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JOINT APPLICATION AND NOTIFICATION

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY/OFFICE OF POLLUTION CONTROL

This form is to be used for proposed activities in waters of the United States in Mississippi and
for the erection of structures on suitable sites for water dependent industry. Note that some
items, as indicated, apply only to projects located in the coastal area of Hancock, Harrison and

Jackson Counties.

1. Date
03 09 2010
month day year

2. Applicant name, mailing address, phone
number and email address:

Mississippi State Port Authority
P.O. Box 40

Gulfport, Mississippi 39502
(228) 865-4300
jconn@shipmspa.com

Attn: Joe Conn

Agent name, mailing address, phone number
and email address:

Volkert, Inc.

P.O. Box 7434

Mobile, Alabama 36670
(251) 342-1070
hmalec@volkert.com
Attn: Henry Malec

3. Official use only
COE
DMR
DEQ
A95

DATE RECEIVED

4. Project location

30th Avenue at U.S 90
Street Address

. . Gulfport
City/Community,

Name of Waterway Mississippi Sound

Latitude 30" 21' 40.28"N

Geographic location: Section_9

Township8S Range_11 W

Longitude (if known)_89__05 49.99"W
County_Harrison

5. Project description

New work El Maintenance work D

Dredging
Channel length See Attached  \yidth See Attached
LICanal length width existing depth
DBoat Slip length width existing depth
Marina length width existing depth
EIOther-Mooring Basin length width existing depth

Cubic yards of material to be removed 18,280,000

existing depth_See Attached proposed depth_See Attached

proposed depth
proposed depth
proposed depth
proposed depth

Type of material sand/silt/clay

Location of spoil disposal area_Within fill area, Littoral Zone Disposal Area Southeast of Cat Island, Gulfport ODMDSs (See attached)

Dimensions of spoil area_See attached.

Method of excavation Mechanical and/or Hydraulic Dredge

How will excavated material be contained?_Earth containment dike

Construction of structures

ﬂBulkhead Total length_13,730' Height above water_9.5'

[2] Pier length_12.660 width_130" height_9-5
Boat Ramp length width slope

L Boat House length width height

D Structures on designed sites for water dependent industry (Coastal area only). Explain in item 11 or include as

attachment.
ﬂOther (explain)

12,660’ of retaining wall to+25', 22,160 feet of shoreline revetment and 7,590 linear feet of breakwater

Filling
Dimensions of fill area

701 acres of water bottoms

Cubic yards of fill_39,500,000

Type of fill_sand, silts and clays

Other regulated activities (i.e. Seismic exploration, burning or clearing of marsh) Explain.




6. Additional information relating to the proposed activit
Does project area contain any marsh vegetation? Yes é No El
(If yes, explain)
Is any portion of the activity for which authorization is sought now complete? Yes (o] No L]
(If yes, explain) See attached.
Month and year activity took place_©n-going
If project is for maintenance work on existing structures or existing channels, describe legal authorization for the existing
work. Provide permit number, dates or other form(s) of authorization._NA
Has any agency denied approval for the activity described herein or for any activity that is directly related to the activity
described herein?
Yes D No EI (If yes, explain)
7. Project schedule
Proposed start date_12/31/12 Proposed completion date_12/31/19
Expected completion date (or development timetable) for any projects dependent on the activity described herein.
8. Estimated cost of the project_o/0 Million
9. Describe the purpose of this project. Describe the relationship between this project and any secondary or future
development the project is designed to support._See attached.
Intended use: Private_[_] Commercial |_|EI Public_L] Other (Explain)
10. Describe the public benefits of the proposed activity and of the projects dependent on the proposed activity.
Also describe the extent of public use of the proposed project.
See attached.
11. Narrative Project Description:

See attached.



12. Provide the names and addresses of the adjacent property owners. Also identify the property owners on the plan
view of the drawing described in Attachment "A". (Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

1 See attached. 2.

13. List all approvals or certifications received or applied for from Federal, State and Local agencies for any structures,
construction, discharges, deposits or other activities described in this application. Note that the signature in Item
14 certifies that application has been made to or that permits are not required from the following agencies. If
permits are not required, place N/A in the space for Type Approval.

Agency Type Approval Application Date Approval Date
Dept. of Environmental Quality water Quality Certification March 9, 2010

Dept. of Marine Resources Coastal Zone Consistency ~ March 9, 2010

Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 and 404 March 9, 2010

City/County

Other




14. Certification and signatures

Application is hereby made for authorization to conduct the activities described herein. | agree to provide any additional
information/data that may be necessary to provide reasonable assurance or evidence to show that the proposed project will
comply with the applicable state water quality standards or other environmental protection standards both during
construction and after the project is completed. | also agree to provide entry to the project site for inspectors from the
environmental protection agencies for the purpose of making preliminary analyses of the site and monitoring permitted
works. | certify that | am familiar with and responsible for the information contained in this application, and that to the best of
my knowledge and belief, such information is true, complete and accurate. | further certify that | am the owner of the
property where the proposed project is located or that | have a legal interest in the property and that | have full legal
authority to seek this permit.

U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the
United States knowingly and willingly falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme or device a material fact or
makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document
knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or fraudulent statement or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or

imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

Mississippi Coastal Program (Coastal area only)

| certify that the proposed project for which authorization is sought complies with the approved Mississippi Coastal Program
and will be conducted in a manner consistent with the program.

Signature of Applicant or Agent Date




15. Fees

Payable to MS Dept. of Marine Resources Please include appropriate fees for all projects
$50.00 Single-family residential application fee proposed in coastal areas of Hancock, Harrison and
$500.00 Commercial application fee Jackson Counties.

Public notice fee may be required

16. If project is in Hancock, Harrison or Jackson Counties, send one completed copy of this application form and
appropriate fees listed in Item 15 to:

Department of Marine Resources
Bureau of Wetlands Permitting
1141 Bayview Avenue
Biloxi, MS 39530
(228) 374-5000

If project IS NOT in Hancock, Harrison or Jackson Counties, send one completed copy of this application form to
each agency listed below:

Director
District Engineer District Engineer Mississippi Dept. of Environmental Quality
Mobile District Vicksburg District Office of Pollution Control
Attn: CESAM-RD Regulatory Branch P.O. Box 10385
P.O. Box 2288 Attn: CEMVK-OD-F Jackson, MS 39289

Mobile, AL 36628-0001 4155 Clay Street
Vicksburg, MS 39183-3435

17. In addition to the completed application form, the following attachments are required:

Attachment "A" Drawings

Provide a vicinity map showing the location of the proposed site along with a written description of how to reach the site from

major highways or landmarks. Provide accurate drawings of the project site with proposed activities shown in detail. All
drawings must be to scale or with dimensions noted on drawings and must show a plan view and cross section or elevation.
Use 8 1/2 x 11" white paper or drawing sheet attached.

Attachment "B" Authorized Agent

If applicant desires to have an agent or consultant act in his behalf for permit coordination, a signed authorization
designating said agent must be provided with the application forms. The authorized agent named may sign the application
forms and the consistency statement.

Attachment "C" Environmental Assessment (Coastal Area Only)

Provide an appropriate report or statement assessing environmental impacts of the proposed activity and the final project
dependent on it. The project's effects on the wetlands and the effects on the life dependent on them should be addressed.

Also provide a complete description of any measures to be taken to reduce detrimental offsite effects to the coastal wetlands

during and after the proposed activity. Alternative analysis, minimization and mitigation information may be required to
complete project evaluation.

Attachment "D" Variance or Revisions to Mississippi Coastal Program (Coastal area only)

If the applicant is requesting a variance to the guidelines in Section 2, Part Il or a revision to the Coastal Wetlands Use Plan

in Section 2, Part IV of the Rules, Regulations, Guidelines and Procedures of the Mississippi Coastal Program, a request
and justification must be provided.



ATTACHMENT - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

5. Additional information relating to the dredging

Channels Length Width Existing Depth Proposed Depth
Turning Basin 1,300’ 0’ to 390’ -7’ -36’
Berthing Area 8,010’ 1,510’ to 1,890’ -7’ to -36’ -36’

North Harbor Cut 2,850’ 80’ -32’ to +10’ -8’

6. Additional information relating to the proposed activity

The proposed project will incorporate the existing Mississippi State Port Authority (MSPA, the

Port) facilities into the proposed project. It will also include the 84-acre fill area that was
originally authorized under Department of the Army Permit MS96-02828-U. Sixty (60) acres of
the 84-acre fill area are currently under construction and should be completed November 2010.

Filling of the remaining 24 acres will start after the permit conditions and other environmental

requirements have been satisfied. The expected start date for filling the remaining 24 acres is

November 2010. The proposed project would require modification of the existing federally

authorized Gulfport Harbor Navigation project, specifically the Turning Basin.

Sediment transport, current and water quality studies will be conducted during the permitting

process to evaluate impacts of the proposed project. The need for additional water quality and

fish passage channels will be considered during design of the project.

The need for biological, hydrologic and water quality monitoring will be determined during the

design and permitting process.

Potential impacts of invasive species and encrusting organisms will be evaluated during the

permitting and environmental evaluation process.

Potential impacts to Department of Marine Resources’ low-profile reefs and potential effects to

recreational fishing will be evaluated during the permitting process and appropriate mitigation

considered.

The height of the bridge over the proposed North Harbor Cut will be determined as project

design advances during the permitting process.

The MSPA understands the proposed project will require variances from the Mississippi Coastal

Program and MSPA will address these issues during the permitting process once a better

understanding of the potential impacts is understood.




Alternatives and on-site Avoidance:

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process MSPA will conduct an
alternative analysis to evaluate alternatives that could minimize the potential impacts to the
natural environment while meeting the needs of MSPA to restore and revitalize the port. MSPA
will conduct an alternative analysis that will include a broad range of alternatives that would be
narrowed down to the top two or three feasible alternatives that would be evaluated in the
NEPA document, in addition to the No Action alternative. As part of the alternatives analysis,
MSPA will study the potential to use existing port uplands as part of an alternative to evaluate
alternatives that would result in fewer acres of filled water bottoms.

Section 106:

Cultural resources in the project area were evaluated during preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement for widening the Gulfport Harbor Federal Navigation Channel (USACE 2008
and 2009). The following sources were consulted to locate records of previously identified
historic and archaeological resources within the project area: USACE, National Park Service
(NPS), National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), Mississippi State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), and the Automated Wreck and Obstruction Information System (AWOIS) database. In
addition, the U.S. Coast Guard conducted an underwater remote sensing survey of Mississippi
Sound within four miles of the shoreline in preparation for debris removal after Hurricane
Katrina (Boudreaux and Pearson 2008). There are no known shipwrecks or archaeological sites
in the area of direct project impact based on the research completed to date. The NRHP was
consulted to determine if any NRHP properties are located on or near the proposed project.
There are no NRHP properties on the project site. Two buildings and a historic district are
located near the project site in downtown Gulfport. The Hewes Building is located at 2505 14™
Street and the U.S. Post Office and Customhouse is located at 2421 13" Street. The Harbor
Square Historic District is roughly bounded by the CSX railroad, 23" Avenue, 13" Street, and
27" Avenue. Section 106 consultation will be initiated with SHPO and federally recognized
Native American tribes to determine if there are any properties currently listed or potentially
eligible for listing on the NRHP that would be impacted by the project.

Endangered and Threatened Species:

To determine whether suitable habitat for protected plant and animal species is present on the
project site, lists of federal threatened and endangered species and state-listed endangered
species complied by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS) website (FWS 2008) and the
Mississippi Museum of Natural Science on-line resources (MMNS 2003) were consulted.
Additional information regarding habitat requirements and species range was acquired from
the NatureServe on-line database (NatureServe 2009). There are a number of endangered and



threatened species which occur within the Gulfport area and the Mississippi Sound is listed as
critical habitat for the Gulf sturgeon. The project will not affect most of the listed species, but
potential impacts to listed species and critical habitat will be evaluated and coordinated with
the FWS and National Marine Fisheries Service.

9. Describe the purpose of this project. Describe the relationship between this project and
any secondary or future development the project is designed to support.

The purpose of the proposed project is to restore the Port of Gulfport from severe damage
sustained from Hurricane Katrina, and to protect it from future damage while restoring the
MSPA into a world class maritime facility. The enhancements to the Port will ensure that it will
be a large sustainable economic engine for the State of Mississippi. The proposed project will
facilitate the revitalization of the Port and related public infrastructure and facilities, minimize
future storm damage by elevating the Port to +25’, provide for the long-term recovery of the
operating capacity of the Port, and make jobs available to low-to-moderate-income workers.

There are no specific secondary or future development projects that the proposed project is
designed to support. However, development of a world class maritime facility would be
expected to generate secondary development such as warehouses and value added distribution
centers.

Deepening and widening of the Gulfport Harbor Federal Navigation Channel is not required to
support the proposed project but would likely be required before any future long-term
development of the Port.

The MDOT I-10 Connector Road between I-10 and the Port is planned to support the existing
facilities on the Port. Alternative routes are being considered for the extreme southern end of
the Connector Road to establish a better tie in to the Port. These alternative connections for
the I-10 Connector Road to the Port will be addressed during the permitting and environmental
evaluation process.

The MSPA will evaluate potential improvements to the rail lines between the Port and I-10.
These improvements will be addressed during the MSPA PGRP permitting and environmental
evaluation process.

10. Describe the public benefits of the proposed activity and of the projects dependent on the
proposed activity. Also describe the extent of public use of the proposed project.

The proposed project will provide local, state and national economic benefits as well as
providing jobs for low-to-moderate-income individuals.



The proposed North Harbor Cut will provide the public with small craft access up and down the
near shore coast of the Mississippi Sound without having to navigate south and around the
Port, crossing the navigation channel. Access to the Yacht Basin on the northeast side of the
proposed project will be maintained.

11. Narrative Project Description:
11.1 Background

On August 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina made landfall on the Mississippi Gulf Coast, resulting in
one of the most significant natural disasters in the U.S. history. The Port’s electrical power
supply, roads, water, sewer, rail, small craft harbor fender systems, navigation aids, and lighting
and security systems were all destroyed or damaged beyond repair by the storm.

As a result of Hurricane Katrina, approximately $5 billion in Federal aid was appropriated to the
State of Mississippi to assist in recovery and rebuilding efforts. The MSPA was designated as a
key element in these efforts and funds have been obligated to establish a sustainable port
facility capable of repositioning itself in the maritime marketplace.

The restoration of the Port is crucial to the economy and long-term recovery of the State of
Mississippi and the Gulf Coast region in particular. Furthermore, manufacturing companies
located throughout the State depend on the products imported through this port.

The MSPA is responsible for the daily operations and infrastructure of the Port. As an
Enterprise Agency of the State of Mississippi, the MSPA receives no annual general fund
appropriation from the state, but instead operates as a private business. Its income is derived
from port usage, service fees, lease agreements, and other tenant related fees.

Loss in operating capacity as a result of Hurricane Katrina has directly impacted the number of
job opportunities at the Port. In 2005, before Hurricane Katrina, there were 3,200 direct,
induced, and indirect maritime jobs associated with the Port. Currently, there are 2,000.

The Port of Gulfport Restoration Program (PGRP) provides funding to the MSPA to facilitate the
restoration of public infrastructure and publicly-owned facilities destroyed by Hurricane
Katrina, to minimize future damage to the Port, and to provide for the long-term recovery and
revitalization of the operating capacity of the Port.

The total amount obligated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
for the PGRP, including administrative costs, is an amount not to exceed $570 million. This
grant money will be made available from the Mississippi Development Authority (MDA) to the
MSPA, the state agency responsible for the infrastructure, management, and operation of the
Port, through a sub-recipient agreement.



As the recipient of this funding, the MSPA and its tenants will restore port facilities. The
improved port facilities will support the creation of new jobs for low-to-moderate-income
workers. MSPA’s tenants will be required to sign a contract/Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with the MSPA to identify the number of jobs created or retained for low-to-moderate-
income persons. These efforts will provide relief and long-term recovery to the disaster area
and are consistent with the Community Block Grant (CDBG) Program’s primary purpose.

11.2 Dredging

The proposed project will require dredging for a portion of the new turning basin, for access to
the new berths, and the North Harbor Cut (navigation/circulation/water quality/fish passage
channel).

Dredging for the portion of the new Turning Basin located outside the authorized Federal
project will require dredging approximately 160,000 CY. The dredged material that is
structurally suitable will be used for fill on the project site. Any material that is not structurally
suitable will be evaluated for potential beneficial use. Material that is not suitable for beneficial
use will be disposed of in an approved ODMDS. Material that is suitable for beneficial use will
be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area southeast of Cat Island or in another approved
area.

Dredging for access to the new berths will require dredging approximately 16,200,000 CY.
Dredged material that is structurally suitable will be used for fill on the project site. Any
material that is not structurally suitable will be evaluated for potential beneficial use. Material
that is not suitable for beneficial use will be disposed of in an approved ODMDS. Material that
is suitable for beneficial use will be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area southeast of Cat
Island or in another approved area.

Dredging for access to the North Harbor Cut will require excavation and dredging approximately
1,900,000 CY. Most of the material is structurally suitable and will be used for fill on the project
site. Any material that is not structurally suitable will be evaluated for potential beneficial use.
Material that is not suitable for beneficial use will be disposed of in an approved ODMDS.
Material that is suitable for beneficial use will be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area
southeast of Cat Island or in another approved area.

