harbor (Includes Environmental 
Impact Statement).  Mobile Engineer District, Mobile, Alabama. 
  



45 
 

Public Comment 9: The Study should thoroughly assess and document how maintenance of the Outer 
Bar Channel has also influenced the erosion of the Mississippi barrier islands to the west, an impact 
alluded to in the Corps' final Mississippi Barrier Island Restoration Project EIS. 
 
Mobile Response 9: As part of the DIPOA settlement agreement Byrnes performed a study specifically 
evaluating the impact of the construction and maintenance dredging in the Mobile Outer Bar Channel 
on the ebb tidal shoal and Dauphin Island shorelines. Byrnes et al. 2010 concluded the following: “based 
on all available information, there appears to be no measurable negative impacts to ebb-tidal shoals or 
Dauphin Island beaches associated with historical channel dredging across the Mobile Pass Outer Bar” 
(pg. 206). 
 
Additional analysis conducted as part of the engineering and design for the Mississippi Coastal 
Improvements Program (MsCIP) Comprehensive Barrier Island Restoration Plan expanded on this study 
to cover the Mississippi barrier islands of Petit Bois, Horn, and Ship. The study determined the channel 
at Petit Bois Pass has been filling since the 1960s, potentially providing a more efficient pathway for 
sand transport from Dauphin Island to Petit Bois Island. In contrast it indicated a net deficit in the sand 
transport budget from Petit Bois to Horn Island implicating the dredging and dredged material 
placement of the Horn Island Pass channels (Byrnes, et al. 2012). Based on this information we see no 
need to do any further studies on the Mississippi Barrier Islands and their response to activities at the 
Mobile Main Pass. 
 
As stated in the response to comment #8, the Mobile Harbor GRR and the NFWF Alabama Barrier Island 
Restoration Assessment present a great opportunity to increase the scientific understanding of the 
coastal processes influencing the ebb tidal shoal and nearshore areas. If additional information/insight 
is generated from these two efforts, it will be included in the GRR feasibility report and integrated 
supplemental EIS. 
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Rebuttal 9: With the exception of one statement occurring, the overall Mobile District Response 
is reasonable.  The one statement that is not accepted is the one containing the following quote 
from the conclusion in the Byrnes et al. 2010 report: “Based on all available information, there 
appears to be no measurable negative impacts to ebb-tidal shoals or Dauphin Island beaches 
associated with historical channel dredging across the Mobile Pass Outer Bar”.  For the reasons 
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presented in Rebuttal 5, the Byrnes et al. conclusion is not accepted as fact since the weight of 
counter information does not support their position in both the extensive scientific literature on 
the effects of engineering projects in coastal inlets and other professionally expressed views 
and direct observations about the hydrodynamic consequences relative to maintenance of the 
Outer Bar Channel and its indirect influence on the erosion of Dauphin Island. 
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Public Comment 10: The Study must also incorporate and fully address the ongoing work of the 
Mobile Bay Interagency Working Group (IWG) that was established by the Corps to evaluate 
alternative dredged material disposal strategies, including beneficial use. The work of the IWG is 
focused essentially on dredged material removed from the Mobile Harbor ship channel. To date this 
work has been conducted in a piecemeal manner instead of being evaluated as a comprehensive 
program as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. As such, the public has not been 
afforded an adequate opportunity to be involved at the "front end" of each IWG action and only 
allowed to comment during the Water Quality Certification Public Notice process where the Corps 
only considers comments in a perfunctory fashion. The work of the IWG dealing with future strategies 
for disposal of Mobile Harbor dredged material in Mobile Bay is certainly relevant to the enlargement 
of the ship channel in at least two areas: (1) thin layer disposal of dredged material over the bottoms 
of Mobile Bay; and (2) future disposal in the 1,200-acre dredged material disposal island the Corps and 
the Port Authority plans to construct in Upper Mobile Bay. 
 
Mobile Response 10: Mobile Harbor GRR with an Integrated Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement will address cumulative impacts as defined by the §1508.7 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (40 CFR). This section specifically states, “’Cumulative impact’ is the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) 
or person undertakes such other actions. 
 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time.” This analysis will consider the impacts of the Proposed Action in conjunction n 
with other projects in the Mobile Bay, Mississippi Sound, and the northern Gulf of Mexico and in the 
vicinity of the Mobile Harbor Navigation Channel or other projects along the Gulf coast within 15 miles 
of Mobile Bay. The IWG addresses sediment management practices and strategies within Mobile Bay 
but it is only one of many actions within the Mobile area that will be addressed in the Integrated 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement’s cumulative impacts. As such, the conceptual 
beneficial use site in the upper Mobile Bay will also be considered as well as other foreseeable activities. 
 
The Mobile Harbor GRR with an Integrated Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement will 
evaluate disposal options and capacities to ensure sufficient disposal site(s) exist for the new work 
material as well as future operations and maintenance material anticipated for the next 20-years. As 
part of those disposal sites, beneficial use will also be considered as an option should it be an 
environmentally acceptable solution. Information gained from previous studies will be used to inform 
and support the Mobile Harbor GRR with an Integrated Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
Rebuttal 10: The overall Mobile District Response is reasonable and consistent with existing 
Corps policies and guidance.  It is important that the Mobile District understand the concerned 
public submitted the above comment for the following reasons:   
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 The Mobile Bay Interagency Working Group (IWG) was established by the Mobile 
District in 2011-2012.  That timeframe coincides with the period within which the Mobile 
District and the Alabama State Port Authority initiated a series of efforts to submit 
budget requests and to obtain internal approval to prepare a Limited Reevaluation 
Report to widen a segment of the Mobile Harbor channel in the lower bay.  That effort, 
if implemented would have represented the second major action to incrementally 
construct a portion of the authorized 1986 project.  The first major action under the 
1986 authority occurred in 1999 when the channel was deepened 2 feet to increase the 
controlling depth from 45 feet to 47 feet.  The original 1986 project authority also 
required all material dredged from the Mobile Bay channel to be placed in the approved 
Mobile North Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) located south of 
Dauphin Island, which is around 40 miles from the north end of Mobile Bay.  The 
offshore disposal requirement caused annual maintenance dredging costs to increase 
since the historic practice of disposing of the material in open water adjacent to the 
channel was no longer allowed.  Eventual full implementation of the 1986 authorized 
project would further increase the existing annual maintenance costs to maintain the 
Mobile Harbor project which is already the second most expensive deep draft project in 
the nation to maintain.  Recognizing these facts, it appears that the Mobile District and 
the Port Authority began to consider options to reduce maintenance dredging costs for 
the Mobile Bay segment of the channel at the same time plans were being pursued to 
deepen and widen the channel.  Important in their efforts was Section 302 of the 
WRDA of 1996 (see Rebuttal 5 above) which now allows the Corps to “…consider 
alternatives to disposal of such material in the Gulf of Mexico, including 
environmentally acceptable alternatives for beneficial uses of dredged material and 
environmental restoration”.  In addition, Section 2037 of the WRDA of 2007 called for 
the development of Regional Sediment Management (RSM) Plans to identify and 
evaluate opportunities for “beneficial uses” of sediment from the construction, operation 
or maintenance from federal navigation projects.  Appropriate beneficial uses include 
“… hurricane and storm damage reduction and environmental protection and 
restoration”.  This resulted in the Mobile District and the Port Authority cooperating to 
develop a RSM strategy to seek beneficial uses for dredged material removed the 
Mobile Bay channel segment only.  The IWG was established to seek the assistance of 
the “environmental community” to identify and pursue specific “beneficial use” options.   

 
 The work of the IWG is focused on material dredged from the Mobile Harbor ship 

channel.  Examination of various documents related to the RSM and IWR effort clearly 
shows that the primary driving force behind all of the disposal options considered to date 
is to reduce the cost of disposal of maintenance dredged material from the Mobile Bay 
channel.  Review of the March 31, 2016 Mobile District Memorandum of Record of a 
December 9, 2015 meeting of the IWG states that the “…BU opportunities associated 
with the navigation activities in the Bay builds on the requests of the ASPA to partner in 
the implementation of more effective [emphasis added] sediment management 
associated with maintaining the Mobile Harbor navigation project”.  It is believed the 
preceding emphasized “more effective” phrase, means “more cost effective” which could 
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be further translated to actually be defined as to mean “lower costs”.  Lower cost 
dredged material alternatives to offshore disposal would not only benefit maintenance of 
the existing channel dimensions, but also the authorized enlarged channel, the 
construction of which is the purpose behind the GRR Study.  As a result, the work of the 
IWG will play a major role in developing the required 20-year Dredged Material Disposal 
Plan that is to be produced by the GRR Study.  For this reason alone, the IWG efforts 
are directly connected to the GRR Study and should not be considered as a “separate” 
planning effort as implied in the Mobile District Response.  Thus, the environmental 
effects of the IWG planning efforts should be addressed in the GRR Study as a direct 
component of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), with the resulting short term and long 
term environmental impacts of dredged material disposal evaluated accordingly. 