The existing Commercial Small Craft Channel and Harbor located on the west side of the

proposed project will be abandoned. Based on permitting challenges to rebuild the destroyed
harbor facilities, the lack of public funds, the uncertainty for the economic justification for the
harbor, and lack of a legal obligation to rebuild the commercial small craft harbor, the Port has
decided to not rebuild the small craft harbor. In addition, if the proposed project is permitted,
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the Commercial Small Craft Channel and Harbor may have to be demolished. If the channel and
harbor are abandoned, Congressional authorization will be required.

11.3 Construction of Structures

The proposed project will require construction of wharves/pier, bulkheads and breakwater
structures for the restoration and revitalization of the Port. Approximately 12,660 linear feet of
marginal wharf (pier structure) will be constructed around the proposed Turning Basin and
along the eastern edge of the west fill area. The wharf/pier is proposed to be constructed of a
steel sheet pile wall along the breasting line (front face of the wharf) and filled behind with soil
with an asphalt paved surface. The wharf will be approximately 130 feet wide and constructed
at elevation +9.5 feet North American Vertical Datum (NAVD 1988). Directly behind the 130
feet wide wharf, a retaining wall structure will be constructed to allow the backland areas to be
constructed at approximately elevation +25 feet NAVD 88.

Approximately 7,590 linear feet of rip-rap breakwater will be constructed along the east side of
the ship channel to provide wave protection for the proposed project. The breakwater will vary
from 98 to 102 feet wide at its base with a top width of 10 feet and a top elevation of +10 feet
NAVD 88. Hydrodynamic models and possibly ship models will be used to determine the need
for and the final dimensions of the breakwater, if it is required.

11.4. Filling

The proposed project will require filling approximately 681 acres of water bottoms for the
restoration and revitalization of the Port. Approximately 38,400,000 CY of predominately sandy
fill material will be required. The fill material will come from commercial borrow pits and/or
through the use of dredged material from channel dredging projects, excess excavated material
from road construction projects, and other approved sources.

Armor protection will be provided on the exposed faces of the proposed fill that are not
protected by a bulkhead.

Breakwater construction will require placing approximately 224,000 cubic yards of rip-rap on
approximately 17.4 acres of water bottoms.

11.5 Mitigation Plan

A detailed mitigation plan will be developed during the permit and NEPA review process. The
conceptual plan for development of the detailed mitigation plan includes using the Mississippi
Coastal Improvements Program (MsCIP) and Mississippi Department of Marine Resources
(DMR) Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) as resources. Coastal restoration projects
evaluated under these programs, which were not chosen for implementation, will be

11



considered for inclusion in the detailed mitigation plan for the proposed project. Other options

include the possibility of enhancing coastal marshes located in the Hancock County Marshes

Coastal Preserve, part of the state’s coastal preserve program, subsidizing the creation of near

shore reefs, deployment of derelict vessels within the fish havens, clutch plants for existing

oyster reefs, management of coastal preserves, acquisitions of new properties to be included in

the coastal preserve program, and testing dredged material for potential beneficial use. Other

potential mitigation options recommended by the resource agencies and the public will also be

considered for inclusion in the detailed plan. Finally, the MSPA’s Environmental Consultant

may recommend additional potential mitigation sites. A draft Conceptual Mitigation Plan will

be developed and coordinated with the resource agencies for review and comment. The level

of mitigation will likely be based on best professional judgment since there is currently no

accepted methodology for evaluating water column and water bottom impacts.

12. Provide names and addresses of the adjacent property owners. Also identify the property
owners on the plan view of the drawing described in Attachment “A”.

1.

11

13.

15.

City of Gulfport
Post Office Box 1780
Gulfport, MS 39502

. Barber Southern, LLC

116 Brighton Close
Nashville, TN 37205

. Roberta V. Brady — Lessee

3908 28" Street
Gulfport, MS 39501

. E N Bisso, LLC

3939 N Causeway Blvd, Suite 401
Metairie, LA 70002

. Gulfport Purchasing, Inc. — Lessee

Post Office Box 55
Gulfport, MS 39502

. Carl Lizana — Lessee
334 E. Beach Blvd
Gulfport, MS 35907

520 34" Street
Gulfport, MS 39507
P and O Ports GPT, Inc.

Post Office Box 4241
Gulfport, MS 39502

12

Mississippi Coast Marine, Inc. — C/O George P. Hopkins, Inc.

2. Gulfside Casino Partnership - Lessee
3300 W. Beach Blvd
Gulfport, MS 39501

4. Boat Fresh Seafood/Mike Sevel — Lessee
17061 Landon Road
Gulfport, MS 39503

6. Duratex North America, Inc. — Lessee
1208 Eastchester Drive, Suite 202
Highpoint, NC 27265

8. Gulfport Harbor Fuel and Bait — Lessee
940 Pass Road
Gulfport, MS 39501

10. Gulfport Yacht Racing Associates — Lessee
Post Office Box 34
Gulfport, MS 39502

12. Marine Life, Inc.
Post Office Box 4078
Gulfport, MS 39502

14. MS Cellular South, Inc. — Lessee
1018 Highland Colony Parkway
Ridgeland, MS 39157

16. Peter M. Skrmetta — Lessee
Post Office Box 1467
Gulfport, MS 39502



17. Standard Fruit and Steamship Co./Dole — Dole Fruit — Bob Finley 18. United Brands, Inc./Chiquita — Lessee

Post Office Box 1689 Post Office Box 1017
Gulfport, MS 39502 Gulfport, MS 39502

19. US Coast Guard 20. Mississippi Secretary of State
Post Office Box 1056 Public Lands Attorney
Gulfport, MS 39502 Post office Box 97

Gulfport, MS 39502
21. Mississippi Power Company
30™ Avenue
Gulfport, MS 39502

13. List of approvals or certifications received or applied for from Federal, State and Local
agencies for any structures, construction, discharges, deposits or other activities in this
application. Note that the signature in item 14 certifies that application has been made to or
that permits are not required from the following agencies. If permits are not required, place
N/A in the space for Type Approval.

Other: The following approvals are not required at this time but will likely be required before or
shortly after a permit is issued:

HUD — Approval for Release of Funds
NMFS — Incidental Take Permit for the Gulf Sturgeon
MS Secretary of State — Approval for use of State Lands/Water Bottoms

USACE — Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation

13






Attachment "A" Drawings
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Attachment “B” Authorized Agent






MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES

Agent Authorization

| authorize the person(s) and/or company listed below to act as my agent regarding the proposed
project as described in the Joint Application and Notification at the location listed below:

Volkert, Inc.

(name of agent)

P.O. Box 7434

(address)

Mobile, Alabama 36670

(city, state, zip code)

251-342-1070

(agent phone number)

Joseph O. Conn, P.E.

(print your name)

(your signature)

Do you want the permit mailed to the agent?

Mississippi State Port Authority

(location of project)

P.O. Box 40

Gulfport, Mississippi 39502

0

(date)

Yes No






Appendix A2

Public Notice, April 16, 2010






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, MOBILE DISTRICT
P.O. BOX 2288
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36628-0001

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: April 16, 2010

Coastal Branch
Regulatory Division

JOINT PUBLIC NOTICE SAM-2009-01768-DMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF POLLUTION CONTROL

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES
PROPOSED IMPACTS TO OPEN WATER AND WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT

ASSOCIATED WITH THE RESTORATION AND REVITALIZATION OF THE
PORT OF GULFPORT, HARRISON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This District has received an application for a Department of the Army permit pursuant to Section 10 of the
River and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 103 of the Marine Protection,
Research and Sanctuaries Act. Please communicate this information to interested parties.

APPLICANT: Mississippi State Port Authority
Attention: Mr. Joe Conn
Post Office Box 40
Gulfport, Mississippi 39502

AGENT: Volkert, Inc.
Attention: Mr. Henry Malec
Post Office Box 7434
Mobile, Alabama 36670

WATERWAY: Mississippi Sound, Port of Gulfport, Section 9, Township 8 South, Range 11 West,
Harrison County, Mississippi (Latitude 30.3557 North, Longitude -89.0977 West).

WORK: The applicant, Mississippi State Port Authority (MSPA) proposes impacts to
approximately 700 acres of open water bottom in Mississippi Sound associated with the Port of
Gulfport Restoration and Revitalization Program. Construction would consist of the filling of
open water bottom, dredging operations, construction of a new turning basin and other items. The
purpose of the proposal is for the restoration and revitalization of the existing port facility
associated with a Community Development Block Grant through the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development in the amount not to exceed $570 million. This grant money would be
made available from the Mississippi Development Authority (MDA) to the MSPA, the State
agency responsible for the infrastructure, management and operation of the Port, through a sub-
recipient agreement. As the recipient of this funding, MSPA and its tenants would restore the
Port of Gulfport from severe damage sustained by Hurricane Katrina, with the applicant’s long-
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term intent to develop a world class maritime facility. Construction of the improved port facilities
would support the creation of new jobs for low to moderate income workers. The proposed
project would consider the existing MSPA port facilities in the proposed project. It would also
include the 84-acre fill area that was originally authorized under Department of the Army permit
MS96-02828-U. Sixty acres of the 84-acre fill area is currently under construction and should be
completed by November 2010. The expected start date for filling the remaining authorized 24
acres is November 2010.

The proposed project would require construction of wharves/piers, bulkheads and breakwater
structures for the restoration and revitalization of the Port. Approximately 12,660 linear feet of
marginal wharf (pier structure) would be constructed around the proposed Turning Basin and
along the eastern edge of the west fill area. The wharf/pier is proposed to be constructed of a steel
sheet pile wall along the breasting line (front face of the wharf) and filled behind with soil with an
asphalt paved surface. The wharf would be approximately 130 feet wide and constructed at
elevation +9.5 feet North American Vertical Datum (NAVD 1988). Directly behind the 130-foot-
wide wharf, a retaining wall structure would be constructed to allow the backland areas to be
constructed at approximately elevation +25 feet NAVD 88.

Approximately 7,590 linear feet of riprap breakwater would be constructed along the east side of
the ship channel to provide wave protection for the proposed project. The breakwater would vary
from 98 to 102 feet wide at its base with a top width of 10 feet and a top elevation of +10 feet
NAVD 88. Hydrodynamic models and possibly ship models would be used to determine the need
for and the final dimensions of the breakwater, if required.

The proposed project would require the filling of approximately 700 acres of open water bottoms
for the restoration and revitalization of the facility. Approximately 38,400,000 cubic yards (CY)
of predominately sandy fill material would be required. The fill material would come from
commercial borrow pits and/or through the use of dredged material from channel dredging
projects, excess excavated material from road construction projects and other approved sources.

Armor protection would be provided on the exposed faces of the proposed fill that are not
protected by a bulkhead. Breakwater construction would require placing approximately 224,000
CY of riprap on approximately 17.4 acres of open water bottoms.

According to the applicant, the project as proposed would require modification of the existing
Federally authorized Gulfport Harbor Navigation project, specifically the Turning Basin. The
proposed project would require dredging for a portion of the new turning basin, for access to the
new berths and the North Harbor Cut (navigation/circulation/water quality/fish passage channel).
Dredging for the portion of the new Turning Basin located outside the authorized Federal project
would require dredging approximately 160,000 CY. The dredged material structurally suitable
would be used for fill on the project site. Any material not structurally suitable would be
evaluated for potential beneficial use. Material not suitable for beneficial use would be disposed of
in an approved ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS). Material suitable for beneficial
use would be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area southeast of Cat Island or in another
approved area.
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Dredging for access to the new berths would require dredging approximately 16,200,000 CY.
Dredged material structurally suitable would be used for fill on the project site. Any material not
structurally suitable would be evaluated for potential beneficial use. Material not suitable for
beneficial use would be disposed of in an approved ODMDS. Material suitable for beneficial use
would be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area southeast of Cat Island or in another
approved area.

Dredging for access to the North Harbor Cut would require excavation and dredging
approximately 1,900,000 CY. Most of the material is structurally suitable and would be used for
fill on the project site. Any material not structurally suitable would be evaluated for potential
beneficial use. Material not suitable for beneficial use would be disposed of in an approved
ODMDS. Material suitable for beneficial use would be placed in the Littoral Zone Disposal Area
southeast of Cat Island or in another approved area.

The existing Commercial Small Craft Channel and Harbor located on the west side of the
proposed project would be abandoned. Based on permitting challenges to rebuild the destroyed
harbor facilities, the lack of public funds and the uncertainty for the economic justification for the
harbor, the Port has decided to not rebuild the small craft harbor. In addition, if the proposed
project is authorized, the Commercial Small Craft Channel and Harbor may have to be
demolished. If the channel and harbor are abandoned, Congressional authorization would be
required.

At this time, the applicant has stated there are no specific secondary or future development
projects the proposed project is designed to support. However, it was stated by the applicant
development of this facility may generate secondary development such as warehouses and value
added distribution centers. Deepening and widening of the Gulfport Harbor Federal Navigation
Channel is not required to support the project as proposed at this time but would likely be
required before any future long-term development of the proposed facility.

The Mississippi Department of Transportation 1-10 Connector Road between 1-10 and the Port is
planned to support the existing facilities. Alternative routes may be considered by the applicant
for the extreme southern end of the Connector Road to establish a better tie in to the Port. The
MSPA will also evaluate potential improvements to the rail lines between the port and I-10.

EXISTING CONDITIONS: The proposed construction for the restoration and revitalization is
located in the Port of Gulfport. The project area is located in a highly industrialized and
commercialized area of Gulfport. The project area includes marine facilities for fishing vessels,
recreational vessels, a U.S. Coast Guard station and ocean-going freighters.

The Port of Gulfport is located on the north shore of Mississippi Sound. Mississippi Sound is a
shallow estuary approximately 80 miles long by 9 miles wide which is separated from the Gulf of
Mexico by a chain of barrier islands. Mississippi Sound has an average water depth of 10 feet,
with over 99 percent of Mississippi Sound is less than 20 feet deep. The Port includes an East
Terminal, Central Support Area, West Terminal and a Commercial Small Craft Harbor. The
harbor basin is divided into the inner harbor (water depth of -32 feet) and the outer harbor (water
depth -36 feet). One casino operates within the Port. Access to the Port is provided by a
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Federally-maintained ship channel (water depth -36 feet) and a small craft channel (water depth -
8 feet). Located to the east of the Port is a recreational small craft harbor, yacht club, city park
and a U.S. Coast Guard Station. A public beach is located to the west of the Port. The northern
boundary of the Port is Highway 90.

PROJECT PURPOSE: The applicant stated the following for their project purpose and need:
“The purpose of the proposed project is to restore the Port of Gulfport from severe damage
sustained from Hurricane Katrina and to protect it from future damage while restoring the MSPA
into a world class maritime facility. The enhancements to the Port would ensure it would be a
large sustainable economic engine for the State of Mississippi. The proposed project will facilitate
the revitalization of the existing port facility and related public infrastructure and facilities,
minimize future storm damage by elevating the Port to +25’, provide for the long-term recovery of
the operating capacity of the port and make jobs available to low-to-moderate-income workers.

As a result of Hurricane Katrina, approximately $5 billion in Federal aid was appropriated to the
State of Mississippi to assist in recovery and rebuilding efforts. The MSPA was designated as a
key element in these efforts and funds have been obligated to establish a sustainable port facility
capable of repositioning itself in the maritime marketplace. The restoration of the Port is crucial
to the economy and long-term recovery of the State of Mississippi and the Gulf Coast region in
particular. The MSPA is responsible for the daily operations and infrastructure of the Port. Loss
in operating capacity as a result of Hurricane Katrina has directly impacted the number of job
opportunities at the Port. In 2005, before Hurricane Katrina, there were 3,200 direct, induced
and indirect maritime jobs associated with the Port. Currently, there are 2,000. The Port of
Gulfport Restoration Program provides funding to the MSPA to facilitate the restoration of public
infrastructure and publicly-owned facilities destroyed by Hurricane Katrina, to minimize future
damage to the Port and to provide for the long-term recovery and revitalization of the operating
capacity of the Port.”

The Corps initially determined the basic project purpose is for the construction and revitalization
of an existing port facility and would be considered a water dependent activity.

ALTERNATIVES: The agent representing the applicant stated alternatives to the proposed
action will be considered. Additional evaluation of alternatives regarding the project as proposed
would be evaluated throughout the review process by the Corps and cooperating agencies.

MITIGATION: The applicant stated the following for a compensatory mitigation concept: “A
detailed mitigation plan will be developed during the permit and NEPA review process. The
conceptual plan for development of the detailed mitigation plan includes using the Mississippi
Coastal Improvements Program (MsCIP) and Mississippi Department of Marine Resources
(DMR) Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) as resources. Coastal restoration projects
evaluated under these programs, which were not chosen for implementation, will be considered
for inclusion in the detailed mitigation plan for the proposed project. Other options include the
possibility of enhancing coastal marshes located in the Hancock County Marshes Coastal
Preserve, part of the State’s coastal preserve program, subsidizing the creation of near shore
reefs, deployment of derelict vessels within the fish havens, clutch plants for existing oyster reefs,
management of coastal preserves, acquisitions of new properties to be included in the coastal
preserve program and testing dredged material for potential beneficial use. Other potential
mitigation options recommended by the resource agencies and the public will also be considered
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for inclusion in the detailed plan. Finally, the MSPA’s Environmental Consultant may
recommend additional potential mitigation sites. A draft Conceptual Mitigation Plan will be
developed and coordinated with the resource agencies for review and comment. The level of
mitigation will likely be based on best professional judgment since there is currently no accepted
methodology for evaluating water column and water bottom impacts”.

Final compensatory mitigation will be evaluated by the Corps and cooperating resource agencies
throughout the review process for the proposed project.

The applicant has applied for certification from the State of Mississippi in accordance with Section
401(a) (1) of the Clean Water Act and upon completion of the required advertising, a determination
relative to certification will be made.

The applicant has applied for coastal zone consistency from the State of Mississippi Department of
Marine Resources in accordance with Section 57-15-6 of the Mississippi Code Annotated.

This public notice is being distributed to all known interested persons in order to assist in developing
facts on which a decision by the Corps can be based. For accuracy and completeness of the record, all
data in support of or in opposition to the proposed work should be submitted in writing setting forth
sufficient detail to furnish a clear understanding of the reasons for support or opposition. The decision
whether to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the probable impact, including cumulative
impacts, of the proposed activity on the public interest. That decision will reflect the national concern
for both protection and utilization of important resources.

The benefit which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal must be balanced against its
reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered,
including the cumulative effects thereof; among those are conservation, economics, aesthetics, general
environmental concerns, wetlands, cultural values, fish and wildlife values, protected species, flood
hazards, flood plain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, water
supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food production and in general, the needs
and welfare of the people.

The Corps is soliciting comments from the public; Federal, State and local agencies and officials; Indian
Tribes; and other interested parties in order to consider and evaluate the impacts of this proposed
activity. Any comments received will be considered by the Corps to determine whether to issue,
modify, condition or deny a permit for this proposal. To make this decision, comments are used to
assess impacts on endangered species, historic properties, water quality, general environmental effects
and the other public interest factors listed above. Comments are used in the preparation of an
Environmental Assessment and/or an Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act. Comments are also used to determine the need for a public hearing and to
determine the overall public interest of the proposed activity. Any person may request, in writing, within
the comment period specified in this notice, that a public hearing be held for consideration of this
application. Requests for public hearings shall state with particularity, the reasons for holding a public
hearing.

Evaluation of the probable impacts involving deposits of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States will include the application of guidelines established by the Administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.
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The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) will be consulted for properties listed in or eligible for
the National Register which would be affected by the proposed work. Copies of this notice are being
sent to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the U.S. Department of the Interior, National
Park Service, Division of Archeological Services for further consultation and comments. Previous
investigations for the facility have determined that no properties are listed in or eligible for listing in the
NRHP. In accordance with Appendix C of 33 CFR Part 325, the Corps has determined that the permit
area is the full area of development for the overall project footprint. The Corps will consult with in-
house expertise and if needed the SHPO to make a final determination based upon this review
unless comment to this notice is received documenting that significant sites or properties exist
which may be affected by this work or that adequately documents that a potential exists for the
location of significant sites or properties within the permit area.

Preliminary review of this application and the U.S. Department of the Interior List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants indicate the proposed activity will require additional evaluation on the
species, Gulf Sturgeon. Further evaluation will be performed to determine the potential impact to critical
habitat and/or additional species. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires the
evaluation of impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) of estuarine species. This notice initiates the EFH
informal consultation notification of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act. Further coordination with the NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) will be
performed on the proposed project. Formal consultation with both the NMFS and the FWS may be
required as additional information is gathered and coordination is performed.

Correspondence concerning this Public Notice should refer to Public Notice Number SAM-2009-01768-
DMY and should be directed to the District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Mobile, Attention:
Mr. Damon M. Young, P.G., Post Office Box 2288, Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001, Attention: Coastal
Branch, with a copy to the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Pollution
Control, Attention: Ms. Florance Watson, P.E., Post Office Box 2261, Jackson, Mississippi 39225
and the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources, Attention: Ms. Jennifer Whittmann, 1141
Bayview Avenue, Suite 101, Biloxi, Mississippi 39530, in time to be received within 30 days of the date
of this public notice.

If you have any questions concerning this publication, you may contact the project manager for this
application, Mr. Damon M. Young, P.G. (damon.m.young@usace.army.mil), phone (251) 690-2658.
Please refer to the above Public Notice number.

For additional information about our Regulatory Program, please visit our web site at:

www.sam.usace.army.mil/rd/reg and please take a moment to complete our customer satisfaction survey
while you’re there. Your responses are appreciated and will allow us to improve our services.

MOBILE DISTRICT
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Enclosures


http://www.sam.usace.army.mil/RD/reg
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services listed below from nonprofit
agencies employing persons who are
blind or have other severe disabilities.

Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification

I certify that the following action will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The major factors considered for this
certification were:

1. If approved, the action will not
result in any additional reporting,
recordkeeping or other compliance
requirements for small entities other
than the small organizations that will
furnish the services to the Government.

2. If approved, the action will result
in authorizing small entities to furnish
the services to the Government.

3. There are no known regulatory
alternatives which would accomplish
the objectives of the Javits-Wagner-
O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46—48c) in
connection with the services proposed
for addition to the Procurement List.

Comments on this certification are
invited. Commenters should identify the
statement(s) underlying the certification
on which they are providing additional
information.

End of Certification

The following services are proposed
for addition to Procurement List for
production by the nonprofit agencies
listed:

Services

Service Type/Location: Base Supply Center,
Rock Island Arsenal, 3154 Rodman
Avenue, Rock Island, IL.

NPA: Association for Retarded Citizens of
Rock Island County, Rock Island, IL.

Contracting Activity: DEPT OF THE ARMY,
SR W0K8 USA ROCK ISL ARSENAL,
ROCK ISLAND, IL.

Service Type/Location: Base Operations
Support, Mark Center Campus,
Alexandria, VA.

NPA: Service Source Inc., Alexandria, VA
(prime); CW Resources Inc., New Britain,
CT (subcontractor); Able Forces, Front
Royal, VA (subcontractor).

Contracting Activity: Department of Defense,
Acquisition Directorate, Washington
Headquarters Service, Washington, DC.

Service Type/Location: Central Issue Facility
Service, Fort Hood, TX.

NPA: Skookum Educational Programs,
Bremerton, WA.

Contracting Activity: Department of the
Army, Mission & Installation Contracting
Command Center, Fort Sam Houston,
TX.

Service Type/Location: Mail Management
Support Service, Philadelphia Naval
Business Center, Official Mail Center
Carderock, Philadelphia, PA.

NPA: NewView Oklahoma, Inc., Oklahoma
City, OK (prime); ServiceSource, Inc.,
Alexandria, VA (subcontractor); Naval
Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division, Ship Systems Engineering

Station, Official Mail Center Carderock,
West Bethesda, MD.

NPA: NewView Oklahoma, Inc., Oklahoma
City, OK.

Contracting Activity: Department of the Navy,
Commander, Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, San Diego, CA.

Deletion

Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification

I certify that the following action will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The major factors considered for this
certification were:

1. If approved, the action will not
result in additional reporting,
recordkeeping or other compliance
requirements for small entities.

2. If approved, the action may result
in authorizing small entities to furnish
the service to the Government.

3. There are no known regulatory
alternatives which would accomplish
the objectives of the Javits-Wagner-
O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46—48c) in
connection with the service proposed
for deletion from the Procurement List.

End of Certification

The following service is proposed for
deletion from the Procurement List:

Service

Service Type/Location: Recycling Service,
Veterans Affairs Medical Center, 1500
East Woodrow Wilson Drive, Jackson,
MS.

NPA: Goodwill Industries of Mississippi,
Inc., Ridgeland, MS.

Contracting Activity: Department of Veterans
Affairs, NAC, Hines, IL.

Patricia Briscoe,
Deputy Director, Business Operations.

[FR Doc. 2011-5616 Filed 3—10-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6353-01-P

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY
COMMISSION

Sunshine Act Meeting Notice

TIME AND DATE: Wednesday, March 16,
2011; 10 a.m.—11 a.m.
PLACE: Hearing Room 420, Bethesda
Towers, 4330 East West Highway,
Bethesda, Maryland.
STATUS: Closed to the Public.
MATTER TO BE CONSIDERED:

Compliance Status Report

The Commission staff will brief the
Commission on the status of compliance
matters. For a recorded message
containing the latest agenda
information, call (301) 504—7948.
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Todd A. Stevenson, Office of the
Secretary, U.S. Consumer Product

Safety Commission, 4330 East West
Highway, Bethesda, MD 20814, (301)
504—-7923.

Dated: March 8, 2011.
Todd A Stevenson,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2011-5777 Filed 3-9-11; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE 6355-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

Intent To Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Port of
Gulfport Expansion Project, Harrison
County, MS (Department of the Army
Permit Number SAM-2009-1768-DMY)

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
DoD.

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Mobile District (USACE)
announces its intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
to assess the potential environmental
impacts associated with the
construction and operation of a project
proposed by the Mississippi State Port
Authority (MSPA). As part of the NEPA
process, the Mississippi Development
Authority (MDA) will be a cooperating
agency in the preparation of the EIS.
The National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) has expressed interest in acting
as a cooperating agency in the
preparation of the EIS.

The proposed project as described in
the application filed on March 17, 2010,
proposed filling approximately 700
acres of open-water benthic habitat.
Since submittal of the application, the
proposed project footprint has been
modified by the MSPA to reduce the
overall potential fill required for
implementation and to not include any
impacts to the Gulfport Harbor Federal
Navigation Channel or Turning Basin.
The currently proposed project involves
filling of up to 400 acres of open-water
bottom in the Mississippi Sound, the
construction of wharfs, bulkheads,
terminal facilities, container storage
areas, intermodal container transfer
facilities, dredging and dredged material
disposal and infrastructure, and
construction of a breakwater of
approximately 4,000 linear feet. The
proposed expanded port facility will be
elevated 25 feet above sea level to
provide protection against future
tropical storm surge events.

The EIS will evaluate the potential
impacts of the proposed project,
connected actions, and alternatives. The
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EIS will also assist the USACE in
deciding whether to issue a Department
of the Army permit.

The purpose of this Notice of Intent
(NOI) is to inform and educate the
public of the proposed project; invite
public participation in the EIS process;
announce the plans for a public scoping
meeting; solicit public comments for
consideration in establishing the scope
and content of the EIS; and provide
notice of potential impacts to open-
water benthic habitats.

DATES: A scoping meeting will be held
on March 31, 2011. Comments will be
accepted in written format at the
scoping meeting or via mail/e-mail until
April 11, 2011, to ensure consideration.
Late comments will be considered to the
extent practicable.

ADDRESSES: The scoping meeting will be
held at the Fleming Education Center
Auditorium at the University of
Southern Mississippi’s Gulf Park
Campus, 730 East Beach Boulevard,
Long Beach, Mississippi. Written
comments regarding the proposed EIS
scope should be addressed to Mr.
Damon M. Young, P.G. USACE, Mobile
District, Post Office Box 2288, Mobile,
Alabama 36628. Individuals who would
like to electronically provide comments
should contact Mr. Young by electronic
mail: port.gulfporteis@usace.army.mil.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information about this project, to be
included on the mailing list for future
updates and meeting announcements, or
to receive a copy of the DRAFT EIS
when it is issued, contact Damon M.
Young, P.G., at the USACE at (251) 690-
2658 or the address provided above. Mr.
Ewing Milam, at the MDA can also be
contacted for additional information at
P.O. Box 849, Jackson, Mississippi,
39205-0849, telephone 601.359.2157 or
by electronic mail at
emilam@mississippi.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Background: The Gulfport Harbor
Navigation Project was adopted by the
River and Harbors Act approved on July
3, 1930 (House Document Number 692,
69th Congress, 2nd session) and the
River and Harbors Act approved on June
30, 1948 (House Document Number 112,
81st Congress, 1st session). Construction
of the existing Gulfport Harbor
commenced in 1932 and was completed
in 1950. Authorization to conduct
improvements to the existing harbor
was issued in the Fiscal Year 1985
Supplemental Appropriations Act
(Public Law 99-88). The Water
Resources Development Acts (WRDAs)
1986 and 1988 further modified the
previous authorization to cover
widening and deepening and thin-layer

disposal, respectively. The authorized
deepening was completed in 1993.
Currently, there is an ongoing Federal
action to widen the channel to the
Federally authorized dimensions of 300
feet in the Mississippi Sound Channel
and 400 feet in the Bar Channel. A
Department of the Army Permit MS96—
02828-U was issued in 1998 authorizing
an 84-acre expansion to fill the West
Pier to construct new tenant terminals
and infrastructure. Phases I and II are
currently under construction. Phase III
is expected to begin in late 2011.

On August 29, 2005, Hurricane
Katrina made landfall on the
Mississippi Gulf Coast, resulting in one
of the most significant natural disasters
in the United States. The Port of
Gulfport was severely impacted by the
storm. The electrical power supply,
roads, water, sewer, rail, small craft
harbor fendering systems, navigational
aids, and lighting and security systems
were all destroyed or damaged beyond
repair. According to the MSPA, the Port
is currently operational at this time but
it is not capable of withstanding another
major hurricane without significant
rehabilitation.

2. Location: The proposed Port of
Gulfport Expansion Project is located in
the City of Gulfport, Harrison County,
Mississippi. The proposed project is
approximately 80 miles west of Mobile,
Alabama, and 80 miles east of New
Orleans, Louisiana. The Port
encompasses approximately 184 acres
and is located within 5 miles of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) and
approximately 7 miles south of
Interstate Highway 10.

3. Work: The proposed project
involves filling of up to 400 acres of
open-water bottom in the Mississippi
Sound, the construction of wharfs,
bulkheads, terminal facilities, container
storage areas, intermodal container
transfer facilities, dredging and dredged
material disposal and infrastructure,
construction of a breakwater of
approximately 4,000 linear feet, and
may include additional improvements
identified at the public scoping meeting.
The proposed expanded port facility
will be elevated 25 feet above sea level
to provide protection against future
tropical storm surge events. A
Department of the Army permit is
required for the proposed project,
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251), Section 10
of the River and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C.
403), and Section 103 of the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries
Act (33 U.S.C. 1401-1445, 16 U.S.C.
1431 et seq., also 33 U.S.C. 1271).

An Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the

National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.), and the Council on
Environmental Quality NEPA
regulations (40 CFR parts 1500—1508) to
assess the potential environmental
impacts associated with the
construction and operation of a project
proposed by the Mississippi State Port
Authority (MSPA).

4. Need: According to the MSPA, this
project will enhance Mississippi’s
standing in the global economy by
repositioning the Port into a sustainable,
world-class maritime facility for future
generations. This project is needed to
expand the Port’s current footprint,
which will include the construction of
wharfs, bulkheads, terminal facilities,
container storage areas, intermodal
container transfer facilities, dredging
and dredged material disposal and
infrastructure. Specific alternatives will
be developed as part of the EIS process
and feedback provided during project
scoping.

5. Affected Environment:
Environmental characteristics that may
be affected by the proposed project
include geological, chemical, biological,
physical, socioeconomic, and
commercial and recreational activities.
Offshore, the navigation channel
extends 20 miles south into the Gulf of
Mexico, passing close to the western
end of Ship Island. On-shore, the
regional environment is characterized as
Coastal Lowlands, and the shore area,
where not developed, consists typically
of gently undulating swampy plains.
The beach area is man-made and
bordered by constructed seawalls. The
existing Port, as part of the man-made
environment of Gulfport, is constructed
on fill material. The Gulfport area is
well developed. Beyond the seawalls are
extensive commercial and residential
developments. The near-shore area is
known for its valuable resources as a
productive fishery and is also utilized
extensively for commercial and
recreational shipping and boating.

6. Applicable Environmental Laws
and Policies: The proposed project
could result in both beneficial and
negative environmental impacts. These
impacts will be evaluated in the EIS in
accordance with applicable
environmental laws and policies, which
include NEPA; WRDA; Endangered
Species Act (ESA); Clean Water Act;
Clean Air Act; U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act; National Historic
Preservation Act; Coastal Barrier
Resources Act; Magnuson—Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act; Coastal Zone Management Act;
Marine, Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act; Rivers and Harbors
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Act; National Marine Sanctuaries Act;
Fishery Conservation Act; Marine
Mammal Protection Act; Executive
Order 12898, Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations; Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risk (among other Executive Orders);
and Ports and Waterways Safety Act.

7. Preliminary Identification of
Environmental Issues: The following list
of nine environmental issues has been
tentatively identified for analysis in the
EIS. This list, which was developed
during preliminary internal scoping, has
been included with the permit
application filed for the proposed
project. This list (and information from
similar projects) is neither intended to
be all inclusive nor a predetermined set
of potential impacts, but is presented to
facilitate public comment on the
planned scope of the EIS. Additions to
or deletions may occur as a result of the
public scoping process. Preliminary
identified environmental issues include
but are not limited to the loss of aquatic
resource (impact to potential submerged
and shoreline aquatic habitat); water
quality, coastal zone consistency,
hydrodynamic modeling, threatened
and endangered species (including
critical habitat and essential fish and
shellfish habitat), air quality,
alternatives, secondary and cumulative
impacts, socioeconomics, and
mitigation.

8. Scoping meeting: To ensure that all
of the issues related to this proposed
project are addressed, the USACE will
conduct a public scoping meeting in
which agencies, organizations, and
members of the general public are
invited to present comments or
suggestions with regard to the range of
actions, alternatives, and potential
impacts to be considered in the EIS. The
scoping meeting will be held at the
Fleming Education Center Auditorium
at the University of Southern
Mississippi’s Gulf Park Campus, 730
East Beach Boulevard, Long Beach,
Mississippi, on March 31, 2011. The
scoping meeting will begin with an
informal open house from 5:30 p.m. to
6:30 p.m. followed by a formal
presentation of the proposed action and
a description of the NEPA process.
Comments will be accepted following
the formal presentation until 8 p.m.
Displays and other forms of information
about the proposed action will be
available, and the USACE, the MSPA
and the MDA personnel will be present
at the informal session to discuss the
proposed project and the EIS Process.
The USACE invites comments on the
proposed scope and content of the EIS

from all interested parties. Verbal
transcribers will be available at the
scoping meeting to accept verbal
comments following the formal
presentation until 8:00 p.m. A time limit
will be imposed on verbal comments.