 
 Two proposed “beneficial use” alternatives are particularly relevant to the GRR Study: 

(1) thin layer disposal of maintenance dredged material over the bottoms of Mobile Bay; 
and (2) future disposal of maintenance material in the 1,200-acre dredged material 
disposal/emergent marsh island planned for construction in Upper Mobile Bay.  The 
alleged environmental benefits that would be produced by these two disposal 
alternatives have been only vaguely asserted in assorted Mobile District documents, 
without the benefit of supporting scientific evidence.  The alleged “beneficial uses” that 
are to be realized from the advocated disposal alternatives have not been quantified and 
only superficially discussed in very general terms.  Even though no sound scientific 
investigations and studies have been conducted to support the alleged benefits, 
planning and periodic implementation of the IWG-related projects continue to occur. 

 
 Over the last five years, the work of the IWG has been conducted essentially out of the 

public eye, with no opportunities for the public to be involved are to convey concerns.  
The only time the public is afforded the opportunity to comment on IWG-related work is 
when the Mobile District issues a Public Notice as a requirement to obtain State Water 
Quality Certification at the conclusion of the planning process.  The Public Notices are 
emailed to a small group of recipients contained on a stock Mobile District mailing list.  
The Public Notices are issued prior to the initiation of construction.  While this process is 
certainly convenient to the Mobile District, it is neither fully transparent nor conducive to 
providing real and meaningful opportunities for the public to participate in the IWG 
planning process that is centered on Mobile Bay – a regional resource of high ecological, 
cultural, economic, recreation, and aesthetic values to the surrounding communities, 
intrinsic values that are completely unrelated to the needs of deep draft navigation (see 
Rebuttal 11).  The bottom line is that most members of Mobile and Baldwin Counties are 
completely unaware of the work in which the IWG is involved. 

 
 The environmental effects of the IWG efforts are not being evaluated in a 

comprehensive fashion, using “sound science”, as required by CEQ’s NEPA regulations.  
Instead, separate environmental assessments (EA) are prepared on individual projects 
with the public being subsequently afforded the opportunity to review the EAs after the 
entire planning and environmental evaluation process is concluded.  The work of the 



50 
 

IWG should be covered in an upfront “Programmatic EIS” that would address an overall 
Dredged Material Disposal Plan for the entire Mobile Harbor project, including both the 
Mobile Bay and the Outer Bar Channel segments.  Future EAs could then be tiered off 
that foundation NEPA document as the need arises.  That approach would also be more 
in keeping and consistent with Corps and CEQ NEPA guidance. 

 
 For some inexplicable reason, the Mobile District and the Port Authority have 

intentionally excluded Dauphin Island from what should be a Regional Sediment 
Management Strategy for the entire Mobile Harbor federal navigation project – not just 
the Mobile Bay channel segment.  The purposeful omission of the Outer Bay Channel 
from the IWG efforts prevents potential “beneficial uses” of the sands dredged from that 
channel from ever being considered.  A comprehensive evaluation of the environmental 
effects of the IWG work that allowed full public participation in the process should be 
helpful in bringing to light why the Outer Bar Channel is being ignored in the Mobile 
Harbor RSM planning efforts by the Mobile District and Port Authority.      
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Public Comment 11: A more aggressive and continuous public involvement program should be 
implemented as part of the GRR Study. 
 
Convince the Mobile District that an aggressive and continuous public involvement program should be 
implemented as part of the Study to: (1) allow the public to be kept regularly informed of the Study's 
progress and (2) be provided an opportunity to provide meaningful input to influence study decisions.   
 
The Mobile District’s 9-page Public Information Management Strategy (PIMS) represents a "cookie 
cutter" generic description of a public involvement strategy that could apply to any Corps study.  The 
PIMS contains few specifics about the public involvement activities that will actually be conducted 
during the Mobile Harbor Study.  Instead, vague phrases like “could include” and “may involve” 
characterize much of the PIMS.  To date, it appears the Mobile District has completely ignored the 
numerous public scoping comments it received requesting a true and continuous public involvement 
program be conducted over the entire course of the study.  As now written, the next time the Mobile 
District plans to contact the public is in the summer 2018 when it releases the Draft EIS for public review 
(required by law to do so).  By the time the Draft EIS is released, the Mobile District’s plans will be 
essentially locked in stone and will be difficult to be changed.  The PIMS should be revised to specifically 
identify the public involvement measures that will be implemented and clearly shown on the Corps’ 
“Mobile Harbor GRR Schedule”. 
 
The Mobile District frequently uses the term “transparency” to describe its planning process.  However, 
there is nothing transparent about the manner in which the Mobile Harbor Study is now being managed.  
Instead, the present study approach is designed to in effect keep the public completely in the dark over 
the next two years as the Mobile District and the Port Authority make irreversible Study decisions and 
expend $7.8 million of Study funds that cannot be retrieved to develop a plan to enlarge the Mobile 
Harbor Channel, including a recommended plan that potentially could continue to negatively impact 
Dauphin Island and include the disposal of significant volumes of maintenance material within Mobile 
Bay.  The absence of inclusion of a true public involvement program in the GRR Study causes the 
concerned public to question if this is an intentional decision to avoid transparency.   
 
The Mobile District should establish a Citizen Advisory Committee requested in the scoping comments 
that will meet at least two to four times a year with the District and Port Authority to assess how public 
concerns are being addressed in the GRR Study.  This is needed since the concerned public is not only 
not being informed about study decisions and progress, but also is not being provided a voice in the 
conduct of the GRR Study. 
 
Mobile District Response 11:  Although the need for increased public involvement in the GRR 
Study was discussed with the Mobile District staff during the March 25 and August 9 meetings, 
this concern/issue was not submitted as a specific comment to the Mobile District.  Therefore, 
the District has not been afforded an opportunity to respond to it in the same manner as they 
responded to the previous 10 comments above.  



53 
 

 
Additional Elaboration on Public Comment 11: Corps planning policy and guidance 
emphasizes the importance of involving the public in the planning process.  For example, 
paragraph 2-5 in Chapter 2 of ER 1105-2-100 states “…the success of the planning process 
depends to a great extent on establishing a successful partnership with the project sponsors 
and other stakeholders…It is important to develop a strategy that creates relevant, quality public 
involvement opportunities for those who have, or may have, an interest in the study.” 
 
The following excerpt from paragraph B-3 in Appendix B (Public Involvement, Collaboration and 
Coordination) in ER 1105-2-100 defines the “Goals and Objectives” of public involvement and 
coordination in the Corps planning process: 
 

“The goal of public involvement and coordination is to open and maintain channels of 
communication with the public in order to give full consideration to public views 
and information in the planning process [emphasis added].  The objectives of 
public involvement are 1) to provide information about proposed Corps activities to the 
public; 2) to make the public's desires, needs, and concerns known to decision-
makers; 3) to provide for consultation with the public before decisions are 
reached; and, 4) to consider the public's views in reaching decisions [emphasis 
added].  All this must occur, however, with the awareness that the Corps cannot 
relinquish its legislated decision-making responsibility.  The outcome of any planning is 
subject to institutional constraints.” 

 
Paragraph B-4 describes the basic and essential public involvement “Requirements” that are 
to satisfied in Corps planning studies: 
 

“District offices shall conduct planning studies in an open atmosphere to attain 
public understanding, trust, and mutual cooperation and shall provide the public 
with opportunities to participate throughout the planning process [emphasis 
added].  In addition, each district office shall…discuss in the report how information 
gained from public and sponsor involvement has been used in and influenced 
the planning process [emphasis added].” 

 
Key word and phrases from the above excerpts and other Corps guidance documents that 
describe the positive attributes of a meaningful public involvement program include the 
following: 
 

 Transparency 
 Conduct studies in an open atmosphere 
 Give full consideration to public views 
 Open and maintain channels of communication 
 Make public desires, needs, and concerns known to decision-makers 
 Consult with public before decisions are reached 
 Attain public understanding, trust, and mutual cooperation 
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 Provide public with opportunities to participate throughout planning process 
 Explain how public information is used and influenced planning process 
 Develop strategy to create relevant, quality public involvement opportunities 

 
Paragraph B-10 in Appendix B of ER 1105-2-100 discusses the use of “Advisory Committees” 
in Corps planning studies.  The full paragraph is reproduced in the following: 
   

“Public Law 92-463 establishes approval and other requirements for advisory 
committees, boards, councils, conferences, panels, task forces, commissions or other 
similar groups formed in the interest of obtaining advice or recommendations.  
Advisory committees wholly comprised to full time officers or employees of the Federal 
Government, local civic groups whose primary function is rendering a public service 
with respect to a Federal program, or groups providing advice to State and local 
governments are exempt from those requirements.  If an advisory committee not 
exempt from the Act is desired as a part of a study, approval shall be requested 
through HQUSACE (CERM). No advisory committee shall be established prior to 
approval.  AR 15-1 describes information required to establish an advisory committee 
under the Act.” 