9. DRAFT EIS: 1t is anticipated that a
DRAFT EIS will be made available for
public review in late calendar year 2011
or early 2012.

Dated: February 24, 2011.

Craig J. Litteken,

Chief, Regulatory Division.

[FR Doc. 2011-5672 Filed 3—10-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Credit Enhancement for Charter
School Facilities Program; Office of
Innovation and Improvement;
Overview Information; Credit
Enhancement for Charter School
Facilities Program; Notice Inviting
Applications for New Awards for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2011

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
(CFDA) Number: 84.354A.

Dates:

Applications Available: March 11,
2011.

Date of Pre-Application Meeting:
April 4, 2011 at 9:00 a.m., Washington,
DC time.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: May 10, 2011.

Deadline for Intergovernmental
Review: July 9, 2011.

Full Text of Announcement
I. Funding Opportunity Description

Purpose of Program: This program
provides grants to eligible entities to
permit them to enhance the credit of
charter schools so that the charter
schools can access private-sector and
other non-Federal capital in order to
acquire, construct, and renovate
facilities at a reasonable cost. Grants
awarded under this program will be of
sufficient size, scope, and quality to
enable the grantees to implement
effective strategies for reaching this
objective.

Priorities: This competition includes
one competitive preference priority and
one invitational priority that are
explained in the following paragraphs.
In accordance with 34 CFR
75.105(b)(2)(ii), the competitive
preference priority is from the
regulations for this program (34 CFR
225.12).

Competitive Preference Priority: For
FY 2011 and any subsequent year in
which we make awards from the list of

unfunded applicants from this
competition, this priority is a
competitive preference priority. Under
34 CFR 75.105(c)(2)(i) we award up to
an additional 15 points to an
application, depending on how well the
application meets this priority.

This priority is:

The capacity of charter schools to
offer public school choice in those
communities with the greatest need for
school choice based on—

(1) The extent to which the applicant
would target services to geographic
areas in which a large proportion or
number of public schools have been
identified for improvement, corrective
action, or restructuring under Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended
(ESEA);

(2) The extent to which the applicant
would target services to geographic
areas in which a large proportion of
students perform below proficient on
State academic assessments; and

(3) The extent to which the applicant
would target services to communities
with large proportions of students from
low-income families.

Invitational Priority: For FY 2011 and
any subsequent year in which we make
awards from the list of unfunded
applicants from this competition, this
priority is an invitational priority.
Under 34 CFR 75.105(c)(1) we do not
give an application that meets this
priority a competitive or absolute
preference over other applications.

This priority is:

Applications that propose a grant
project that uses competitive market
forces to obtain the best rates and terms
on financing for charter schools in order
for the charter schools to acquire,
construct, and renovate facilities while
using the least amount of grant funds.

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 7223—
7223j.

Applicable Regulations: (a) The
Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) in
34 CFR parts 74, 75, 77, 79, 80, 81, 82,
84, 85, 86, 97, 98, and 99. (b) The
regulations for this program in 34 CFR
part 225.

Note: The regulations in 34 CFR part 79
apply to all applicants except federally
recognized Indian tribes.

Note: The regulations in 34 CFR part 86
apply to institutions of higher education
only.

II. Award Information
Type of Award: Discretionary grants.
Estimated Available Funds: The
Administration’s budget request for FY
2011 does not include funds for this
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April 8, 2013

Mr. Damon M. Young, Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Mobile District

Post Office Box 2288

Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001

RE: Departiment of the Army Permit Application SAM-2009-1768-DMY

Dear Mr. Young:

The Mississippi State Port Authority (MSPA) has discussed internally the option of adding the
Federal Navigation Channel (FNC) to the Third Party Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
currently being prepared to meet the long-term throughput goals of the Port. The goal of MSPA
is to build a maximum efficiency port facility capable of handling a container traffic volume of
two million twenty-foot equivalent units (TIEUs) per year. This could be accomplished with the
current EIS alternative for maximum efficiency and a deeper FNC; as such there is a need to
revise the original permit application to include a deeper FNC.

Supporting details for the update to the permit application are contained in the attached revised
permit application form and addendum information. The proposed maximum efficiency project
will contribute substantially to achieving a robust facility that is capable of increasing throughput
consistent with goals of MSPA to stimulate economic growth and produce additional

employment opportunities.

2510 14TH STREET / SUITE 1450 / P.O. BOX 40 / GULFPORT, MS 39501 / 39502 / TELEPHONE (228) 865-4300 / FAX {228) 865-4307 / 4335 / TOLL FREE 877-881-4367



If you have any questions regarding this request or if you need more information please contact
me at 228-865-4300. Thank you for your assistance with this extremely important project for the

State of Mississippi.

Sincerely,

[ e

oseph O. Conn, P.E.
Director, Port Restoration

Cc: Bureau of Wetlands Permitting, Department of Marine Resources
Dairector, Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality

Ewing Milam, Mississippi Development Authority
N. D, "Skeeter” McClure, Volkert, Inc.
Elizabeth Calvit, CH2M HILL

Attachments



JOINT APPLICATION AND NOTIFICATION

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY/OFFICE OF POLLUTION CONTROL

This form is to be used for proposed activities in waters of the United States in Mississippiand | 1. Date 04 05 2013
for the erection of structures on suitable sites for water dependent industry. Note that some 63—05—2046—
items, as indicated, apply only to projects located in the coastal area of Hancock, Harrison and | month day year
Jackson Counties.

2. Applicant name, mailing address, phone Agent name, mailing address, phone number 3. Official use only
number and email address: and email address: COE
Mississippi State Port Authority “otkertine. same as applicant DMR
P.O. Box 40 P-OBox7434
Gulfport, Mississippi 39502 MobiteAtabame-36670 DEQ
(228) 865-4300 (251-342-1070 AQ5
jconn@shipmspa.com +metec@votiert-eonr
Attn: Joe Conn DATE RECEIVED
4. Project location
30th Avenue at U.S 90 ‘ _ Gulfport
Street Address City/Community i
Name of Waterway_Mississippi Sound Latitude 30" 21" 40.28" N Longitude (if known) 89" 05’ 49.99"W
Geographic location: Section_9 Township 8 S Range_11W County_Harrison

5. Project description

New work Maintenance work |:|

Dredgin

Chgnngel length_See Attached  idth_See Altached _ gyisting depth_See Attached  proposed depth_See Attacht
gCanal length width, existing depth proposed depth

DBoat Slip length width existing depth, proposed depth

LIMarina length width existing depth proposed depth
L_IOther-Mooring Basin length width existing depth proposed depth

Cubic yards of material to be removed_t8:286:866 44,755,000 Type of material_S2nd/silt/clay
Location of spoil disposal area_Within fill area, Littoral Zone Disposal Area Southeast of Cat Island, Guifport ODMDSs (See attached)

Dimensions of spoil area See attached. Method of excavation Mechanical and/or Hydraulic Dredge
How will excavated material be contained?_Earth containment dike
Construction of structures

Bulkhead Total length+3:73¢' 3,500' Height above water_9.5'

Pier length_t2:666' 3,500' width_130' height_9-5'

__| Boat Ramp length width slope
Boat House length width height
ﬂStructures on designed sites for water dependent industry (Coastal area only). Explain in item 11 or include as
attachment. 42:666* 3,500 of retaining wall to+25',22:460 5,500' feet of shoreline revetment and %598 4,000’ linear feet of
Other (explain)_breakwater B
Filling
Dimensions of fill area -84 200 acres of water bottoms

Cubic yards of fill_38:586:666 13,200,000 Type of fill_sand, silts and clays
Other regulated activities (i.e. Seismic exploration, burning or clearing of marsh) Explain.




6.

Additional information relating to the proposed activit
Does project area contain any marsh vegetation? Yes I'i'J No
(If yes, explain)
Is any portion of the activity for which authorization is sought now complete? Yes No_L_I
(If yes, explain) See attached.
Month and year activity took place_On-going
If project is for maintenance work on existing structures or existing channels, describe legal authorization for the existing
work. Provide permit number, dates or other form(s) of authorization._NA
Has any agency denied approval for the activity described herein or for any activity that is directly related to the activity
described herein?
YesD_ No(lf yes, explain)
7. Project schedule
Proposed start date_*2/3#42 1/1/2016 Proposed completion date_12/31/19
Expected completion date (or development timetable) for any projects dependent on the activity described herein.
8. Estimated cost of the project_voro-Miton_5700 Milllon
9. Describe the purpose of this project. Describe the relationship between this project and any secondary or future
development the project is designed to support._See attached.
Intended use: Private_L_1  CommercialL¥_| __ Public Other (Explain)
10. Describe the public benefits of the proposed activity and of the projects dependent on the proposed activity.
Also describe the extent of public use of the proposed project.
See attached.
11. Narrative Project Description:

See attached.



12. Provide the names and addresses of the adjacent property owners. Also identify the property owners on the plan
view of the drawing described in Attachment "A". (Attach additicnal sheets if necessary.)

1. See attached. 2,

13. List all approvals or certifications received or applied for from Federal, State and Local agencies for any structures,
construction, discharges, deposits or other activities described in this application. Note that the signature in ltem
14 certifies that application has been made to or that permits are not required from the foliowing agencies. if
permits are not required, place N/A in the space for Type Approval.

Agency Type Approval Application Date Approval Date
Dept. of Environmental Quality water Quality Certification ~ March 9, 2010

Dept. of Marine Resources Coastal Zone Consistency March 9, 2010

Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 and 404 March 9, 2010

City/County

Other




14. Certification and signatures
Application is hereby made for authorization o conduct the activities described herein. | agree to provide any additional
information/data that may be necessary to provide reasonable assurance or evidence to show that the proposed project will
comply with the applicable state water quality standards or other environmental protection standards both during
canstruction and after the project is completed. | afso agree to provide entry to the project site for inspectors from the
environmental protection agencies for the purpose of making preliminary analyses of the site and monitoring permitted
works. | certify that [ am familiar with and responsible for the information contained in this application, and that to the best of
my knowtedge and belief, such information is true, complete and accurate. | further certify that | am the owner of the
property where the proposed project is located or that | have a legal interest in the property and that | have full legal

authority to seek this permit.

U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that. Whoeever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the
United States knowingly and willingly faisifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme or device a material fact or
makes any faise, fictitious or fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document
knowing same to contain any faise, fictitious or fraudulent statement or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or

imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

Mississippi Coastal Program (Coastal area only)

| certify that the proposed project for which authorization is sought complies with the approved Mississippi Coastal Program
and will be conducted in 2 manner consistent with the program.

///é”/? /'/%me’ /‘?Zﬂ/ / = 20/

/Blgnature of Applicant or Agent Date”




15. Fees

Payable to MS Dept. of Marine Resources Please include appropriate fees for all projects
$50.00 Single-family residential application fee proposed in coastal areas of Hancock, Harrison and
$500.00 Commercial application fee Jackson Counties.

Public notice fee may be required

16. If project is in Hancock, Harrison or Jackson Counties, send one completed copy of this application form and

appropriate fees listed in ltem 15 to:
Department of Marine Resources

Bureau of Wetlands Permitting
1141 Bayview Avenue
Biloxi, MS 39530
(228) 374-5000

if project {S NOT in Hancock, Harrison or Jackson Counties, send one completed copy of this application form to
each agency listed below:

Director
District Engineer District Engineer Mississippi Dept. of Environmental Quality
Mobile District Vicksburg District Office of Pollution Control
Attn: CESAM-RD Regulatory Branch .0. Box 10385
P.O. Box 2288 Attn: CEMVK-CD-F Jackson, MS 39289

Mobile, AL 36628-0001 4155 Clay Street
Vicksburg, MS 39183-3435

17. In addition to the completed application form, the following attachments are required:

Attachment "A" Drawings

Provide a vicinity map showing the location of the proposed site along with a written description of how to reach the site from
major highways or landmarks. Provide accurate drawings of the project site with proposed activities shown in detail. All
drawings must be to scale or with dimensions noted on drawings and must show a plan view and cross section or elevation.

Use 8 1/2 x 11" white paper or drawing sheet attached.

Attachment "B" Authorized Agent
If applicant desires to have an agent or consultant act in his behalf for permit coordination, a signed authorization
designating said agent must be provided with the application forms. The authorized agent named may sign the application

forms and the consistency statement.

Attachment "C" Environmental Assessment (Coastal Area Only)

Provide an appropriate report or statement assessing environmental impacts of the proposed activity and the final project
dependent on it. The project's effects on the wettands and the effects on the life dependent on them should be addregsed,
Also provide a complete description of any measures to be taken to reduce detrimental offsite effects to the coastal wetlands
during and after the proposed activity. Alternative analysis, minimization and mitigation information may be required to

complete project evaluation.

Attachment "D" Variance or Revisions to Mississippi Coastal Program (Coastal area only)
If the applicant is requesting a variance to the guidelines in Section 2, Part Hf or a revision to the Coastal Wetlands Use Plan
in Section 2, Part IV of the Rules, Regulations, Guidelines and Procedures of the Mississippi Coastal Program, a request

and justification must be provided.



Addendum to:

Department of the Army Permit Application SAM-2009-1768-DMY

Introduction

This addendum revises information contained in the original Gulfport Expansion permit
application filed with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer (USACE), Mobile District on March 17,
2010. Ongoing planning for port development, efforts supporting the permitting process and
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement have led to changes in the original
conceptual plan for Port expansion and identified a need in the future to deepen the Federal

Navigation Channel (FNC).

The goal of the Mississippi State Port Authority (MSPA} is to build a maximum efficiency port
facility capable of handling a container traffic volume of 2 million TEUs per year. This could be
accomplished within a reasonable time frame with the proposed expansion area features and a
deeper FNC. As such there is a need to revise the original permit application to include the
proposed maximum efficiency expansion project. Details of the maximum efficiency conceptual
plan and cross sections of the deeper FNC are shown in the revised Attachment A Drawings.

The permit application and Sections 5, 6, 9, 10, 11.2, 11.3, and 11.4 of Attachment - Additional
Information in the original permit application have been revised as appropriate. Revisions to
sections are noted as follows: deleted items are shown as strikethrough and additions are
shown as highlighted text. Other portions of the original permit application information remain
unchanged and are therefore not included in this addendum.

Revisions to original permit application “Attachment A” drawings include the following:

Figure 3 Proposed Plan New Figure

Figure 4 Typical Wharf and Fill Cross Section Revised new Grade line

Figure 5 North Harbor Cut Typical Cross Section Deleted and Replaced with Channel
Typical Section

Figure 6 ODMDS and Littoral Zone Disposal Areas Revised to add Pascagoula ODMDS

Figure 7 Typical Breakwater Section Revised length of Breakwater

Figure 8 Potential Beneficial Use Sites New Figure

Port of Gulfport Expansion Permit Modifications 1 4/5/2013



ATTACHMENT — ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (REVISED April 2013)

5. Additional information relating to the dredging

Channels Length Width Existing Depth | Proposed Depth
TorptraBasin Lalet Olbe-2000 — —Sed
Eeosthingdras £.0000 5E0 8000 | te2E -3et
blorthtedse-tur | 5580 56 e -t

Channels Length Width Existing Depth Proposed

Navigation Depth

Existing Turning 2640 1120 -32’ to -36’ -47

Basin

Turning Basin 3200' 1500’ -7 -47'
Expansion

Berthing Area 3600' 130' -7’ to -36’ -47'

Sound Channel 12 miles 300 -36’ -47'
Entrance Channel 8 miles 400 -38’ -49’

Note: Modification to the existing FNC includes deepening and possibly widening the channel. The need to widen
the channel will be based on the results of ship simulations. Two feet of advanced maintenance and two feet of
allowable over depth will be added to the navigation depths as standard requirements. Also, the proposed North

Harbor Cut is no longer a project feature.

6. Additional information relating to the proposed activity
The proposed project will incorporate the existing MSPA facilities into the proposed expansion
project. It will also include the 84-acre fill area authorized under Department of the Army

Permit MS96-02828-U. The entire 84 acre fill is currently under construction as part of the Port

of Gulfport Restoration Program W{B@}-aems—eﬁhe—%aem—ﬁ%ea—am—mmﬁly—uﬂdeﬁ

. The proposed

expansion prolect would require modlflcatlon of the existing federally authorized Gulfport

Harbor Navigation project. speeificaly-theFurring-Basi-
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9. Describe the purpose of this project. Describe the relationship between this project and
any secondary or future development the project is designed to support.
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developmentofthe Port:

The proposed project will include modifications to the authorized FNC and other navigation
features necessary for efficient port operations. These modifications will include the navigation
channel from the Gulf to the port facilities to support a navigable channel depth of 47 feet in
the Mississippi Sound and 49 feet in the Bar Channel plus advance maintenance and allowable
over depth requirements. Modification to navigation features adjacent to the port facilities
include deepening the existing Federal turning basin area and port berthing areas, a turning
basin expansion, and new berthing areas. The depth of these features will be appropriate to the
deeper navigation channel. Widening the channel may be requested based on results of
planned ship simulations. Final Channel design and associated environmental impacts will be
addressed during the permitting and Environmental Impact Statement process.

10. Describe the public benefits of the proposed activity and of the projects dependent on the
proposed activity. Also describe the extent of public use of the proposed project.

The proposed project will provide local, state and national economic benefits as well as
providing jobs for low-to-moderate-income individuals. Fhe-proposed-North-HarberCutwil

a ) - ) o a a )

The North harbor Cut is no longer a part of the Conceptual Plan. Access to the Yacht Basin on
the northeast side of the proposed project will be maintained.

11. Narrative Project Description

11.2 Dredging

The proposed project would require dredging to deepen and possibly widen the Federal
navigation project including the Gulf Entrance and Bar Channels, the Mississippi Sound Channel.
The existing Turning Basin would be deepened. Estimated volumes would be calculated based
on the results of ship simulations. dredgingfora-portion-ofthe-newturning basinforaccessto

o

r

Dredging will also be required for the Turning Basin Expansion and West Pier Expansion Berths.
Estimated dredging quantities for all of these features are shown in the following table.

DREDGING QUANTITIES

Dredging location Estimated Dredging Volume
(CY)
Federal Channel 33,000,000
Federal Turning Basin 2,200,000
West Pier Expansion Berths 900,000
Turning Basin Expansion 5,800,000
Total Volume 41,900,000

Port of Gulfport Expansion Permit Modifications 3 4/5/2013




Dredging activities also include the potential removal and disposal of soft sediments from the
proposed West Pier and East Pier Terminal Expansion footprints for geotechnical stability. It is
currently estimated that the West Pier Terminal Expansion will require removal of 2.3 million
cubic yards (CY) of material and the East Pier Terminal Expansion will require removal of
555,000 CY of material. Final determination of these dredging quantities will be based upon
additional geotechnical data analysis during the permitting and design process.

Maintenance dredging would be required for the proposed Turning Basin Expansion and new
berthing areas. Estimated maintenance dredging volumes would vary from 245,000 to 535,000
CY per year for the Turning Basin and 50,000 to 505,000 CY per year for berthing areas. The
range for both the dredging frequency and yearly volumes would be affected by seasonal,
subtropical, and tropical storm events that could significantly impact these areas. It is assumed
that regular maintenance of the FNC would be carried out by USACE.

projectwibreauiredredaingepproximatey 1600000 The Dredged material that is
structurally suitable and meets project needs will be used for fill on the project site. Other Ay
material thatis-netstructurallysuitable-would be evaluated for potential beneficial use.
Possible beneficial use sites include the Littoral Zone Disposal area southeast of Cat Island
(Attachment A figure 6) for suitable sandy material and State of Mississippi potential beneficial
use sites for other types of material (Attachment A Figure 8). Material that is not suitable for
beneficial use will be disposed of in an approved ODMDS. Possible ODMDS sites include the
Gulfport (West) ODMDS and the Pascagoula ODMDS as shown in Attachment A figure 6. Also,
thin-layer disposal areas adjacent to the channel in the Mississippi Sound (Attachment A Figure
6) are viable options for future maintenance dredging requirements. Materia-thatissuitable
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11.3 Construction of Structures

The proposed project would require construction of wharves/pier, bulkheads and breakwater
structures. Approximately 3,500 42,660 linear feet of marginal wharf (pier structure) will be
constructed around the proposed Turning Basin and along the eastern edge of the west fill
area. The wharf/pier is proposed to be constructed of a steel sheet pile wall along the breasting
line (front face of the wharf) and filled behind with soil with an asphalt paved surface. The
wharf will be approximately 130 feet wide and constructed at elevation +9.5 feet North
American Vertical Datum (NAVD 1988). Directly behind the 130 feet wide wharf, a retaining
wall structure will be constructed to allow the backland areas to be constructed at
approximately elevation +25 feet NAVD 88 (Attachment A Figure 4).

Approximately %598 4,000 linear feet of rip-rap breakwater will be constructed along the east
side of the ship channel to provide wave protection for the proposed project. The breakwater
will vary from 98 to 102 feet wide at its base with a top width of 10 feet and a top elevation of
+10 feet NAVD 88 (Attachment A Figure 7). Hydrodynamic models and ship simulations will be
used to determine the need for and the final dimensions of the breakwater, if it is required.

11.4. Filling

The proposed Port Expansion Project will require filling approximately 684200 acres of water
bottoms. This includes approximately 160 acres for the West Pier Terminal Expansion, 15 acres
for the East Pier Terminal Expansion, 9 acres for the North Harbor Fill Area, and 18 acres for the
Eastern Breakwater. fortherestoration-andrevitalization-of-the-Rert. Approximately
13,200,00038-400;000 CY of predominately sandy fill material will be required. The fill material
will come from commercial borrow pits and/or through the use of dredged material from
channel dredging projects, excess excavated material from road construction projects, and
other approved sources.

Armor protection will be provided on the exposed faces of the proposed fill that are not
protected by a bulkhead.

Breakwater construction will require placing approximately 250,000 CY224,0800 of rip-rap on
approximately 374 18 acres of water bottoms.

Port of Gulfport Expansion Permit Modifications 5 4/5/2013



1 | 2 I a | 4 | & I 8

lDESCRII'-' TION

@ oSt TERANT GATE @ Lanes)
@) exmT vENANT OATE (5 LANES)
© musrsEen

o OFFICE BUILDING [TWO STORY) 8
@ vanmewssce eaciry %15
PROPOSED BREAKWATER FOR @ =ost renaNT GATE (s LaKES)
@ swrioves PARNG (108 SL0TS)
© naswor

© oxeouiome
(@ wcUNED OATE 110 LANES) - NEW TENANT
° MAM SUBSTATION

REVISION TO LAYOUT

T Teazn

¢ CH2MHILL
PORT REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

SITE PLAN - ALTERNATIVE 2.
MAXIMUM EFFICIENCY

.

Note: This map is for presentation use only
and no! fo ha usad for cansirietinon burnpeas

REVISED FIGURE Figure 3
Proposed Plan

VOLKERT  rormosoas

| Cocament Fan 412 s sir St PROECTERIO ST -USPL LEITE 3 irpems v s




2370'<H) 130"

NEW CONTAINER YARD NEW CONTAINER WHARF
NEW FILL.
RETAINING WALL
NEW PAVED SURFACE /

L________L_LSA_M et 4325 NAVD 98 VESSEL FENDERING SYSTEM
IEI=EIEIEEEEEETEEREE
:m:m:m:m:m:m:m:ﬂl:ﬂ:m:m:m APPROX. EXISTING MUDLINE
=== EEEEEEETEE s : 95 NAVD 88

[T e e
_Zm:m:”_l:m:m:m:m:m:ﬂ_'_' E— | HEN=IE === : T 00" MLLW
sl I e Y i I I i i
N=E=EEEEEEEEEEE E EETEE == EE

/ BULKHEAD ANCHDR—/
WHARF PAVING SYSTEM WALL

\CRANE RHIL/ \a' ADVANCED MAINTENANCE
PILE SUPPORTS 1
| | 2 ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH
NEW GRADE (347" MLLW|
NEW BULKHEAD

DREDGING LIMITS

02-05-2013

REVISED FIGURE FIGURE 4

TYPICAL WHARF AND
FILL CROSS SECTION

VOLKERT




LEGEND
2 Ft Allowable Overdepth

|
Existing Required Dredging Prism T
|

——————— Proposed Dredging Prism

va -38 Ft MLLW

( -49 Ft MLLW
x|

300"

Gulfport Sound Channel Typical Section

Hot To Scols

cL
l
|
NOTE: _; 5 ot -40 Ft MLLW
1. Required dredging depth equals the project depth plus /I
two feet of advance malntenance. /
t i’ =51 Ft MLLW
2. Channel widths vary from 300 feet in the Gulfport Sound !
Channel to 400 feet In the Gulfport Bar channel. I
400"
I 1
Gulfport Bar Channel Typlcal Section
Mot To Scale
02-05-2013
NEW FIGURE FIGURE 5
Ol KER’ | A NOT TO SCALE TYPICAL CHANNEL
CROSS SECTIONS




Littoral Zone
Disposal Area
- | Gulfport ODMDS
SR G Y ~
e S . | ProposedODMDS |~ - = .
! . - L - "h }
y 3 Py D y L — - pS 1
b ; vy =9 P NS . 2 e i
\,: ¥ e wie A 4 *h
irenE By N o & . - \ 3
{ | . ,_\:- \ 5 :' | . . - - .;....,‘: S | W
Note: This map is for presentation use only
and not to be used far construction purposes
OI KERT REVISED FIGURE
1inch =4 miles

Figure 6
Ocean Dredge Material Disposal Sites
and Littoral Zone Disposal Area




VARIES 98' TO 102’

A

NOTE:

APPROXIMATELY 4,000 LF OF NEW
BREAKWATER REQUIRED,

NEW BREAKWATER

Y

(+10° MLLW

NEW ROCK FILL

\/ 00 MLLW e 0.0 MLLW \/
3 ' /d /é-‘f /ﬁ /g /é“f —
P @S B @@ . ) -
e e e T e
MUDLINE ELEV. VARIES
=7 70 -8 MLLW
02-05-2013
REVISED FIGURE FIGURE 7
OLKERT ShALE, TYPICAL BREAKWATER
1" =20

SECTION




Y\ Hickboy ills
. . , ~.\.‘;:‘r {

West Big Lake

Deer Island
Biloxi Bay Point

M i 5 5 i 3 5 ] [ ) I S 0 u r

Biloxi Bay Spoil Islands Lake Mars J Lake Mars

Shoreline West Shoreline East
Bayou Caddy Horn

»

Collin Point

East

SHip
- ”
—=Car ~ISLAND

IstAND

Biloxi Marsh Complex

RACOON
ISLAND

Note: This map is for presentation use onfy
0 2 5 5 and nol to be used for consiruction purposes

OLKER e Miles NEW FIGURE Figure 8
[ 5 miles N Potential Beneficial Use Sites

O Pt 717 ey sar




Appendix A5

Federal Register Notice of Project Modification
and Additional Public Scoping, May 9, 2013






27196

Federal Register/Vol. 78, No. 90/ Thursday, May 9, 2013/ Notices

Dated: May 3, 2013.
Aaron Siegel,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

DELETION:
F036 AFPC N

SYSTEM NAME:

Air Force Personnel Test 851, Test
Answer Sheets (January 22, 2009, 74 FR
4012).

REASON:

This is a duplicate system of records;
active records are covered under SORN
F036 AFPC K, Enlisted Promotion
Testing Record (March 21, 2013, 78 FR
17386). Therefore, SORN F036 AFPC N,
Air Force Personnel Test 851, Test
Answer Sheets, can be deleted.

[FR Doc. 2013—-10983 Filed 5-8-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

Modification of Permit Application and
Intent for Additional Public Scoping for
an Environmental Impact Statement for
the Port of Gulfport Expansion Project,
Harrison County, Mississippi
(Department of the Army Permit
Number SAM-2009-1768—-DMY)

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
DoD.

ACTION: Notice of Intent.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Mobile District (USACE)
announces a modification to a project
proposed by the Mississippi State Port
Authority (MSPA) for which an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
is being prepared. The Mississippi
Development Authority (MDA) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) are cooperating agencies in the
preparation of the EIS. The proposed
port expansion project involves
impacting up to 200 acres of open-water
bottom in the Mississippi Sound from
the construction of wharfs, bulkheads,
terminal facilities, container storage
areas, intermodal container transfer
facilities, dredging and dredged material
disposal and infrastructure, and
construction of a breakwater of
approximately 4,000 linear feet. The
recently received permit application
modification proposes additional
dredging and dredged material
placement to modify the Gulfport
Harbor Federal Navigation Channel
(FNC) for a length of approximately 20
miles from the current federally

authorized dimensions. The federally
authorized turning basin would also be
modified, as would the proposed
turning basin expansion. The proposed
project will include modifications to the
authorized FNC and other navigation
features to support a navigable channel
depth of up to 47 feet in the Mississippi
Sound and 49 feet in the Bar Channel
plus advance maintenance and
allowable over depth requirements.
Modification to navigation features
adjacent to the port facilities include
deepening the existing Federal turning
basin area and port berthing areas, a
turning basin expansion, and new
berthing areas. Widening the channel
may be requested based on results of
planned ship simulations. Final channel
design and associated environmental
impacts will be addressed during the
permitting and EIS process. The EIS will
evaluate the effects of construction and
long term effects of the proposed
expansion and channel modification,
including placement of new work and
maintenance dredged material in
beneficial use sites or other placement
areas, such as open water and ocean
dredged material disposal sites.
Alternatives to the proposed action will
be evaluated in the EIS, which will
assist the USACE in deciding whether to
issue a Department of the Army permit.
The purpose of this Notice of Intent
is to inform and educate the public of
changes to the proposed project; invite
public participation in the EIS process;
announce the plans for an additional
public scoping meeting; solicit public
comments for consideration in
establishing the scope and content of
the EIS; and provide notice of potential
impacts to open-water benthic and other
habitats potentially impacted by the
project.

DATES: A scoping meeting will be held
on May 21, 2013. Comments will be
accepted in written format at the
scoping meeting or via mail/email until
June 17, 2013. To ensure consideration,
comments should be post-marked by
this date. Late comments will be
considered to the extent practicable.
ADDRESSES: The scoping meeting will be
held at the Courtyard Marriott Gulfport
Beachfront Hotel, 1600 East Beach
Boulevard, Gulfport, MS. Written
comments regarding the proposed EIS
scope or permit application
modifications should be addressed to
Mr. Damon M. Young, P.G. USACE,
Mobile District, Post Office Box 2288,
Mobile, Alabama 36628. Individuals
who would like to electronically
provide comments should contact Mr.
Young by electronic mail:
port.gulfporteis@usace.army.mil.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information about this project, to be
included on the mailing list for future
updates and meeting announcements, or
to receive a copy of the DRAFT EIS
when it is issued, contact Damon M.
Young, P.G., at the USACE at (251) 694—
3781 or the address provided above. Mr.
Ewing Milam, at the MDA can also be
contacted for additional information at
P.O. Box 849, Jackson, Mississippi
39205-0849, telephone (601)-359-2157
or by electronic mail at
emilam@mississippi.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Background: The Gulfport Harbor
Navigation Project was adopted by the
Rivers and Harbors Act approved on
July 3, 1930 (House Document Number
692, 69th Congress, 2nd session) and the
Rivers and Harbors Act approved on
June 30, 1948 (House Document
Number 112, 81st Congress, 1st session).
Construction of the existing Gulfport
Harbor commenced in 1932 and was
completed in 1950. The FNC is
approximately 20 miles in length,
including 11 miles of channel in the
Mississippi Sound (Sound Channel), 2
miles of Bar Channel, and 7 miles of
channel in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf
Channel). Authorization to conduct
improvements to the harbor was issued
in the Fiscal Year 1985 Supplemental
Appropriations Act (Pub. L. 99-88). The
Water Resources Development Acts
(WRDASs) 1986 and 1988 further
modified the previous authorization to
cover widening and deepening and thin-
layer disposal, respectively. The
authorized deepening was completed in
1993. In 2012 the channel was widened
to the federally authorized dimensions.
The navigation channel is currently
federally authorized at 36 feet deep and
300 feet wide in the Sound Channel and
38 feet deep and 400 feet wide in the
Bar and Gulf Channels. The Port’s North
Harbor (Inner Harbor) is authorized at a
depth of 32 feet and the South Harbor
(Outer Harbor) and Gulfport Turning
Basin are authorized at a depth of 36
feet. A Department of the Army Permit
MS96-02828-U was issued in 1998
authorizing an 84-acre expansion to fill
the West Pier to construct new tenant
terminals and infrastructure. Phases I
and II of that project are complete and
Phase III is currently under
construction.

2. Location: The proposed Port of
Gulfport Expansion Project is located in
the City of Gulfport, Harrison County,
Mississippi. The proposed project is
approximately 80 miles west of Mobile,
Alabama, and 80 miles east of New
Orleans, Louisiana. The Port
encompasses approximately 184 acres
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and is located within 5 miles of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) and
approximately 7 miles south of
Interstate Highway 10. The FNC runs
from the Port, between Cat and West
Ship islands (in Ship Island Pass) into
the Gulf of Mexico and is approximately
20 miles long.

3. Work: The proposed project
involves filling of up to 200 acres of
open-water bottom in the Mississippi
Sound, the construction of wharfs,
bulkheads, terminal facilities, container
storage areas, intermodal container
transfer facilities, expansion of the
existing turning basin, dredging and
dredged material disposal and
infrastructure, and construction of a
breakwater of approximately 4,000
linear feet. The proposed expanded port
facility will be elevated 25 feet above
sea level to provide protection against
future tropical storm surge events. The
permit application modification for the
proposed project includes deepening
and possible widening of the existing
FNC from the federally authorized
dimensions. The federally authorized
turning basin would also be modified,
as would the proposed adjacent turning
basin expansion. A Department of the
Army permit is required for the
proposed project, pursuant to Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
1251), Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 403), and Section
103 of the Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act (33 U.S.C. 1401—
1445, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq., also 33
U.S.C. 1271).

An EIS is being prepared pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.), and the Council on
Environmental Quality NEPA
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) to
assess the potential environmental
impacts associated with the
construction, operation, and
maintenance of the proposed project as
submitted and modified by the MSPA.

4. Need: According to the MSPA, this
project will contribute to the long-term
economic development of Mississippi
and the Gulf Coast region by expanding
the Port footprint and facilities to
increase cargo throughput, provide
additional employment opportunities,
and to increase the economic benefits
produced by the Port. This project is
needed to expand the Port’s current
footprint, thus providing an opportunity
to increase the Port’s capacity for
moving cargo and growing. Specific
alternatives are being developed as part
of the EIS process and feedback
provided during the additional scoping
meeting will be taken into
consideration.