 
A Mobile Harbor Advisory Committee was created by the Mobile District in 1975 in connection 
with the Survey Study that eventually produced the 1980 report which serves as the 
foundation document for the GRR Study.  Paragraph 9.04 of the FEIS in the 1980 report 
package (see page 60 in Appendix 1) describes the successful role the Advisory Committee 
played in the conduct of the Survey Study.  The entire text of paragraph 9.04 is included in the 
following:  
 

“Early in 1975, a special committee which became known as the Mobile Harbor 
Advisory Committee was formed for the purpose of providing access to the planning 
process for a wide cross-section of the various public in the Mobile Region.  
Membership on the committee was comprised of individuals from the following interest 
groups: citizens, business and commerce, local government, environmental interests, 
state government, port interests, organized labor, and fish and wildlife interests.  
Several workshop meetings were held with this committee during the major stages in 
plan formulation. This committee served a vital role to access the public response to 
alternative plans and to provide a public contact point through key stages in the plan 
formulation process.” 

 
A large number of public comments were submitted during the Scoping Process requesting 
that an Advisory Committee be created to facilitate public involvement and input into the GRR 
Study.  The public request was reiterated in March 25 and August 9 meetings with Mobile 
District staff.  Since the Mobile District has not acted upon the request, Mr. Stan Graves sent a 
letter to the District on September 7 specifically requesting the Mobile Harbor Advisory 
Committee be reconstituted to participate in the GRR Study in view of the important role the 
Mobile District states that Committee played in facilitating public involvement activities critical 
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to the preparation of the 1980 report.  Considering the extensive public concerns that have 
been raised over deepening and widening the Mobile Harbor project, it appears the Mobile 
Harbor Advisory Committee could represent an important conduit to facilitate public 
participation in the GRR Study. 
 
A significant number of comments were submitted during the Public Scoping process 
requesting increased opportunities be provided in the GRR Study to allow the public to be 
both better involved in and informed about study progress and interim decision-making.  To 
respond to these comments, the Mobile District staff committed at the August 9 meeting to 
examine the existing GRR Study Schedule to identify additional opportunities for increased 
public involvement.  The District said a modified Study Schedule showing the added 
opportunities would be shared with the public in the “near future”.  Among the key study 
events that would be informative for the public to be involved would include, but not be limited 
to the following efforts: (1) all future charrettes and workshops with environmental agencies to 
discuss environmental concerns/issues; (2) updates on the status of the Alabama Barrier 
Island Restoration Assessment; (3) completion of the environmental assessment of 
alternatives scheduled for July 31, 2017; (4) coordination of the mitigation evaluation on 
September 28, 2017; (5) final screening of alternatives on January 29, 2018; (6) delivery of 
input from the Alabama Barrier Island Restoration Assessment; and (7) selection of the 
Tentatively Selected Plan.  Six weeks have passed since the August 9 meeting and the 
“revised public involvement schedule” has not been provided.  
 
To date, there is no evidence the spirit and intent of the Corps’ planning guidance is actually 
being applied to shape a meaningful and effective public involvement program for the GRR 
Study.  For example, the concerned public is rapidly developing the firm opinion that the 
Mobile District is not seriously considering the large number of significant comments provided 
during the Scoping Process.  As a result, it appears that Scoping was conducted in essentially 
a perfunctory manner only because that effort is mandated by the CEQ’s NEPA regulations.  
After participating in two meetings with the Mobile District staff on March 25 and August 9 staff 
and after reviewing the July 2016 Public Scoping Report, there is no indication the Public 
Scoping Comments are being seriously considered or having a substantive influence on the 
GRR Study planning process.  It is time the Mobile District stopped paying only lip service in 
its efforts to comply with Corps agency policies and guidance in regard to the public 
involvement issue and actually implemented a proactive and “open” meaningful public 
involvement program to better serve the concerned public’s “public's desires, needs, and 
concerns” as described above.  The Mobile District needs to acknowledge the interested and 
concerned public is also one of its customers. 
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official Department of the Army position, policy or decision, 
unless so designated by other official documentation.”

Material Placement Discussion
Prepared by David Newell, P.E.
23 January 2018
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33 CFR 335.7

Federal standard means the dredged material disposal 
alternative or alternatives identified by the Corps which 
represent the least costly alternatives consistent with 
sound engineering practices and meeting the 
environmental standards established by the 404(b)(1) 
evaluation process or ocean dumping criteria.

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MATERIAL PLACEMENT DISCUSSION

2



25 JUL 1978 Maintenance Dredging Provisions of the Clean Water 
Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-217)

Maximum beneficial use of dredged material, such as for beach
nourishment, should be realized where possible, consistent with 
existing policy. However, if States impose beneficial dredged 
material uses as permit conditions, any additional expense associated 
with such provisions will be the responsibility of local interests.

EM 1110-2-5025 Dredging and Dredged Material Management

Dredged material is a resource, and environmentally sound 
beneficial use of dredged material for such projects as wetland 
creation, beach nourishment, and development projects must be 
encouraged.

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MATERIAL PLACEMENT DISCUSSION

3



ER 1105-2-100, App E Missions and Evaluation Procedures

Section II Navigation, E-14. Special Considerations. 

h. Placement of Dredged Material on Beaches for Hurricane and Storm Damage
Reduction. When placement of dredged material (beach quality sand) on a beach is the 
least costly acceptable means for disposal, then such placement is considered integral 
to the project and cost shared accordingly. In cases were placement of dredged material 
on a beach is more costly than the least costly alternative, the Corps may participate in 
the additional placement costs when: (1) requested by the state; (2) the Secretary of the 
Army considers it in the public interest; and (3) the added cost of disposal is justified by 
hurricane and storm damage benefits (see Section IV of this appendix). When all local 
cooperation requirements are met the Corps may cost share the additional costs 50 
percent (Section 933, WRDA 1986, as amended). In cases where the additional 
costs for placement of the dredged material is not justified, the Corps may still 
perform the work if the State requests it, and the state or other sponsor 
contributes 100 percent of the added cost.

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MATERIAL PLACEMENT DISCUSSION
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ER 1105-2-100, App E Missions and Evaluation Procedures
(Cont.) 

Section II Navigation, E-15. Dredged Material Management Plans. 

E-15. Dredged Material Management Plans. All Federally maintained navigation projects must 
demonstrate that there is sufficient dredged material disposal capacity for a minimum of 20 
years. A preliminary assessment is required for all Federal navigation projects to document the 
continued viability of the project and the availability of dredged material disposal capacity sufficient to 
accommodate 20 years of maintenance dredging. If the preliminary assessment determines that 
there is not sufficient capacity to accommodate maintenance dredging for the next 20 years, 
then a dredged material management study must be performed.

a. Policy.
(1) (c) …It is the policy of the Corps that all dredged material management studies include an 
assessment of potential beneficial uses for environmental purposes including fish and wildlife 
habitat creation, ecosystem restoration and enhancement and/or hurricane and storm damage 
reduction. Districts and MSCs will make every effort to ensure that sponsors and other interests 
understand the valuable contributions that beneficial uses can make to management plans and will 
maximize use of regional forums to share experiences of opportunities for beneficial uses.

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MATERIAL PLACEMENT DISCUSSION
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Term of Settlement Agreement from the 2000 DIPOA Lawsuit:

The Corps would continue to conduct its maintenance dredging practices to 
deposit material dredged from the Bar Channel in the SIBUA and/or the 
Feeder Berm Disposal Area ("the alternate disposal areas"), subject to (i) 
channel shoaling that materially adversely affects or could reasonably be 
expected to materially adversely affect shipping traffic before the routine, 
scheduled dredging cycle occurs; (ii) the absence of competitive bid proposals 
from operators owning equipment capable of disposing material in the 
alternate disposal areas (i.e., where disposal in these alternate disposal areas 
would thus violate the "least costly" restriction imposed by applicable laws); 
(iii) currently unforeseen negative consequences from repeated use of 
these alternate disposal areas are discovered; (iv) a change in the law, 
certifications, authorizations, or regulations that prohibits the deposit of such 
material in these two disposal areas; or (v) identification and authorization by 
the Corps of a more beneficial area for Dauphin Island. 

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MATERIAL PLACEMENT DISCUSSION
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$7.62/CY Dredging
$3.30/CY Mob/Demob
$10.92/CY Total

$7.62/CY Dredging
$3.30/CY Mob/Demob
$10.92/CY Total

DREDGING AREA
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From:
To:
Subject: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v7 - compiled.pptx
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 8:46:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v7 - compiled.pptx

Before I forward to the full team, let me know if this looks okay.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 27 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: RE: I have to leave the building ... i will check back at my room
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 10:09:00 AM

These really need a bit more clean up to be presentable. Please incorporate comments and make sure
text stands out a little less and is at a consistent dimension off the channel line, and is at the proper angle in relation
to the channel.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 7:21 PM
To:

Subject: RE: I have to leave the building ... i will check back at my room

On slide 1, the white box should be lowered to include the turning basin.

On slide 2, picture number 2 is the 3 mile passing lane.  Therefore, the current plan on the left should state the
language provided for the 100' wide 3 mile long passing lane.  I also noticed that the picture states upper bay
and it should state, "Mobile Harbor Lower Bay Channel"
In addition, Picture 3 states lower bay and it should state "Mobile Harbor Entrance Channel"

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 5:18 PM
To:

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: I have to leave the building ... i will check back at my room

Please see attached

From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 6:04 PM
To:
Subject: RE: I have to leave the building ... i will check back at my room

Here ya go.  That top picture didn’t work well because the picture stuff behind it came thru so it wasn’t easy like the
others (just the sea showing).

I’m closing down and I think they wanted them by noon tomorrow but my plane lands in ATL at 11:27 and doesn’t
leave until 2:12, and I don’t leave until 10:25 tomorrow morning but I don’t’ know if you’re able to get any
comments by then.

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 6:00 PM
To:
Subject: I have to leave the building ... i will check back at my room

And you can make any revisions when you are at the airport tomorrow afternoon and send to the printer then, right?

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 10:35:00 AM

The TSP for Mobile Harbor is coming up March 28. Do we need to get ATR or IEPR teams started yet? We are
scheduled for Public Release and ATR Review June 12.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 7:11 AM
To:
Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR

I am.  I'd suggest getting back with me after the first of the year about both.  We won't need to start the contracting
process for IEPR until February/March.  Likewise, for the ATR team, I probably won't start lining things up until
Spring as workload tends to change.  Lastly, when is your TSP Milestone Meeting planned? I assume you'll want the
ATR team lead available for it.  I don't recall off hand who that was but will ensure they're available once the date is
confirmed.

Thanks for the heads up!

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 2:43 PM
To: 
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR

We are planning to send out the Mobile Harbor GRR for ATR and IEPR Review in July 2018.  Wanted to make sure
that we have the people lined up and the contracts in place well in advance. Are you the right person to talk to about
this?

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Fw: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting O&M Board.pptx
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:08:59 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting O&M Board.pptx

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
  Original Message
From
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:06 AM
To:
Subject: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting O&M Board.pptx

The updated O&M Board for

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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22 February 2018

Update on the Mobile 
Harbor General 
Reevaluation Report

COL James DeLapp
DISTRICT COMMANDER



MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND PLACEMENT

Bar Channel

ODMDS

SIBUA

Bay Channel

• Deep water dredging and disposal area
• Best dredge for rough seas
• Short or long haul distance
• Sand or mud

• Short to moderate disposal distance
• Best in calm water 
• All material types – mud, sand, rock



From:
To:
Subject: FW: Draft Final Slides
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 12:15:00 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Draft February 2018 Public Meeting Slides.pdf

Hey
These look good enough to me, before I forward my response, do these look okay to you?

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:25 AM
To

Cc:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Final Slides

Here are the 5 slides.  Please review and let me know if there are any more changes.  I’m trying to get these sent to
the printer before I board my next flight. s in route to the SAME meeting so please make sure I’m copied
on any comments or approval for printing.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 6 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Draft Final Slides
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 1:13:00 PM
Attachments: Draft February 2018 Public Meeting Slides COMMENTS.pdf

Misspelled existing and change the 3 mile passing lane to state 500'. Otherwise looks good...Thank you!

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 12:22 PM
To:
Subject: RE: Draft Final Slides

...They misspelled existing and I'm asking them to change the 3 mile passing lane to state 500'

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 12:16 PM
To:
Subject: FW: Draft Final Slides

He
These look good enough to me, before I forward my response, do these look okay to you?

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:25 AM
To:

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Cc
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Final Slides

Here are the 5 slides.  Please review and let me know if there are any more changes.  I’m trying to get these sent to
the printer before I board my next flight. is in route to the SAME meeting so please make sure I’m copied
on any comments or approval for printing.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 3 through 7 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: Timeline.pptx
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 1:24:00 PM
Attachments: Timeline.pptx

Is slide number 2, in general, what you are thinking? If so, I still need to do a bit of clean up but I wanted to make
sure that this is the right direction.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 4 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: Latest Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:02:00 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting v7 - compiled.pptx

All,
Latest slide set attached. Let me know if you see anything critical by tomorrow at 0900hrs.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:12 PM
To:

Cc:
Subject: Q&As - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



All: Latest Q&A's attached. I have also attached the scoping comments along with our responses (and rebuttal).

-----Original Message-----
From
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To:

Cc: 

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



(b)(6)



Pages 4 through 32 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Draft Final Slides
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:13:00 PM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting OM Board.pptx

Please replace final board with the attached (2nd slide). Otherwise looks good.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 2:55 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Draft Final Slides

Here are the final slides, can either of you please review before I send to the printer.  I fixed "existing" on both
slides 1 and 2 and also changed to "500" on both slides

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 2:14 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Draft Final Slides

Misspelled existing and change the 3 mile passing lane to state 500'. Otherwise looks good...Thank you!

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 12:22 PM
To
Subject: RE: Draft Final Slides

...They misspelled existing and I'm asking them to change the 3 mile passing lane to state 500'

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 12:16 PM
To:
Subject: FW: Draft Final Slides

Hey
These look good enough to me, before I forward my response, do these look okay to you?

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:25 AM
To

Cc
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Final Slides

Here are the 5 slides.  Please review and let me know if there are any more changes.  I'm trying to get these sent to
the printer before I board my next flight. s in route to the SAME meeting so please make sure I'm copied
on any comments or approval for printing.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



(b)(6)



Pages 4 through 5 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR - Risk Register_AM_03Feb16.xlsx
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 8:28:00 AM
Attachments: Mobile Harbor GRR - Risk Register_AM_03Feb16.xlsx

(b)(6)



Pages 2 through 94 redacted for the following reasons:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(b)(5)



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: Final Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:29:00 AM
Attachments: 22 Feb 2018 Public Meeting - Final.pdf

All: Final Slides for tonight's Town Hall are attached.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:03 PM
To:

Cc

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Subject: Latest Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All,
Latest slide set attached. Let me know if you see anything critical by tomorrow at 0900hrs.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:12 PM
To

Cc:
Subject: Q&As - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Latest Q&A's attached. I have also attached the scoping comments along with our responses (and rebuttal).

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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From:
To:
Subject: Agenda Slide.pptx
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 12:41:00 PM
Attachments: Agenda Slide.pptx

Please replace Agenda slide with the attached.

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



AG
EN

DA U
SA

C
E 

O
ve

rv
ie

w
•M

is
si

on
 A

re
as

•B
ou

nd
ar

ie
s

•P
ue

rto
 R

ic
o 

U
pd

at
e

M
ob

ile
 H

ar
bo

r G
R

R
•

Pr
oj

ec
t O

ve
rv

ie
w

•
Ec

on
om

ic
 A

na
ly

si
s

•
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l A

na
ly

si
s

•
En

gi
ne

er
in

g 
An

al
ys

is

•
D

re
dg

ed
 M

at
er

ia
l P

la
ce

m
en

t

•
Su

m
m

ar
y

•
W

ha
t’s

 n
ex

t

•
Q

ue
st

io
ns



From:
To:

Subject: RE: Mobile Harbor GRR Funding Status
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 3:28:00 PM

We added the remaining $300k in obligation authority. We now have a total of about $850k remaining and no
additional authority remains.  In addition to the monthly labor, we anticipate covering costs for the Geotechnical
Investigation ($175k), Cultural Resource Survey($50k), VE Study ($50k), DQC ($25k), ATR ($60k), and
IEPR($125k) with these funds.   If we don't receive additional funds on May 01, we may have to delay the ATR and
IEPR to cover labor in May.