5. Affected Environment:
Environmental characteristics that may
be affected by the proposed project
include geological, chemical, biological,
physical, socioeconomic, and
commercial and recreational activities.
Offshore, the navigation channel
extends 20 miles south into the Gulf of
Mexico, passing close to the western
end of Ship Island. On-shore, the
regional environment is characterized as
Coastal Lowlands, and the shore area,
where not developed, consists typically
of gently undulating swampy plains.
The beach area is man-made and
bordered by constructed seawalls. The
existing Port, as part of the man-made
environment of Gulfport, is constructed
on fill material. The Gulfport area is
well developed. Beyond the seawalls are
extensive commercial and residential
developments. The nearshore and
offshore area is known for its valuable
resources as a productive fishery and is
also utilized extensively for commercial
and recreational shipping and boating.

6. Applicable Environmental Laws
and Policies: The proposed project
could result in both beneficial and
negative environmental impacts. These
impacts will be evaluated in the EIS in
accordance with applicable
environmental laws and policies, which
include NEPA; WRDA; Endangered
Species Act; Clean Water Act; Clean Air
Act; U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act; National Historic
Preservation Act; Coastal Barrier
Resources Act; Magnuson—Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act; Coastal Zone Management Act;
Marine, Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act; Rivers and Harbors
Act; National Marine Sanctuaries Act;
Fishery Conservation Act; Marine
Mammal Protection Act; Executive
Order 12898, Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations; Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risk (among other Executive Orders);
and Ports and Waterways Safety Act.

7. Preliminary Identification of
Environmental Issues: The following list
of environmental issues has been
tentatively identified for analysis in the
EIS. This list was developed during
preliminary internal scoping, through
previous public scoping efforts, and
from information from similar projects,
and is neither intended to be all
inclusive nor a predetermined set of
potential impacts. It is presented to
facilitate public comment on the
planned scope of the EIS. Additions to
or deletions may occur as a result of the
public scoping process. Preliminary
identified environmental issues include

but are not limited to the loss of aquatic
resources (impact to potential
submerged and shoreline aquatic
habitat); water quality; salinity and
flows; sediment transport and currents;
threatened and endangered species
(including critical habitat and essential
fish and shellfish habitat); air quality;
traffic; socioeconomics; and impacts to
low income and minority populations.
The evaluation will consider
alternatives, secondary and cumulative
impacts, and mitigation.

8. Scoping meeting: A public scoping
meeting was held in spring of 2011 in
Gulfport, Mississippi to solicit
comments from the public and agencies
in regards to the original permit
application and proposed project. To
ensure that all of the issues related to
this proposed project and permit action
modification are addressed, the USACE
will conduct an additional public
scoping meeting in which agencies,
organizations, and members of the
general public are invited to present
comments or suggestions with regard to
the range of actions, alternatives, and
potential impacts to be considered in
the EIS, given the proposed project
changes. The scoping meeting will be
held at the Courtyard Marriott Gulfport
Beachfront Hotel, 1600 East Beach
Boulevard, Gulfport, MS, on May 21,
2013. The scoping meeting will begin
with an informal open house from 5:30
p.m. to 6:30 p.m. followed by a formal
presentation of the proposed permit
action and modifications. Comments
will be accepted following the formal
presentation until 8:00 p.m. Displays
and other forms of information about
the proposed action and modifications
will be available, and the USACE, the
MSPA and the MDA personnel will be
present at the informal session to
discuss the proposed project and
modifications and the EIS Process. The
USACE invites comments on the
proposed scope and content of the EIS
from all interested parties. Verbal or
written comments will be taken at the
scoping meeting following the formal
presentation until 8:00 p.m. A time limit
will be imposed on verbal comments, as
necessary. If hearing impaired or
language translation services are
needed, please contact Damon M.
Young, P.G., at the USACE at
(251) 6943781, at
port.gulfporteis@usace.army.mil, or at
the street address provided above.

9. Draft EIS: 1t is anticipated that a
Draft EIS will be made available for
public review in early calendar year
2014. A public hearing will be held
during the public comment period for
the Draft EIS.
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Approved By:
Craig J. Litteken,
Chief, Regulatory Division.
[FR Doc. 2013-11038 Filed 5-8-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Navy
[Docket ID: USN-2013-0013]

Privacy Act of 1974; System of
Records

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD.
ACTION: Notice to delete a System of
Records.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy
is deleting a system of records notice in
its existing inventory of record systems
subject to the Privacy Act of 1974 (5
U.S.C. 552a), as amended.

DATES: This proposed action will be
effective on June 10, 2013 unless
comments are received which result in
a contrary determination. Comments
will be accepted on or before June 10,
2013.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by docket number and title,
by any of the following methods:

* Federal Rulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov.

Follow the instructions for submitting
comments.

*Mail: Federal Docket Management
System Office, 4800 Mark Center Drive,
East Tower, 2nd Floor, Suite 02G09,
Alexandria, VA 22350-3100.

Instructions: All submissions received
must include the agency name and
docket number for this Federal Register
document. The general policy for
comments and other submissions from
members of the public is to make these
submissions available for public
viewing on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov as they are
received without change, including any
personal identifiers or contact
information.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Robin Patterson, HEAD, FOIA/Privacy
Act Policy Branch, Department of the
Navy, 2000 Navy Pentagon, Washington,
DC 20350-2000, or by phone at (202)
685—6545.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of the Navy’s systems of
records notices subject to the Privacy
Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a), as amended,
have been published in the Federal
Register and are available from the
address in FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. The proposed deletion is not
within the purview of subsection (r) of

the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a),
as amended, which requires the
submission of a new or altered system
report.

Dated: May 2, 2013.
Aaron Siegel,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

DELETION:

N05100-3

Safety Equipment Needs, Issues,
Authorizations (May 9, 2003, 68 FR
24959).

REASON:

Records are covered under NM05100—
5, Enterprise Safety Applications
Management Systems (ESAMS) (March
25, 2011, 76 FR 16739); therefore,
N05100-3, Safety Equipment Needs,
Issues, Authorizations can be deleted.
[FR Doc. 2013-10984 Filed 5—-8—13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Applications for New Awards; National
Institute on Disability and
Rehabilitation Research—Traumatic
Brain Injury Model Systems Centers
Collaborative Research Project

AGENCY: Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Department of
Education.

ACTION: Notice.

Overview Information

National Institute on Disability and
Rehabilitation Research (NIDRR)—
Disability and Rehabilitation Research
Projects and Centers Program—
Disability and Rehabilitation Research
Projects—Traumatic Brain Injury Model
Systems Centers Collaborative Research
Projects; Notice inviting applications for
new awards for fiscal year (FY) 2013.

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
(CFDA) Number: 84.133A-7.

DATES:

Applications Available: May 9, 2013.

Date of Pre-Application Meeting: May
30, 2013.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: July 8, 2013.

Full Text of Announcement
I. Funding Opportunity Description

Purpose of Program: The purpose of
the Disability and Rehabilitation
Research Projects and Centers Program
is to plan and conduct research,
demonstration projects, training, and
related activities, including

international activities, to develop
methods, procedures, and rehabilitation
technology that maximize the full
inclusion and integration into society,
employment, independent living, family
support, and economic and social self-
sufficiency of individuals with
disabilities, especially individuals with
the most severe disabilities, and to
improve the effectiveness of services
authorized under the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, as amended (Rehabilitation
Act).

Disability and Rehabilitation Research
Projects (DRRPs)

The purpose of NIDRR’s DRRPs,
which are funded through the Disability
and Rehabilitation Research Projects
and Centers Program, is to improve the
effectiveness of services authorized
under the Rehabilitation Act by
developing methods, procedures, and
rehabilitation technologies that advance
a wide range of independent living and
employment outcomes for individuals
with disabilities, especially individuals
with the most severe disabilities. DRRPs
carry out one or more of the following
types of activities, as specified and
defined in 34 CFR 350.13 through
350.19: Research, training,
demonstration, development,
utilization, dissemination, and technical
assistance.

An applicant for assistance under this
program must demonstrate in its
application how it will address, in
whole or in part, the needs of
individuals with disabilities from
minority backgrounds (34 CFR
350.40(a)). The approaches an applicant
may take to meet this requirement are
found in 34 CFR 350.40(b). Additional
information on the DRRP program can
be found at: www.ed.gov/rschstat/
research/pubs/res-program.html#DRRP.

Priorities: This notice contains two
absolute priorities for this competition.
Priority 1, the DRRP Priority for the
Traumatic Brain Injury Model Systems
Centers Collaborative Research Projects
is from the notice of final priority for
this program, published elsewhere in
this issue of the Federal Register.
Priority 2, the General DRRP
Requirements priority, which applies to
DRRP competitions, is from the notice
of final priorities for the Disability and
Rehabilitation Research Projects and
Centers Program, published in the
Federal Register on April 28, 2006 (71
FR 25472).

Absolute Priorities: For FY 2013 and
any subsequent year in which we make
awards from the list of unfunded
applicants from this competition, these
priorities are absolute priorities. Under


http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/research/pubs/res-program.html#DRRP
http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/research/pubs/res-program.html#DRRP
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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Letter from U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to MS State Port Authority






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MOBILE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 2288
MOBILE, AL 36628-0001

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF February 2, 2015

South Mississippi Branch
Regulatory Division

'SUBJECT: Department of the Army Permit Application Number SAM-2009-01768-
DMY, Mississippi State Port Authority

Mississippi State Port Authority
Attention: Mr. Jonathan Daniels
12510 14" Street, Suite 880
Gulfport, Mississippi 39501

Dear Mr. Daniels:

In an effort to maintain timely progress on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Mississippi State Port Authority’s (MSPA) Port of Gulfport Expansion Project
(PGEP), we would like to share the Corps’ understanding of the status of the currently

.proposed project. By letter dated April 8, 2013, the MSPA requested that PGEP be
modified to include widening and deepening of the existing Federal Navigation Channel
(FNC). However, it is our understanding this is no longer the MSPA'’s proposed project.
Based on meetings held with the MSPA and authorized representatives over the
timeframe of August 5, 2014, through the present date, it is our understanding that
widening and deepening the FNC is no longer a requirement of known incoming
tenants. Moreover, on November 11, 2014, MSPA stated that they had no intention to
expand the FNC or maintain an expanded FNC without first receiving proper prior

-Federal approval and funding. Therefore, the purpose and need of the project has
changed, and no modification to the FNC is proposed as part of the PGEP. ltis our
understanding that if future needs arise, modification to the FNC may be pursued as a
single and complete project. The currently proposed action at the Port consists of the
following: filling approximately 202 acres (ac) (160 ac at the end of the west pier; 9 ac
in the north harbor, 15 ac at the end of the east pier and 18 ac east of the FNC for the
creation of breakwaters); removal of 3.7 million cubic yards (mcy) of material by
dredging for the placement of 202 ac of proposed fill on more suitable foundation; and

-dredging of another 3.7 mcy of material south of the existing turning basin to expand the
capacity of the turning basin. Discussions in the EIS regarding modifications to the FNC
will be limited to cumulative impacts and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Based on a letter dated January 7, 2015, from the Mississippi Department of Marine
Resources (MDMR), we are satisfied that MDMR has demonstrated that the Biloxi
Marsh Complex (BMC) is a single and complete project with independent utility which
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could potentially be utilized for sediment disposal should it receive approvals from the
State of Louisiana and USACE, New Orleans District. It is our understanding that BMC
is your preferred option for sediment disposal, and the Pascagoula Ocean Dredged
Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) is your secondary option for disposal. Please
understand the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) will need to be updated so
.- it may be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in order to utilize the
ODMDS site under Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries
Act, and that both BMC and Pascagoula ODMDS must be fully evaluated in the Final
EIS.

It is our understanding based on meetings held with MSPA and its authorized
representatives over the timeframe of May 11, 2012, through the present date that the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) may require compensation for impacts to

"Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for fill, and the MSPA is proposing the creation of
approximately 200 ac of marsh in BMC to meet the NMFS requirement. Please provide
documentation from MDMR that MSPA has been given permission to create 200 ac of
marsh in the proposed BMC disposal area.

Over the timeframe of October 16, 2014, through the present date, we have
requested a technical memorandum from the MSPA detailing the PGEP sediment and
structures modeling analysis. A draft memorandum was received from MSPA on

"December 16, 2014, and we provided comments on December 19, 2014. Please
provide the revised technical memorandum addressing our comments.

It is our understanding based on meetings held with the MSPA, authorized
representatives and incoming tenants over the timeframe of August 5, 2014, through the
present date that the south end of the east pier may be modified to fit the needs of a
new tenant. In order for us to fully evaluate the impacts of the PGEP and to fully

_disclose the project to the public; please provide updated drawings, figures and
quantities which accurately depict the proposed configuration of the east pier.

In summary, please provide us with documentation from MDMR that MSPA has
been given permission to create 200 ac of marsh in the proposed BMC disposal area, a
revised technical memorandum, a written description of all proposed work which will
include an updated set of plans and drawings that accurately depicts all proposed work
at your facility. Without these items we will be unable to produce a DEIS for comments

.and review.

A copy of this letter is being provided to the following recipients: Mississippi State
Port Authority, Attention: Mr. Nick Foto, Jr., 2510 14" Street, Suite 1450, Gulfport,
Mississippi 39501, and CH2M Hill, Attention: Ms. Elizabeth Calvit, at 2410 14" Street,
Suite 1100, Gulfport, Mississippi 39501.
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If our understanding of any the above stated matters is incorrect, or if you wish to
clarify any statements in this letter, please respond in writing by 14 days from the
letterhead date. A timely response is necessary in order to maintain timely progress on
the project. We look forward to continuing to work together in order to address the
needs and requirements of this project. Should you wish to discuss this letter or have
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (251) 690-2658 or by email at
. craig.j.litteken@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

éigé. Litteken, PMP

Chief, Regulatory Division
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I INTRODUCTION

This document provides container volume projections to support the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Port of Gulfport (Gulfport).

The report begins with a brief review of container volumes from a historical perspective and
current container cargo flows through Gulfport. Later sections of the report provide projections for
Gulfport container volumes through the year 2060. Container volume scenarios include:

e Baseline, assuming no substantial changes in commodities handled, changes in liner
container services, or other factors that could positively or negatively affect container
volumes beyond increases that could be expected due to economic growth and consumption
of products.

o Low Growth, assuming lower growth than that included in the baseline projection or loss of
current market share.

e High Growth, assumes higher growth than the baseline projection.

e Optimistic, includes growth due to expansion into new markets.
Il. RECENT HISTORY AND CURRENT STATUS

Gulfport and other ports in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) have grown more modestly than the Port of
Houston over the past two decades (Figure 1).

Gulfport’s container volumes have grown over the past two decades first reaching the 200,000
twenty-foot equivalent unit (TEU) level in 2003 and then attaining a new peak of 223,740 TEUs in
2010. The Gulfport has generally maintained the 200,000 level of volume since 2003, representing
about 0.5% of the U.S. total. Hurricane Katrina caused a significant disruption in volume and shares
of the U.S. total, with declines in Gulfport as well as New Orleans in 2005 (Figure 2).

Importance of Imports

As is the case for many other U.S. ports, Gulfport’s container trade is dominated by imports, with
imports exceeding exports by a ratio of over 2 to 1 in terms of value (Figure 3) and also in terms of
tons. This imbalance means that container trade is driven primarily by imports with empty
containers generally comprising a large share of containers outbound from U.S. ports.

100018536/120004 1
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Figure 1. TEU Volumes for Largest Gulf Ports
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Figure 2. Container Volume History for Central Gulf Ports
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau and PB analysis
* 2011 data is year to date through September

Figure 3. Gulfport Container Imports Have Historically Exceeded Exports
Principal Gulfport Trade Regions and Containerized Commodities

Based on U.S. Census data for 2010, Gulfport shares of U.S. containerized import tons by major

world region are as follows:

e Total U.S. Imports 0.7%
e Americas (except Mexico) 2.7%
e Mexico 1.0%
e Northeast Asia 0.0%
e Europe 0.0%
e Southeast Asia/Oceania 0.8%
e South Asia 0.0%

From this data it can be seen that Gulfport’s principal trade is with countries to the south of the
United States rather than with other world regions. Major import commodities and the origin

regions are:

e Bananas (Central America)
e Apparel (Central America )
e Titanium ores (ilmenite) (Australia/Africa)
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Container liner services handling imports are currently provided by three carriers: Dole, Chiquita,
and Crowley (Figure 4).

@ FortTermings == Liner/ Container Routes Relay Vessal

Figure 4. Crowley Marine Liner Services

lll.  BASELINE CONTAINER PROJECTION

A baseline container volume projection has been derived from the most recent Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) database (released January 2011). This
database includes forecasts through 2040 of dollar value and tons for 43 product groups defined by
Standard Classification of Transported Goods (SCTG) commodity groups between 123 domestic
geographic zones, by mode, for movement of domestic goods, imports, and exports (see Appendix
for a further description). The State of Mississippi is one of the FAF zones both for domestic origins
and destinations and also a U.S. gateway for imports and exports.