We have about $370k remaining in non-obligated Federal ,369.37 Federal Funds Remaining ($455,041.92 of that
amount is obligated on MIPR's ERDC, Fish and Wildlife; and contracts). We anticipate having sufficient funds to
carry us through the end of April.
Pls get me the latest on where we stand with available $, how much more obligation authority we can request and
how far we think that'll take us.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:25 AM
To:

Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Funding Status

talking with ast night, told him it was getting tight on $ for the GRR, that we are requesting the
remaining +/- $300K in obligation authority that's available.  Also told him I'm concerned if we don't get a bill until
23 Mar and then wait 60 days for a workplan, we may run out of $.  I need to send him a note that he can remind HQ
of our status.  Pls get me the latest on where we stand with available $, how much more obligation authority we can
request and how far we think that'll take us.  Thanks.
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: Post Meeting Public Comments - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Friday, February 23, 2018 8:08:00 AM
Attachments: Non-DoD Source 1997 Corps HQ directive to Mobile District to conduct investigation under Section 302

authority.msg
Fwd Non-DoD Source Thank you.msg

All: Great job last night! Attached are a couple of e-mails we received after the meeting.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:29 AM
To:

Cc:
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Subject: Final Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Final Slides for tonight's Town Hall are attached.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:03 PM
To:

Cc:

Subject: Latest Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All,
Latest slide set attached. Let me know if you see anything critical by tomorrow at 0900hrs.
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-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:12 PM
To:

Cc:
Subject: Q&As - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Latest Q&A's attached. I have also attached the scoping comments along with our responses (and rebuttal).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To
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Cc:

Subject: Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.
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From:
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 2:29 AM
To: Mobile Harbor GRR;
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 1997 Corps HQ directive to Mobile District to conduct investigation 

under Section 302 authority
Attachments: 1997 - HQ and SAD ltrs to SAM directing SAM to implement Sec 302 of WRDA of 

1996.pdf; 1986 and 1996 Mobile Harbor authorization and amendment.pdf

This is to follow up our conversation tonight after the Mobile Harbor public meeting. As promised, attached are: (1)
Corps HQ May 30, 1997 directive to the Mobile District; (2) SAD's subsequent endorsement; and (3) a related July 3,
1997 email from of SAD to of SAM. All three items of correspondence from Corps higher
direct the District to investigate the authorized Mobile Harbor maintenance plan under the authority provided by
Section 302 of the WRDA of 1996 (also attached). In conducting the investigation, the District was also directed to
involve ALL stakeholders in a partnership agreement and to determine if the Mobile Harbor project Federal Standard
should be adjusted by comparing the cost of alternatives to beneficially use dredged material, including environmental
restoration; to the cost of disposal in deep Gulf waters as had been required in the WRDA of 1986 Mobile Harbor project
authorization..

It was this correspondence that served as the basis for my comment at tonight's meeting. I am unaware of any
investigation that may have been conducted by the District to comply with the Corps HQ directive and the
accompanying SAD endorsement. As I said in my comment tonight, and as I have maintained since the initial Project
Scoping Meeting over two years ago, the GRR Study should include an evaluation of an alternative(s) to comply with the
discretionary Section 302 authority granted to the Corps, and now to the recently discovered 1997 directive from Corps
higher authority to do so.

It is becoming increasingly unclear to a growing number of the concerned public why the Mobile District continues to
refuse to evaluate alternatives allowed by Section 302 to counter the Dauphin Island erosion issue particularly since
the District revealed tonight that beach quality sands (around 14 million cubic yards) placed in the Sand Island Beneficial
Use Area (SIBUA) since 1999 are accumulating at a considerably faster rate than are being carried away from the site.
Based on the 50% accumulation percentage reported by the District staff tonight, of the approximately 500,000 cubic
yards of dredged sands placed in the SIBUA on an average annual basis, around 250,000 cubic yards remain in the site
in effect being permanently removed from the littoral drift system. Thus, during the almost two decades since the
District began placing sand in the SIBUA in 1999, around 7 million cubic yards of valuable beach quality sands have been
effectively removed from the littoral drift system. That volume represents a significant loss of naturally provided
nearshore sands. Further, that loss directly supports the observed decrease in depths within the SIBUA; the steady
disappearance of the Sand/Pelican Island complex; and the continuing recession of the Dauphin Island shoreline and the
decline in topography of Dauphin Island's west end.

As the District admitted tonight, the high sand accumulation/retention rate is also reducing the remaining capacity of
the SIBUA to receive future dredged volumes, necessitating the need to extend the limits of the site to the northwest.
The Mobile District stated it must make that change in the size and limits of the SIBUA even if the existing Outer Bar
Channel dimensions are not increased as is presently proposed to occur. What the public would like to see is the SIBUA
actually extended into more shallow waters of the ebb tidal delta shoal which would allow larger quantities of the sands
to be reincorporated into the littoral drift system to rebuild the Sand/Pelican Island complex and to nourish Dauphin

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6)
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Island's eroding shoreline. Such an alternative(s) must be identified and investigated in order to identify the true
operational costs and to determine the effect on the Mobile Harbor project Federal Standard, as Corps HQ directed the
Mobile District to do by letter of May 30, 1997. In view of what we learned tonight, further refusal by the Mobile
District to conduct an evaluation of such alternatives does not represent a responsible action and will only weaken the
GRR and its integrated SEIS when it is released for public review. Lastly, based on what we learned tonight, the Mobile
District should discontinue referring to the SIBUA as a "beneficial use area", instead renaming it to the Sand Island
Disposal Area.

BTW, this was the most informative public meeting the District has conducted to date the GRR Study. I recommend the
District follow the same format for the public meeting that is typically held in connection with the release of the Draft
GRR and SEIS.

Thanks

(b)(6)
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MOBILE HARBOR, ALABAMA 
 
Project Authority: Section 201(a) of the WRDA of 1986 (100 Stat. 4090), as amended by Section 
302 of the WRDA of 1996 (110 Stat. 3711) 
 
Complete amended wording of project authority follows: 
 
The project for navigation, Mobile Harbor, Alabama: Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated 
November 18, 1981, at a total cost of $451,000,000, with an estimated first Federal cost of 
$255,000,000 and an estimated first non-Federal cost of $196,000,000.  In disposing of dredged 
material from such project, the Secretary, after compliance with applicable laws and after 
opportunity for public review and comment, may consider alternatives to disposal of such 
material in the Gulf of Mexico, including environmentally acceptable alternatives for 
beneficial uses of dredged material and environmental restoration.  
 
 
 
Actual wording of the two laws is contained on the two following pages 
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Post Meeting Public Comments - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting
Date: Friday, February 23, 2018 9:45:00 AM

Thanks, and all good comments. I think that is a great idea to have the team sign a card.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 9:24 AM
To:
Cc: 
Subject: RE: Post Meeting Public Comments - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

Great job to you guys that spoke and answered questions!  Luckily I didn't have any pressure on me!....How about
He did an amazing job too, expressing understanding for the audiences' concerns prior to explaining his

models on a level most or all could understand. From the slides I had seen previously supplied,  I was surprised and 
impressed that he could be so technical and speak on my level!

My lessons-learned/ suggestions for future meeting are:

Maybe we should consider business cards with the Mobile Harbor social media/ email contact information since we
shouldn't give our information out.

Several sides were really hard to read: chart on econ slide, arrows on slide with sediment transport should be
different color...I couldn't see the blue arrows, I couldn't ready any text with white shadowed lettering, etc. 

By the way, I'm going to try to get address, would you like the Mobile Harbor team to send her a gift
card and supportive card.  Regardless, I'm sending her a card, if I can get the address to where she is staying.   

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 8:08 AM
To:
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Cc:

Subject: Post Meeting Public Comments - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Great job last night! Attached are a couple of e-mails we received after the meeting.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:29 AM
To

Cc:

Subject: Final Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Final Slides for tonight's Town Hall are attached.
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-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:03 PM
To:

Cc:

Subject: Latest Slides - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All,
Latest slide set attached. Let me know if you see anything critical by tomorrow at 0900hrs.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:12 PM
To:
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Cc: 
Subject: Q&As - Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

All: Latest Q&A's attached. I have also attached the scoping comments along with our responses (and rebuttal).

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 9:49 AM
To:
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Cc: 

Subject: Feb 22, 2018 Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting

Attached is the public notice and the proposed attendees list for the Mobile Harbor GRR Town Hall Meeting to be
held February 22, 2018 from 6-8pm. If you cannot attend, or, if you know of someone that will attend that is not on
the list, please let me know.
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From:
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 7:16 AM
To: DeLapp, James Andrew (Jim) COL USARMY CESAM (US)
Cc:
Subject: Fwd: [Non-DoD Source] Thank you

FYI

________________________________

From:
Date: February 22, 2018 at 9:01:29 PM CST
To:
Subject: [Non DoD Source] Thank you

Please pass my deep appreciation to the Colonel and to all the staff at the Army Corps of Engineers Mobile District for
conducting the public meeting this evening. I know there was a tremendous amount of preparation that went into
hosting that gathering and certainly appreciate everything that all of you did to make it such a successful engagement.

Attendees, for the most part, were respectful and felt comfortable not only sharing, but also learning. The only question
that I was trying to ask before the time ran out related to when the models and data use for the five environmental
considerations wetlands, oysters, SAV, etc. are going to be released for public review. Can you let me know a general
timeline for that? (By the way, Chris Nelson is an advisory council member for the Alabama Coastal foundation so I am
particularly interested in hearing more about the potential impact regarding adult oysters.)

Also, please let me know when you have when the next public meeting scheduled this summer so we can help get the
word out again.

Alabama Coastal Foundation
250 Conti Street, 2nd Floor
PO Box 1073
Mobile, AL 36633
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From:
To:
Subject: Check list A for Mobile Harbor GRR 02-26-2018.doc
Date: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:34:00 PM
Attachments: Check list A for Mobile Harbor GRR 02-26-2018.doc

Can you guys meet in the small pm conference room in the morning at 0800hrs to review the attached checklist for
Mobile Harbor?
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Project Study Issue Checklist  
 

Mobile Harbor 
Mobile, Alabama 

General Reevaluation Report 
 
 

1.  Will the report clearly articulate how the selected plan will be consistent with each of the Chief of 
Engineers Actions for Change for Applying Lessons Learned during Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
issued 24 August 2006?  YES         NO     *.   N/A 
 
2.  Will the report clearly articulate how the selected plan will be consistent with each of the USACE 
Environmental Operating Principles?  YES   X      NO     *.  
 
3.  Has a NEPA document been completed?  YES         NO     *.  Pending 
 
4.  Will the NEPA Documentation be more than 5 years old at the time of PCA signing or 
construction initiation?  YES     *  NO   X    .  
 
5.  Will the ESA Findings be more than 3 years old at the time of PCA signing or construction 
initiation?  [Note:  Findings refers to Corps documentation and/or US Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
opinions and recommendations]  YES     *  NO   X    . 
  
6.  Is ESA coordination complete?  YES         NO     *.   Pending 
 
7.  If an EIS/EA was completed for the selected plan, will anything prevent signing the Record of 
Decision (ROD) or Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)?  YES     *  NO   X    .  
 
8.  Is the selected plan consistent with the ROD/FONSI?  YES         NO     *.   Pending 
 
9.  Have there been any changes in Federal environmental laws or Administration or Corps policy 
since original project authorization that make updating necessary; e.g., change to the Clean Air Act 
status for the project area going from attainment to non-attainment?   YES     *  NO   X    .  
 
10.  Are the feasibility-level planning, selection and justification of mitigation plans for fish and 
wildlife, induced flood damages, cultural or historic preservation, or recreation incomplete or 
deferred to the PED Phase?  YES     *  NO       .  Pending 
 
[Issue papers must describe what is being mitigated, the likely mitigation plan, the likely cost of 
mitigation, and why the analyses are being deferred.]  
 
11.  For reevaluations that conclude further authorization is unnecessary, are the proposed mitigation 
plan(s) for fish and wildlife, induced flood damages, cultural or historic preservation, or recreation 
the same as the previously authorized plan?  YES         NO     *   Pending 
 
12.  Is there an incremental analysis/cost effectiveness analysis of proposed fish and wildlife 
mitigation features based on an approved method and using an accepted model?   
YES         NO     *.  Pending 
 



13.  Were cost risk analysis methods applied to develop contingencies for the estimated total project 
costs (see Engineering and Construction Bulletin issued 10Sep07)?  YES        NO     *   Pending 
 
14.  Was the peer (technical) review of the cost estimates duly coordinated with the cost estimate 
center of expertise and addressed in the review documentation and certification?  YES        NO     *  
Pending 
 
15.  Would the selected plan cause the previously authorized project’s fully funded cost to exceed the 
cost limit of Section 902 of WRDA 1986?  [Note:  for coastal storm damage reduction projects there 
are two separate 902 limits, one for initial project construction and one for periodic renourishment]  
YES     *  NO         Pending  [Issue paper must provide the authorized project cost, price level, and 
current and fully funded project cost estimates and price levels].  
 
16.  Does the selected plan involve HTRW clean-up?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
17.  Does the selected plan involve CERCLA covered materials?  YES     *  NO       .  Pending 
 
18.  Are the proposed project purposes different than the previously authorized project?  [Note:  
different than specifically noted in authorization or noted in Chief’s report and is it measured by 
project outputs]  YES     *  NO    X  .    
 
19.  Are there any scope changes proposed for the previously authorized project?  YES     *  NO       .    
Pending   [Issue paper must describe the authority that would enable the project to proceed without 
additional Congressional modification].  
 
20.  If the selected plan includes crediting a non-Federal entity for in-kind services provided either 
before or after authorization, has a request for a Secretary determination of credit eligibility been 
forwarded to HQUSACE?  [Note:  In order to credit a non-Federal sponsor for in-kind services, the 
credit must be based upon a particular Congressional authority and ASA(CW) must approve a credit 
eligibility request before the services are provided.  The issue paper must describe the scope of the 
in-kind services, the schedule for providing the services, the authority for providing credit, the status 
of the request for ASA(CW) approval, and the resulting elements of the non-Federal cost-share 
(LERRD, cash and credit).  If the credit is based on an existing authority, the issue paper must 
include a copy of the authority if it is not a general authority such as Sec 215.  If there is no existing 
authority to credit the in-kind services, as determined by Counsel, the issue paper should present the 
rationale for recommending such credit in the decision document for specific Congressional 
authorization.]  YES         NO     *.  N/A 
 
21.  Would the project cost sharing involve reimbursement to the sponsor?  [Note:  The issue paper 
must identify the circumstances and authority for recommending reimbursement.]   
YES     *  NO   X       .  
 
22.  Is an Ability to Pay cost sharing reduction included in the selected plan?  [If yes, fully describe 
the proposal in the issue paper, citing how this authority is applicable.  Include a table showing the 
cost sharing by project purpose and expected Ability to Pay reductions.]  YES     *  NO   X    .  
 
23.  Is a Locally Preferred Plan recommended without an exception granted by ASA(CW) to 
recommend plan different from the NED, NER or NED/NER Plan prior to the release of the draft 
decision document for public review?  [Note:  if this answer is yes, then a series of questions arise 



that will need to be addressed in the issue paper…is plan less costly than NED plan, is the plan more 
costly with the same cost sharing the same as NED plan (exception), is plan more costly with all 
costs exceeding the cost of the NED plan at 100% non-Federal cost, or has ASA(CW) already 
granted an exception]  YES     *  NO   X    .  
 
24.  Was a standard accepted Corps methodology/model used to calculate NED benefits?    
YES         NO     *. Pending 
 
25.  Are non-standard benefit categories used to select or justify the recommended plan?    
YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
26.  Was the planning effort conducted in a systems/watershed context and was this reflected in the 
presentation of the without-project conditions, problem and opportunity statements, and the plan 
formulation, evaluation and selection?  YES        NO     *. Pending 
 
27.  Were the alternatives formulated, evaluated, and selected using the four P&G evaluation 
accounts – NED, EQ, RED, and Other Social Effects?  YES        NO     *. Pending 
 
28.  Did the planning effort collaborate with other Federal, state, Tribal, and local entities to develop 
solutions that integrate expertise, policies, programs, and projects across public entities? 
  YES         NO     *. Pending 
 
29.  Were the types and degrees of risk and uncertainty clearly characterized for the selected plan and 
were the various adjustments included in the selected plan to reduce risk and uncertainty also 
described clearly?  YES         NO     *. Pending 
 
Navigation Component (Inland or Harbor)  
 
30.  Is there a navigation component (inland or harbor) in the selected plan?   YES    X    NO      .  If 
Yes, answer each of the following questions for the selected plan:  
 
31.  Is there land creation?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
32.  Is there a single owner and/or beneficiary which are not a public body?  [Public body as defined 
by Section 221 of WRDA 1970]  YES     *  NO    X   .  
 
33.  Are there proposals for Federal cost sharing of Local Service Facilities [e.g., dredging of non-
Federal berthing areas] work?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
34.  Is there sediment remediation proposed under Sec. 312 authority?  [i.e., Section 312 of WRDA 
1990 as amended by Section 205 of WRDA 1996]  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
35.  Is there dredged material placement on beaches where the use is not the least costly 
environmentally acceptable plan?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
36.  Will the dredged material be used for ecosystem restoration where the recommended plan is not 
the least costly environmentally acceptable plan?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
37.  Are there recreation navigation benefits?  YES     *  NO   X    .  