Forecasts of import tons through Mississippi have been used to project total container volumes for
the Port of Gulfport, with Gulfport representing nearly all Mississippi container traffic. Since FAF
data does not directly identify container volumes, 19 FAF commodity groups that are most heavily
containerized (Table 1) have been used to project container volumes. Forecasted growth rates for
total waterborne import tons for these 19 product groups were applied to 2010 Gulfport TEU
volumes to produce the baseline projection. TEU volume will grow to a projected 564,000 in 2040
under this baseline scenario, an increase of over 150% from 2010 volumes of 224,000 TEUs (Figure

100018536/120004 4



5). Volumes for 2040 through 2060 are extrapolated based on the projected 2035 to 2040 growth
rate of 2.7%. Projected volumes are 1.05 million TEUs in 2060.

Table 1. Projections of U.S. Waterborne Imports Entering the U.S. through Mississippi
Thousands of Metric Tons
(2010 data is interpolated from 2007 and 2015 FAF forecast values)

SCTG 2007 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Container 1,052 1,110 1,206 1465 1,768 2,097 2,459 2,872
01 Otherag. prods. 659 709 792 978 1,197 1,433 1,699 1,996
03 Meat/seafood 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
04 Milled grain prods. 26 27 29 35 41 48 56 66
05 Other foodstuffs 51 55 62 65 68 72 76 81
06 Tobacco prods. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 Chemical prods.
14 Plastics/rubber 7 7 7 9 11 14 17 20
16 Wood prods. 98 90 75 83 91 100 109 120

17 Newsprint/paper
18 Paper articles
19 Printed prods.

20 Textiles/leather 144 153 170 198 230 265 306 356
23 Articles-base metal 4 4 5 6 7 8 10 12
24 Machinery 54 54 55 76 101 131 156 186
25 Electronics 6 7 8 11 14 18 21 25
26 Motorized vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 Precision instruments 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
29 Furniture 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 4
30 Misc. mfg. prods. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2

Source: FHWA FAF database and PB analysis
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Figure 5. Baseline Projection of Gulfport Container Volumes in TEUs

The baseline volume forecast is essentially a status quo scenario with growth projected in current
markets and commodity flows. The compound average annual growth rate for 2010 to 2040
aggregate volumes is 3.3%. It should be noted that the baseline scenario assumes the Port of
Gulfport Restoration Project is completed.

Growth and tonnage of “other agricultural products” (which include fresh fruit and vegetables)
comprises a large and growing portion of Gulfport’s baseline projection, with above-average
growth also in machinery. “Textiles/leather” (which includes apparel) is a large volume category
with slightly below-average growth projected.

IV. LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

A low growth scenario for Gulfport container volumes is derived from the baseline projection but
includes lower long term growth, i.e,, a reduction of 0.5% per year in average annual growth, or
2.8% rather than 3.3%. Such lower growth could result from lower consumption of goods,
alternative sourcing of goods such as apparel, or successful competition from other ports. Under
this scenario, container volumes would reach just under 500,000 TEUs in 2040 or 2.25 times 2010
volumes. Volumes would be 915,000 TEUs in 2060.
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Figure 6. Low Growth Gulfport Container Volume Scenario in TEUs
V. HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO

A high growth scenario for Gulfport container volumes is also derived from the baseline projection
but includes higher long term growth, an increase of 0.5% per year in average annual growth (e.g.
3.8% rather than 3.3% growth in the baseline projection for 2010 to 2040).

Higher growth could result from increased consumption of goods due to higher U.S. economic
growth. Another possibility is that volumes of Central American imports could increase more than
the projection included in the baseline scenario. This could occur as a result of shifts in sourcing
(“near-shoring”) of apparel imports from Central America rather than from China, Southeast Asia,
or other regions. Finally, growth in Gulfport import volumes from the Americas could result from
increasing shares of current Central American markets, for example by attracting more banana,
apparel, or other product imports. Such increases could be achieved by successfully competing with
other ports based in part on Gulfport’s improved port facilities and supporting inland
infrastructure.

Under this scenario, container volumes would reach 650,000 TEUs in 2040, or 3.0 times 2010
volumes, and reach 1.2 million TEUs in 2060.
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Figure 7. High Growth Gulfport Container Volume Scenario in TEUs

VI. OPTIMISTIC GROWTH SCENARIO

Potential scenarios for additional growth based on expanded markets have been examined on a
world region basis, where Gulfport might be able to increase container traffic particularly for U.S.
imports which drive carrier services and calls.

Regions examined (and share of 2010 U.S. import container tons) include:

e Northeast Asia (Panama Canal expansion) 46%
e Europe 18%

e Americas, including Mexico 17%
Other world regions have small volumes of U.S. imports (a total of 19%)
Northeast Asia

Gulfport does not currently have Northeast Asia liner services and thus has a 0% share of total U.S.
import tons. (Northeast Asia includes China, Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan). U.S.
container imports from Northeast Asian countries move principally through West Coast ports; 69%
of containerized Northeast Asian import tons in 2010 were received on the West Coast, according
to U.S. Census data. Based on FHWA FAF estimates, West Coast ports have dominant shares of U.S.
inland markets as far east as Ohio, Memphis, and Dallas.
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Over 26% of containerized import tons move through East Coast ports with the remaining 5%
through Gulf ports. Gulf port traffic is generally focused on large markets along the Coast (especially
the Houston region).

Panama Canal Expansion

Increased U.S. container import volumes from Northeast Asia through U.S. ports is a much
anticipated effect of Panama Canal expansion expected to be completed by 2015. There are,
however, five factors that are likely to limit these impacts for Gulf ports.

First, there is no reason to believe that aggregate container volumes will increase due to Panama
Canal expansion. Lowered transportation costs that will result from use of larger ships will
represent only a tiny fraction of overall product value, limiting any induced increases in
consumption of imported goods to near zero. Thus import container volumes are a zero sum game
with increased shares of cargo handled by some ports necessarily offset by decreases in others. Of
course as aggregate U.S. volumes increase over time, ports that lose shares may still experience
increased volumes but at a slower rate than ports gaining share. It is generally expected that some
volumes will shift from West Coast ports to East and Gulf coast ports.

The second factor affecting potential shifts in container volumes is the potential size of cost
reductions that may result from the use of larger ships (up to about 13,000 TEU capacity) that will
be able to transit the expanded Panama Canal compared to the current 5,000 TEU “Panamax”
maximum ship size able to transit the Panama Canal. It is expected that maximum transportation
cost reductions may amount to several hundred dollars per TEU for goods moved to the U.S. East
Coast where the largest new Panamax ships are likely to be deployed. However, cost reductions will
likely be smaller for goods moving to the Gulf Coast that are likely to be carried by smaller ships
given the shallower depths available in Gulf ports.

The third factor that may limit volume impacts is that transportation service providers are likely to
retain a significant share of total cost reductions. In particular, liner companies will attempt to keep
part of the savings to help pay for newer larger ships. In addition, through tolls and fees the Panama
Canal Authority is likely to retain some of the cost savings to not only pay for canal expansion but
also to maximize revenues and returns from Panama’s investments. To the extent that cost savings
are retained, the cost reduction benefits to importers will be reduced, and this will dampen shifts
that might occur due to such cost reductions.

Fourth, shifts in container volumes are likely to be limited to lower valued products where longer
transit times required for Panama Canal transit are a less significant factor than marginal
reductions in shipping costs. Shippers will continue to value quicker transit times for high value
goods where inventory carrying costs and time to market are critical.

100018536/120004 9



Finally, even for lower value products, U.S. regions where Gulf Coast ports provide lower total
transportation costs are limited (Figure 8). Example destinations discussed below include Chicago,
Memphis, and Atlanta.

Cost:  $1,000
Time: 14 days

f

Cost:  $1,300
Time: 27 days

Cost:  $1,100
Time: 16 days

A

Cost:  $1,200
Time: 25days

Source: PB analysis.

Figure 8. Costs per TEU and Transit Times for Reaching Inland Regions
from Northeast Asia (Shanghai)

Chicago

For shipments from Shanghai to Chicago through Seattle-Tacoma total ocean and rail costs are
about $1,000 per TEU ($600 ocean and $400 rail), and total transit time is about 14 days (excluding
port and other dwell times). Note that costs are based on estimated costs for transportation
services rather than rates which can fluctuate widely based on market conditions.

While rail distances from Gulf ports to Chicago are shorter, ocean distances are much greater given
the Panama Canal route. As a result, ocean shipping costs using current Panamax ships would be
much larger and outweigh the lower rail cost by about $300 per TEU. Transit time would also be
about 13 days longer. The cost difference would be greater if a larger 8,000 to 10,000 TEU ship
were used for the Transpacific ocean transport to Seattle as opposed to the ships that likely will
used to serve Gulf ports. Thus, for goods moving from Northeast Asia to Chicago via the Panama
Canal and a Gulf port rather than through the West Coast, the cost would be greater and the transit
time longer, making such routing highly unlikely.
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Memphis

The cost and transit time differentials are smaller for containers moving to Memphis than those
destined for Chicago, but the results are similar. The total cost for ocean and rail transportation is
about $100 less per TEU for the West Coast route, and the difference in transit time is about 9 days
longer making routing through Gulf ports unlikely.

Atlanta

For reaching Atlanta, ocean transportation costs to the Ports of Savannah (and/or Charleston) may
be lowered due to Panama Canal expansion depending in part on whether these ports are dredged
to depths to allow calls by larger container ships. If this occurs, costs could be lowered for moving
goods to Atlanta through these ports, effectively strengthening Savannah’s position in reaching the
Atlanta market.

Miami’s position as a possible competitor to South Atlantic ports will be enhanced given
developments underway for deepening the Port of Miami and improving rail connections from
Miami to Atlanta. If South Atlantic ports are not dredged to adequate depths and otherwise
prepared to handle larger ships, Miami’s competitive position would be strengthened further.

Gulfport and other Gulf ports will continue to be disadvantaged in reaching Atlanta due to higher
inland transportation costs associated with longer highway and rail distances compared to
connections through Savannah.

Conclusion for Northeast Asia

The analysis outlined above suggests that Gulfport’s potential for increased Northeast Asian
imports is likely limited to serving the Gulf Coast states of Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Alabama. Given the relatively short distances involved, these markets would tend to be served
through trucking, meaning that improved rail connections to Hattiesburg will have little positive
impact.

A summary of Gulfport’s potential for reaching these Gulf Coast markets is as follows:

e Texas is a very large market that will continue to be served primarily by Houston and other
Texas Gulf Coast ports where goods are not imported through the West Coast. Houston will
continue to be the principal Gulf port of call for most Northeast Asia liner services given its
large local market and significant exports.

e Louisiana is a very small destination market compared to Houston. Small volumes are
imported through New Orleans, with most volume moving through Southern California
ports.

e Mississippi is also a very small market, largely served through Southern California ports.
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e Alabama destinations are served to a small degree through Mobile in addition to Southern
California and Georgia ports. Reaching Alabama destinations from Gulfport will always
require longer trucking distances than from Mobile, minimizing this modest potential.

In summary, there is limited potential in local markets that could be served by Gulfport, and this
potential would require development of local markets (e.g., distribution centers) and a willingness
of carriers to add Gulfport as a call on Gulf services (like those currently calling Houston and
Mobile) (Figure 9). This may be a chicken and egg situation, with market development requiring
better access to shipping services, and new carrier services dependent on new market
developments. The positive aspect of this is that Gulfport’s revitalization could help make such
developments possible.

Based on these conclusions, negligible growth in container volumes is expected for Northeast Asian
trade for Gulfport, and increases in container volumes along this trade lane are not included in an
optimistic scenario.
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Figure 9. CMA CGM Pacific Express 3 Round-the World Liner Service
Europe

Gulfport currently has no container liner services from Europe and therefore handles 0% of total
U.S. containerized import tons. Imports from Europe are to a large degree an east-west mirror
image of imports from Northeast Asia that move primarily through West Coast ports. About 70% of
imports from Europe are transported through East Coast ports to U.S. inland destinations according
to U.S. Census data. An examination of volumes for containerized commodity groups from FAF data
(see Table 1) indicates that 56% of import tons from Europe are destined for states along the
Atlantic seaboard with 84% of this volume moving through Atlantic Coast ports. Another 23% of
European imports are destined for North Central states (from Arkansas and Tennessee north to the
upper Midwest), and over 80% of this volume is imported through East Coast states.
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A smaller 14% of U.S. import tons from Europe move through Gulf ports, although this represents a
larger share than their 5% share of imports from Northeast Asia. Of the total Gulf port volume of
European imports, nearly 80% moves through Texas ports. This occurs for two reasons:

e The Texas market is large and well-served by Texas ports (compared to East Coast ports).

o The Port of Houston acts as a gateway to California markets allowing relatively quick and
less expensive transportation than Panama Canal services.

In theory, Panama Canal expansion could lower costs for transporting goods from Europe to the
West Coast, decreasing the Gulf Coast share of such imports. However, since much larger ships are
unlikely to be deployed on Europe-U.S. West Coast routes and, in any case, cost differentials would
tend to be small, little impact on volumes is expected. If volumes were to decrease, this impact
would be focused on Texas ports.

Given the dominance of U.S. East Coast ports in handling imported containerized goods from
Europe destined for the large markets in Atlantic seaboard and North Central states, and the lack of
cost reduction incentives that could change these patterns, potential for increased container
volumes from Europe through Gulfport or Gulf ports in general is also expected to be negligible.

Americas

Imports from the Americas including Mexico, the Caribbean, Central America, and South America
accounted for about 17% of total U.S. waterborne import tons in 2010 according to U.S. Census
data, nearly the same as imports from Europe.

Compared to East-West trade lanes outlined above (Northeast Asia and Europe), Gulfport is likely
to be far more competitive for North-South Americas container trade due to the Gulf's relative
geographic proximity to these markets. Inland regions for which transportation services could be
most competitive include the Central Gulf states of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama but extend
north in the Mississippi Valley to Illinois, Indiana, and neighboring states, essentially the southern
shaded area shown in Canadian National’s key markets map shown on Figure 10.

U.S. containerized imports from the Americas (excluding Canada) represent a large share Gulf Coast
ports’ container cargo, 41.3% of the total tons moving through ports in the Gulf Coast (including
Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama).

Import tons originating in Caribbean, Central American, and South American countries represent a
large portion of this trade, 15.4% of total U.S. containerized imports in 2010 and 38% of the cargo
moving through Gulf Coast ports.

100018536/120004 13
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Figure 10. Canadian National Intermodal Services

While Mexico is one of the United States’ largest trading partners, containerized imports from
Mexico represent a much smaller 1.2% share of U.S. totals since most imports from Mexico are
transported by truck or rail. Gulf state ports also handled 38% of waterborne imports from Mexico,
with this cargo representing 3% of Gulf port totals.

Given the relative importance of import volumes compared to exports, imports from the Americas
represents the principal driver of roughly 1 million TEUs per year moving through Gulf ports. Based
on FHWA FAF forecasts this total will grow to 1.4 million TEUs in 2020 and 2.0 million TEUs in
2030.

Inland Markets Where Gulfport Can Be Most Competitive

For Gulfport to be competitive it must be part of an effective transportation network linking
countries and products with U.S. inland markets. Components of this network include inland
transportation (trucking and rail) and ocean liner services connecting country sources with
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Gulfport and inland transportation services. Sections that follow examine inland transportation
followed by a view of liner services.

Local Trucking Markets

Within current local trucking markets (primarily the Central Gulf Coast states of Texas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Alabama) Gulfport is likely to be most competitive in areas directly to the north:

¢ In Texas, Houston and other Texas ports are likely to be most competitive due to shorter
highway distances. Houston’s dominance as a port of call is also a factor.
e In Alabama and areas to the east, Mobile has an advantage in highway distances and costs.

e Regions to the north, including areas in Mississippi and Louisiana and Memphis (which is
370 miles from Gulfport), may be competitive from Gulfport depending on local trucking
market dynamics. However, given the small size of these local regional markets and
competition from New Orleans and Mobile, overall growth potential is likely to be limited.

Longer Distance Rail and Long-Haul Truck Markets (>400 miles)

Gulfport’s improved rail connection to Hattiesburg on Kansas City Southern (KCS) as shown on
Figure 11 offers an opportunity to reach U.S. Midwest markets through Gulfport that has previously
been impractical due to limitations of the current rail line. This means that Gulfport could be
competitive with other Gulf ports and possibly with Atlantic Coast ports for serving these inland
regions. Specific advantages by railroad could be:

For Kansas City Southern:

e Gulfport could provide an alternative from New Orleans north to Tennessee, which
currently requires much longer routing through Shreveport. This route would involve use of
haulage rights on CN’s rail line between Hattiesburg and Jackson.

o Likewise, Gulfport could be an alternative from New Orleans, West Lake Charles, and Texas
to regions west and north including Shreveport, Dallas, Kansas City, and St Louis.

o Either alternative requires haulage on Canadian National that may limit KCS interest.
For Norfolk Southern (NS), KCS connection in Hattiesburg provides:

e Alternative to the NS route out of New Orleans to Birmingham and regions to the north.
e Alternative to the NS route from Mobile to Birmingham and north.

o Use of either of these alternatives would require use of the KCS connection from Gulfport to
Hattiesburg rather than direct service on NS-only routes.

100018536/120004 15
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Figure 11. KCS Rail Routes Showing other Class | Rail Routes

For Canadian National, KCS connection provides:

e (Canadian National has routes from both New Orleans and Mobile north through Jackson.
The KCS connection from Gulfport to Hattiesburg would provide an alternative for all
destinations to the north from New Orleans and Mobile

e Use of the KCS link would require KCS to share service rather than services solely on CN
routes
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Summary of Rail Transportation

The upgraded KCS rail link between Gulfport and Hattiesburg is a necessity for Gulfport to be able
to competitively serve U.S. inland regions from Gulf Coast states north to the U.S. Midwest.
However, this development alone will not be sufficient to guarantee success in reaching these
markets because the rail link will need to offer competitive advantages to the railroads involved in
providing services. Shared service between KCS and either NS or CN may not provide significant
incentives to the NS or CN partners to induce shifts from current ports and routes.