 
38.  Does the selected plan involve inland navigation harbor development?  YES     *  NO  X     .  
 
39.  Can the resale or lease of lands used for disposal of excavated material recover the cost of the 
selected improvements?  YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
40.  Will acquisition of land outside the navigation servitude be necessary for construction of the 
proposed improvements (either the project or non-Federal facilities that will use or benefit from the 
project) and will this permit local entities to control access to the project?  [The latter case is assumed 
to exist where the proposed improvement consists of a new channel cut into lands.]  
 YES     *  NO       . Pending 
 
Flood Damage Reduction Component  
 
41.  Is there a flood damage reduction component in the selected plan?  YES         NO   X   .  If Yes, 
answer each of the following questions for the selected plan:  
 
42.  Is the selected plan for protection of a single property or beneficiary?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
43.  Would the selected plan produce land development opportunities/benefits?  [Issue paper must 
describe whether special cost sharing should apply.]  YES     *  NO       .  
 
44.  Is there any recommendation to cost share any interior drainage facilities?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
45.  Are there any windfall benefits that would accrue to the project sponsor or other parties?  [Issue 
paper must describe whether special cost sharing should apply.]  YES     *  NO       .  
 
46.  Are there non-structural buyout or relocation recommendations?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
47.  Is the selected plan likely to change the existing allocated storage in lake projects? 
YES     *  NO       .  
 
48.  Do the proposed changes to the project include any significant risks to public safety related to 
uncontrolled flooding?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
49.  Have all the public safety issues related to uncontrolled flooding been fully resolved with the 
district/MSC Dam Safety Officers?  YES         NO     *.  
 
50.  Have all the changes in residual public safety risks related to uncontrolled flooding been 
communicated to the public and incorporated into their emergency response plan?   
YES         NO     *.  
 
Coastal Storm Damage Reduction Component  
 
51.  Is there a coastal storm damage reduction component in the selected plan?  YES         NO   X   .  
If Yes, answer each of the following questions for the selected plan:  
 



52.  Does the selected plan protect privately owned shores?  YES        NO       .  
Prior to construction of the project perpetual, public use easements will be secured from all property 
owners for areas in which sand is placed thereby guaranteeing public accessibility to the shore 
protection project 
 
53.  Does the selected plan protect undeveloped lands?  YES        NO       . 
Most of the land along the shore has been developed.  The few undeveloped parcel s are scattered 
and relatively small in size.  To insure integrity and proper functioning of the shoreline protection 
work it is necessary to include these areas as part of the project.    
 
54.  Does the selected plan protect Federally owned shoreline at Federal cost?  [If yes, describe what 
is to be protected and who bears the Federal cost.]  YES     *  NO       .  
 
55.  Does the selected plan involve tidal or fluvial flooding; i.e., is it clear what the project purpose is 
and has the project been formulated as a coastal storm damage reduction project or flood damage 
reduction project?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
56.  Is there any recommendation to cost share any interior drainage facilities?    
YES     *  NO       .  
 
57.  Is recreation more than 50% of total project benefits needed to justify the project?    
YES     *  NO       .  
 
58.  Are there any parking or public access issues [no public access or none provided within 1/2 mile 
increments]?  YES        NO       .  The plan delineates the location of the parking and access issues 
and adjusts the project cost share in recognition of the issues. 
 
57.  Are easements being provided to ensure public use and access?  YES         NO     *.  
 
59.  Is there a Sec. 934 of WRDA 1986 extension of the period of authorized Federal participation?  
YES     *  NO      .  
 
60.  Are there any Sec. 111 of Rivers and Harbors Act of 1958, as amended proposals?  
YES     *  NO       .  
 
61.  Do the proposed changes to the project include any significant risks to public safety related to 
uncontrolled flooding?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
62.  Have all the public safety issues related to uncontrolled flooding been fully resolved with the 
district/MSC Dam Safety Officers?  YES         NO     *.     
 
63.  Have all the changes in residual public safety risks related to uncontrolled flooding been 
communicated to the public and incorporated into their emergency response plan? 
YES        NO     *.  
 
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Component  
 
64.  Is there an aquatic ecosystem restoration component of the selected plan?  YES         NO   X   .  
If Yes, answer each of the following questions for the selected plan:  



 
65.  Has the selected plan been formulated using cost effectiveness and incremental analysis 
techniques?  YES         NO     *.  
 
66.  Was “IWR Plan” used to do cost effectiveness/incremental analysis?  YES         NO     *.  
 
67.  Are the restoration features justified by aquatic habitat restoration benefits (exclude preservation 
and enhancement benefits, and terrestrial habitat benefits)?                            YES         NO     *.  
 
68.  Is the project purpose for restoration of cultural or historic resources as opposed to ecosystem 
restoration?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
69.  Is mitigation authorized or recommended?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
70.  Are there recommendations for other than restoring a degraded aquatic ecosystem [e.g., creating 
new habitat where it has never been]?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
71.  Is the significance of the habitat clearly identified using the categories and criteria defined in 
Section 3.4.3 of Principles and Guidelines and in paragraph 16.b of EP 1165-2-502?  YES         NO     
*.  
 
72.  Has the restoration project been formulated for biological/habitat values as opposed to, for 
example, water quality?  YES         NO     *.  
 
73.  Is the selected plan on non-public lands?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
74.  Does the selected plan involve land acquisition where the value exceeds 25% of total project 
cost?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
75.  Are all the proposed recreation features in accord with ER 1105-2-100, Appendix E, Exhibit E-
3?  YES         NO     *.  
 
76.  Are there recommendations to include water quality improvement?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
77.  Is the monitoring & adaptive management period proposal beyond 5 years after completion of 
construction?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
78.  Does the selected plan involve land acquisition in other than fee title?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
74.  Are there recommendations for non-native species?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
79.  Does the selected plan propose the use of navigation servitude?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
80.  Does the recommendation include monitoring costs greater than 1% of the total first cost of 
aquatic ecosystem restoration?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
81.  Does the recommendation include adaptive management costs greater than 3% of the total first 
cost of aquatic ecosystem restoration, excluding monitoring costs?  YES     *  NO       .  
 



Recreation Component  
 
82.  Is there a recreation component of the selected plan?  YES         NO   X   .  If Yes, answer each 
of the following questions for the selected plan:  
 
83.  Is the cost of proposed recreation development more than 10 % of the Federal project cost 
without recreation [except for nonstructural flood damage reduction and coastal storm damage 
projects]?  YES     *  NO       .  [Issue paper must describe the proposal and whether ASA(CW) 
approval has been granted.]  
 
84.  Are there recreation features located on other than project lands?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
85.  Does the selected plan involve/provide for waterfront development?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
86.  Does the selected plan involve the need to reallocate authorized storage (see Section III, 
Appendix E, ER 1105-2-100]?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
87.  Does the selected plan include non-standard recreation facilities (refer to ER 1105-2-100, 
Appendix E, Exhibit E-2)?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
Water Supply Component  
 
88.  Is there a water supply component of the selected plan?  YES         NO   X   .  If Yes, answer 
each of the following questions for the selected plan:  
 
89.  Does the component include features other than Corps reservoir storage space for M&I water 
supply?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
90.  Do the outputs meet other needs other than M&I water supply, such as agricultural water supply?  
YES     *  NO       .  
 
91.  Does the selected plan use non-standard pricing for reallocated storage?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
92.  Are there exceptions to model contract/agreement language?  YES     *  NO       .  
 
 
Concurrences  
 
Project Manager       ___________________________  Date:___________  
 
District Planning and Policy CoP leader  ___________________________  Date:___________  
 
District Counsel      ___________________________  Date:___________  
 
DDE (PM)        ___________________________  Date:___________  
 
MSC Planning and Policy CoP Leader   ___________________________  Date:___________  
 
MSC Counsel       ___________________________  Date:___________  



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Mobile Harbor GRR Real Estate Question
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 10:03:00 AM

I'm working on the Study Issue Checklist for the Mobile Harbor GRR and came to this question...

40.  Will acquisition of land outside the navigation servitude be necessary for construction of the proposed
improvements (either the project or non-Federal facilities that will use or benefit from the project) and will this
permit local entities to control access to the project?  [The latter case is assumed to exist where the proposed
improvement consists of a new channel cut into lands.]
 YES     *  NO       .

The instructions for the checklist state the following...

Any non-pending response with an asterisk (*) requires coordination and issue
resolution through the vertical team using an issue paper as outlined in paragraph H-2.f. All
issues need to be resolved before requesting approval of the decision document.

I know that we will be excavating parts of Little Sand Island for the Turning Basin, but, I am not sure if that is
outside of the navigational servitude.  For the purposes of the TSP submittal should I just state "pending"?
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From:
To:
Subject: Emailing: 11 Apr 2017 IPR Presentation Final.pptx
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 2:38:00 PM
Attachments: 11 Apr 2017 IPR Presentation Final.pptx

this is the latest document that I could find that shows the BCR. I know you had an economics team
meeting after this. Did you provide any BCR's for it?

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

11 Apr 2017 IPR Presentation Final.pptx

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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“The views, opinions and findings contained in this report are 
those of the authors(s) and should not be construed as an 
official Department of the Army position, policy or decision, 
unless so designated by other official documentation.”

In-Progress Review
Prepared by David Newell, P.E.
11 April 2017

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
With Integrated Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
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MOBILE HARBOR GRR
PURPOSE/BOTTOM LINE UP FRONT 
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PURPOSE 
Keep vertical team apprised of progress on the Mobile 
Harbor GRR and ensure concurrence with study direction.

BLUF  
• Study is on schedule and budget
• Initial results indicate depth of 49’ to 52’ in Bay Channel 
(51’ to 54’ at Entrance)
• Agency and public acceptance of the project dependent 

on environmental impacts and, if required, mitigation plans 
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Completed data collection for development of engineering 
models (waves, water quality, discharge data)

Developed existing condition hydrodynamic model

Developed visualization graphics for ship simulation and 
completed tabletop exercise with ASPA, pilots, and Coast Guard

Developed fleet and commodity forecasts and completed 
preliminary Harborsym model runs

Developed preliminary costs and benefits for deepening

Completed initial (late summer) aquatic resource sampling; 
spring sampling scheduled for May 2017

Performed initial screening of beneficial use opportunities and 
coordinated with resource agencies

Continued agency coordination in regards to beneficial use and 
environmental assessment

Held public open house 16 Mar 2017

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
MAJOR ACTIVITIES SINCE OCTOBER IPR
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GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT SCHEDULE 
(48 MONTHS)

SCOPING ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION
& ANALYSIS

N FEASIBILITY-LEVEL ANALYSIS REPORT
APPROVAL

ALTERNATIVES
MILESTONE

1
TENTATIVELY

SELECTED PLAN (TSP) 
MILESTONE

2
AGENCY

DECISION
MILESTONE

3
DIVISION ENGINEER
TRANSMITTAL LETTER

4
GRR
APPROVAL

5

Vertical Team 
concurrence

on Array of 
Alternatives

Vertical Team 
concurrence on TSP

Agency
Endorses

Recommended 
Plan

Nov 2019May 2019

Nov 2018

Mar 2018

Feb 2016

&&&&&&&&&&   A LYSI

IN-PROGRESS REVIEWS
Existing Condition Review Oct 2016

Intermediate Review and Apr 2017
Screening of Alternatives

Habitat Impact Assessment Nov 2017

1 2 3

1

3

2

Legend

Study Milestone

In-Progress Reviews
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MOBILE HARBOR
PLANNING APPROACH

Initial 
Alternatives

Initial 
Screening

Focused 
Alternatives

Initial TSP 
Identification

Screening Focused 
Alternatives

(Using preliminary costs 
and benefits)

Evaluate Engineering and 
Environmental Impacts 

TSP Milestone 
Meeting
Mar 2018

If needed, additional analysis to 
reduce negative impacts and risks

Ev
E
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Preliminary Benefits estimated using the HarborSym Model

Origin-to-destination benefits for container and bulk vessels only
Within harbor benefits are currently being analyzed

Bulk coal forecast developed using Annual Energy Outlook 2016

Containerized growth forecast developed using Global Insight Gulf Coast 
regional forecast

Assumptions for containerized commodity and fleet forecast closely 
coordinated with Houston Ship Channel Studies

Base tonnage for analysis using 2010-2014 data, forecast period 2015-2045

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
APPROACH TO BENEFITS
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• Estimated construction costs for plan formulation 
Utilized Cost Engineering Dredge Estimating Program (CEDEP) and historical 
information
Based subsurface material classification on historic boring data (1960-1990) 
Vetted least cost placement locations with federal and state resource agencies 
for preliminary concurrence 
Costs will be refined as TSP is developed.

• Conducted an Abbreviated Risk Analysis (ARA) to determine cost 
contingencies

Estimated relative differences in potential environmental effects/mitigation needs 
using professional judgement

• Determined annual O&M costs 
Based on historical dredging records and estimated future shoaling rates

• Identified associated project costs
Potential pipeline relocations
U.S. Aids to Navigation (ATONs)
Berthing areas

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
APPROACH TO COST ESTIMATING



Initial depth of 49 to 52 feet (51 to 
54 feet in Entrance Channel)

Widths of 500 and 550 feet (Bay 
Channel)

Lengths of widening up to 15 
miles

Bend easing (Upper Bar Channel)

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
SCREENED FOCUSED ALTERNATIVES

Further Screened Alternatives
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9MOBILE HARBOR GRR
PRELIMINARY DEEPENING BENEFITS, COSTS,

NET BENEFITS, AND BCR 

47’ 48’ 49’ 50’ 51’ 52’
Benefits* $27.6 M $35.3 M $43.0 M $50.7 M $58.3 M $62.7 M

Cost* $6.6 M $9.6 M $12.6 M $15.7 M $21.1 M $29.6 M

Net 
Benefits**

$21.0 M $25.7 M $30.4 M $35.0 M $37.2 M $33.1 M

BCR* 4.2 3.7 3.4 3.2 2.8 2.1

*Benefits and cost in average annual equivalent using FY17 discount rate
**Net Benefits are for deepening only

Cost is annualized over 50 year period of analysis and includes 
construction, PED, mitigation contingency, interest during construction, 
associated costs, and O&M.



10MOBILE HARBOR GRR
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

ListServe
Registration tool that 
allows the public to 

receive announcements 
and updates 

Biweekly 
Social Media  

Updates

Public 
Meetings

Upcoming
• Summer/Fall17

District 
Project 

Webpage

Public Involvement
Management Strategy

(PIMS)( )

Focus Group 
Meetings
Small-group 

meetings with key 
stakeholders

Re
a
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Quarterly 
Newsletter
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High Risk Study Activities to reach the TSP:
Additional modeling and environmental analysis may be required to determine 
the plan that reasonably maximizes net benefits.  

Confirmation of passing rules will be conducted using preliminary Ship 
simulation testing for validation.  

11MOBILE HARBOR GRR
RISK REGISTER



FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 TOTAL

Original
Scheduled

$1,140,133 
(includes FY15

and FY16 actuals)
$2,088,019 $1,741,233 $684,227 $252,638 $5,906,250

Actual
Scheduled $2,088,000 $1,246,000 $1,742,000 $830,250 - $5,906,250

Appropriated $2,088,001 $1,246,000 TBD TBD TBD

Carry-in $947,868

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
FEDERAL FUNDING
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Brief Coastal Alabama Partnership (Apr 17)

Identify project width (May 17)

Focus group meeting with Dauphin Island (Mayor and Home 
Owner Association reps) (May 17)

Complete engineering existing and future without project 
condition models (May 17)

Complete with-project engineering models (Aug 17) 

General Public Meeting (Late Summer/Early Fall 17)

Complete Habitat Impact Assessment (Oct 17)

MOBILE HARBOR GRR
WHAT’S NEXT
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MOBILE HARBOR GRR
With Integrated Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

QUESTIONS?

14



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: Checklist Question for Mobile Harbor
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 4:20:00 PM

he checklist has the following question:

9.  Have there been any changes in Federal environmental laws or Administration or Corps policy since original
project authorization that make updating necessary; e.g., change to the Clean Air Act status for the project area
going from attainment to non-attainment?   YES     *  NO   X .

Since the 1986 WRDA Authorization, there have been new Threatened and Endangered Species, critical habitat, and
essential habitat listed. Does that mean that there have been changes in Federal Environmental Laws that will
require an Issue Paper?

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: Checklist Question for Mobile Harbor
Date: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:01:00 AM

That's good news! We did not want to write an issue paper on this one.

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 7:27 AM
To: 
Cc:

Subject: RE: Checklist Question for Mobile Harbor

In my opinion adding species to the threatened and endangered list, or adding habitat is not a change in law or
policy.  That action is done under authority of the existing law - The Endangered Species Act.  I don't think they add
those by legislative act. 

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 4:21 PM
To: 
Cc:

Subject: Checklist Question for Mobile Harbor

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



The checklist has the following question:

9.  Have there been any changes in Federal environmental laws or Administration or Corps policy since original
project authorization that make updating necessary; e.g., change to the Clean Air Act status for the project area
going from attainment to non-attainment?   YES     *  NO   X .

Since the 1986 WRDA Authorization, there have been new Threatened and Endangered Species, critical habitat, and
essential habitat listed. Does that mean that there have been changes in Federal Environmental Laws that will
require an Issue Paper?

(b)(6)

(b)(6)