Ocean Carrier Services and Country Origins

In addition to shifts in inland transportation services, Gulfport will need to induce ocean carriers to
modify their services to include calls at Gulfport, either by adding Gulfport to an existing service
rotation or by replacing another port on a service. Given that Gulfport has established services from
Central America provided by Dole, Chiquita, and Crowley, such new service patterns will need to
include links from the Caribbean or South America if Gulfport is to increase its share of the overall
Americas market.

Figure 12 displays a South American service offered by one international carrier. As noted earlier
most such services include Houston as a primary port of call. In the example service the next port of
call is New Orleans.

Altamira
Wer

Rio de Janeiro
Orleans
Hausmnyg Sanios

Navegantes
Rio Granda

Mantevides

Figure 12. Hapag-Lloyd Liner Service
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Americas Growth Scenario

In addition to potential growth in Americas trade included in the High Growth scenario described
earlier, growth in Gulfport’s market share could also occur by attracting new container services
from the Caribbean or from large South American markets. Whether from current regional markets
or from reaching new regional markets, growth in Gulfport volumes from America’s trade will likely
depend on:

e Successfully capitalizing on Gulfport’s improved rail connections to U.S. inland markets

e Inducing modifications to liner companies service patterns

These developments are likely to happen in concert, with ocean carriers and railroads cooperating
to improve competitive overall services in response to market developments.

Gulfport currently handles about 1.4% of total U.S. waterborne imports from the Americas, largely
in banana and apparel imports from Central America. If Gulfport could double its share of total
America’s imports in 2020 this would result in new container volumes of about 200,000 TEUs in
that year. Given market growth this new volume would increase by 300,000 TEUs by 2030 and
400,000 TEUs by 2040. While a small portion of this share increase could be won from Atlantic
Coast and Florida ports, most of this increase in share would likely need to be gained in competition
with neighboring Gulf Coast ports including Houston.

Optimistic Growth Scenario Summary

Based on the analyses outlined above, the optimistic growth scenario includes potential new
volume in America’s trade including that assumed in the high growth scenario, but no growth from
Northeast Asia or European trade. The optimistic growth scenario shows total container volumes
growing to just under 1 million TEUs in 2040 and 1.7 million TEUs in 2060 (Figure 13).

VIl. PROJECTION SUMMARY

A baseline projection for Gulfport’s container volume shows average annual growth of 3.3%
through 2040, largely based on increasing imports from Central America, i.e., growth in banana and
apparel imports. TEU volumes would total 0.6 million in 2040 growing to 1.0 million in 2060.

A low growth projection of container volumes is based on relatively low growth of 2.8% in current
markets through 2040. TEU volumes would total under 0.5 million in 2040 increasing to 0.9 million
in 2060.

A high growth scenario of container volumes is based on higher growth of 3.8% through 2040. TEU
volumes would total 0.7 million in 2040 and 1.2 million in 2060.

100018536/120004 18



An optimistic view of container volumes is based not on capturing U.S. imports from Northeast Asia
or Europe, but rather on a doubling in Gulfport’s share of imports from the Caribbean, Central
America, and South America. Such share increases would require successful competition with other
Central Gulf ports, in part based on improved capabilities for reaching inland markets by rail. TEU
volumes would reach just under 1.0 million in 2040 and 1.7 million in 2060.
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B High Growth

1,000,000
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500,000 M I I
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Source: PB analysis.

Figure 13. Optimistic Growth Scenario for Gulfport Container Volumes in TEUs
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FAF® Overview ORNL

1. Introduction
1.1 Purpose of This Document

This document provides an overview of how the origin-destination-commodity-mode (ODCM)
annual freight flows matrix developed under the Freight Analysis Framework, Version 3 (FAF®)
program. FAF® is a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funded and managed data and
analysis program that provides estimates of the total volumes of freight moved into, out of and
within the United States, between individual states, major metropolitan areas, sub-state regions,
and major international gateways. The FAF® database is constructed by Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL). Staff at MacroSys contributed to the development of a number of industrial
sector-specific commodity flow estimates. Staff at Battelle Memorial Institute, and at IHS Global
Insight have also developed FAF® data products that derive from the 2007 freight flow matrices
described in this report.

This present document is devoted to describing how the base year, 2007 annual tonnage and
dollar valued flows are estimated in the FAF® ODCM matrix. The document is labeled an
overview because a detailed description of the flow matrix building procedure is very lengthy.
This present document should suffice the majority of readers interested in knowing the basics of
where the flow estimates come from. More detailed descriptions of specific flow estimation
components are provided for those wishing to go further into the process. Separate FAF®
documents also describe how these flows are projected into future years, and how these base and
forecast year flows are then converted into vehicle/vessel traffic volumes and assigned to (i.e.
routed over) individual links and routes within the US national highway, rail and waterway
networks.

1.2 FAF® Data Products

FAF? data products are the result of merging datasets from a large number of different sources.
The principal data products developed under the FAF® umbrella are the following:

e A set of annual freight flow matrices, reported in annual tonnages and annual dollar value
of goods transported, for calendar year 2007 for the United States,

e Based on these base year flow estimates, a set of forecast year freight flow matrices,
projected out to calendar year 2040,

e A set of annual freight tonnage and vehicle/vessel movement volumes assigned to
specific links and routes over the United States multimodal truck-rail-waterways
transportation network, based on these base year 2007 and forecast year 2040 flow
estimates.

Based on these estimated freight flows and their network assignments, a set of annual freight
tonnage, dollar value, and ton-mileage statistics, broken down by mode of transport and
commodity class are also developed.
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Figure 1.1 show the functional linkage between these various FAF® data products, starting with
the creation of the calendar year 2007 FAF® national freight flows matrix. Also shown in Figure
1.1 is a new data product coming out of the FAF® effort. This is not a data set per se, but an on-
line, web-based tool for extracting data elements from the FAF® database and constructing useful
data tables on a regional, modal and/or commaodity specific basis.

2007 Origin-Destination-Commodity-
Mode (ODCM)
Annual Freight Flows Matrix
(reported in annual tons and 2007 dollars)

\ 4

Long Range (2040) v
ODCM Forecasts > Spatial Disaggregation of On-Line,
v FAF3 Flows for Traffic Gl
ODCM Flows Matrix Assignment Purposes o
Annual Updates Lz
v Products
: Extraction
FAF3 Highway 5 US Highway Network S0
Network Truck Traffic Assignment

Figure 1.1 Principal FAF® Data Products

Freight origin-to-destination (O-D) movements are estimated in FAF® on both an annual tonnage
and annual dollar value basis, for calendar year 2007. These estimates are then used as the basis
for developing both annual provisional updates and as the starting point for a set of longer-range
freight movement forecasts, reported at five year intervals from 2015 out to year 2040. The
principal dimensions of these FAF® Freight Flow Matrices are:

Shipment origination region (O),

Shipment destination region (D),

The class of commodity being transported (C), and
The mode of transportation used (M).

The FAF® freight flows matrix is made up of 131 Origin (O) x 131 Destination (D) x 43
Commaodity Class (C) x 8 Modal Category (M) data cells, for each of 2 reporting metrics, annual
tons and annual dollar values.

1.3 Links to Technical Documentation

FAF® is the third database of its kind, with the FAF' database providing similar freight data
products based on calendar year 1997 data, and FAF® providing freight data products based on
calendar year 2002 data. Since the very first FAF effort, a number of changes in both data

2
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products and in the sources of the data used to produce them have taken place. A description
these earlier data products, along with the FAF® data products, can be found at the following
FHWA website:

http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight analysis/faf/index.htm

This site also guides the user to the FAF® on-line Data Extraction Tool, which can also be
accessed directly at:

http://cta-qis.ornl.gov/faf/

At this site a user can customize and download a variety of fright flow tables directly from the
FAF database. Interactive links are also provided to FAF® Data Documentation, Data Summary,
and maps.. Users can also download the entire FAF® 2007 regional database in either Microsoft
Access 2003 (125MB) or in CSV (100MB) format.

1.4 Improvements in Reporting Introduced with FAF®

With this latest version of the FAF a number of improvements to the commodity flow matrix
have been possible over previous versions. These include:

e A roughly doubling of the number of U.S. shipping establishments sampled as part of the
2007 U.S. Commodity Flow Survey (from some 50,000 establishments in 2002, to
approximately 100,000 establishments surveyed in 2007);*

e The use of PIERS data to support improved estimates of the internal to the U.S.
allocations of imports and exports to FAF domestic zones of freight origination (for U.S.
exports) and destinations (for U.S. imports);

e Incorporation of additional federal datasets within an improved FAF® log-linear
modeling/iterative proportional fitting algorithm, as well as the development of the Out-
of-Scope estimates;

e Greater use of U.S. inter-industry input-output (‘use’ and ‘make’) coefficients in the
development of the FAF out-of-scope (to the 2007 CFS) commodity flow estimates;

e FAF provides an O-D specific treatment of natural gas products, which were evaluated only
at the level of national or broad regional activity totals in FAF?; and

e The ability to access FAF® data products via a user friendly web-based data set
construction and download tool (cf. Section 1.3 above).

! For changes in the CFS between 2002 and 2007 see the following Bureau of Transportation Statistics
website: http://www.bts.gov/help/commaodity flow_survey.html#diff 2007_2002
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2. FAF® Geography, Commodity and Modal Classes

2.1 Geography

ORNL

The 2007 CFS commodity flow tables are based on a revised geography that contains 11
additional traffic analysis regions, for a total of 123 domestic regions in all. FAF® uses the same
geography. Figure 2.1 shows the boundaries of the 123 domestic FAF? flow analysis regions,

also referred to as FAF® analysis zones.

Eastern
Asia

Figure 2.1 FAF® Geography
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Three subsets of regions are highlighted: 74 metropolitan area determined regions, 33 regions
made up of state remainders, representing a state’s territory outside these metropolitan regions,
and 16 regions identified as entire states, within which no FAF® metropolitan regions exist.

Note that metropolitan regions do not cross State boundaries: so that the Chicago, Kansas City,
Philadelphia, and St. Louis metros are split into two state-specific FAF® regions, while the New
York and Washington metropolitan areas are split into three distinct zones. To avoid crossing
State boundaries the metropolitan areas of Atlanta (GA), Boston (MA), Charlotte (NC),
Louisville (KY), Memphis (TN), Minneapolis-St. Paul (MN), Portland (OR), Providence (RI),
Sacramento (CA), and Virginia Beach (VA) are each defined by the state in which most of the

4



FAF® Overview ORNL

metro areas’ population resides and economic activity takes place. Also shown in Figure 2.1 are
the 8 world regions that act as the origination and destination points for U.S. exported and
imported freight. In addition to flows between the U.S. and Canada and the U.S. and Mexico,
flows between the U.S. and the remaining six foreign FAF regions are based on an allocation of
countries to their respective United Nations geographic region.?

2.2 Commodity Classes

FAF3 reports annual tonnage and dollar valued freight flows using the same 43 2-digit Standard
Classification of Transported Goods (SCTG) classes used by the 2007 U.S. Commodity Flow
Survey (CFS).

Table 2.1 FAF® Commodity Classes

SCTG Commodity 'SCTG Commodity SCTG Commodity
01 Live animals/fish 15 Coal 29 Printed products
02 Cereal grains 16 Crude petroleum 30 Textiles/leather
03 Other agricultural 17 | Gasoline 31 Nonmetal mineral
products. products
04 Animal feed 18 Fuel oils 32 Base metals
05 Meat/seafood 19 Coal-n.e.c. 33 Aurticles-base metal
06 Milled grain prods. 20 Basic chemicals 34 Machinery
07 Other foodstuffs 21 Pharmaceuticals 35 Electronics
08 Alcoholic 22 Fertilizers 36 Motorized vehicles
beverages
09 Tobacco prods. 23 Chemical prods. 37 Transport equipment
10 Building stone 24 Plastics/rubber 38 I_=>reC|S|on
instruments
11 Natural sands 25 Logs 39 Furniture
12 Gravel 26 | Wood products 40 Misc. mfg. products.
13 N(_)nmetalhc 27 Newsprint/paper 41 Waste/scrap
minerals
14 Metallic ores 28 Paper articles 43 Mixed freight
Commodity
99 unknown

Z See http://unstats.un.org/unsd/methods/m49/m49regin.htm for these country-to-region allocations.



http://unstats.un.org/unsd/methods/m49/m49regin.htm

FAF® Overview ORNL

2.3 Transportation Modes

FAF? flows are also broken down by 8* modes of transportation. Table 2.2 lists these mode and
commodity classes.

The “multiple modes and mail” category includes truck-rail, truck-water, and rail-water
intermodal shipments involving one or more end-to-end transfers of cargo between two different
modes. Detailed SCTG code definitions can be downloaded at either of the following Census and
Bureau of Transportation Statistics websites:

http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/cfsdat/2002data/cfs021200.pdf

http://www.bts.gov/publications/commodity flow survey/survey materials/pdf/sctg booklet.pdf

Appendix A describes how these CFS-based regional, modal, and commodity class definitions
differ from those used by FAF?.

Table 2.2 FAF® Mode Classes

Mode Mode Mode Description
Identification Name

1 Truck Includes private and for-hire truck. Private trucks are owned or
operated by shippers, and exclude personal use vehicles
hauling over-the-counter purchases from retail establishments.

2 Rail Any common carrier or private railroad.

3 Water Includes shallow draft, deep draft and Great Lakes shipments.

4 Air (includes | Includes shipments typically weighing more than 100 pounds

truck-air) that move by air or a combination of truck and air in
commercial or private aircraft. Includes air freight and air
express. Shipments typically weighing 100 pounds or less are
classified with Multiple Modes and Mail

5 Multiple Includes shipments by multiple modes and by parcel delivery

Modes and services, U.S. Postal Service, or couriers. This category is not
Mail limited to containerized or trailer-on-flatcar shipments.

6 Pipeline Includes flows from offshore wells to land, which are counted
as water moves by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

7 Other and Includes flyaway aircraft, vessels, and vehicles moving under

Unknown their own power from the manufacturer to a customer and not
carrying any freight, unknown, and miscellaneous other modes
of transport.

8 No Domestic | A ‘No Domestic Mode’ category is used to capture petroleum

Mode imports that go directly from foreign, inbound ships to an on-shore
US refinery.  This is done to ensure a proper accounting when
foreign and domestic flows are summed, while avoiding assigning
flows to the domestic transportation network that do not use it.
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3. The Flow Matrix Construction Process

3.1 Overview

The FAF® modeling process draws from many data sources but the most important is the U.S.
Commodity Flow Survey.(CFS). Figure 3.1 shows the principal types of data used to construct
the FAF® ODCM freight flows matrix. This matrix construction process begins with the data
reported by the 2007 CFS®, adopting both the CFS definitions for the 123 internal to the U.S.
freight analysis zones and the same 43 SCTG 2-digit commodity classes, but using a
modification of CFS modal definitions. Each of these three data dimensions is elaborated on
below.

2007 U.S. Commodity Flow U.S Shipper
Survey Data: Domestic Shipper Sampled Commodity
Based, Multi-Modal Commodity Flows

Flows (Air, Rail, Highway, Water, by Value and Weight
Pipeline)

CFS In-Scope Flows

Multi-Modal Truck, Rail & Water

Flows associated with Municipal ; -
Solid Waste, Crude Petroleum, & Flow Matrix Construction &

Natural Gas Flows Missing Flow Value
Inferencing Techniques

A\ 4

Truck-Only Flows associated

with Farm Based, Fisheries,
Logging, Construction, CFS Out-Of-Scope Flows

Retail , Services, and Household

! Foreign & Domestic
& Business Moves

Commodity Flows

\4

FAF3
International (Import & Export) Origin-Destination-
Flows: Commodity-Mode Freight

- Deep Sea Shipping Flows | -
- Air Freight Flows Flow Matrices

-Transborder Surface Flows (reported in annualtons
and 2007 dollars)

Figure 3.1 Overview of the FAF® Freight Flow Matrix Construction Process

3For the details of how the 2007 CFS survey methodology, and for on-line access to the public domain
CFS data products , go to: http://www.bts.gov/publications/commodity flow_survey/
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The CFS itself is conducted every 5 years as part of the U.S. Economic Census, with major
funding for the survey provided by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS). Data are
collected on all shipments from the surveyed establishment for an entire week in each of the four
quarters of the census year. In 2007, about twice as many establishment samples were recorded
as in 2002.

The CFS represents the best basis for FAF construction because it provides shipper sampled, and
subsequently expanded estimates of both tons shipped and dollar value trades within and
between all US regions for all modes of freight transportation. However, the CFS has a number
of well researched weaknesses that require considerable additional effort in order to construct a
complete accounting of freight movements within the United States (see TRB, 2006). First, the
CFS does not report imports, while CFS reporting of export flows is also subject to data quality
issues resulting from limited sample size. Second, the CFS also either does not collect data from
the following freight generating and receiving industries, or collects insufficient data to cover the
industries in a comprehensive manner:

e Truck, rail and pipeline flows of crude petroleum, and natural gas,

e Truck freight shipments associated with farm-based, fishery, logging, construction, retail,
services, municipal solid waste, and household and business moves, and.

e Imported and exported goods transported by ship, air, and trans-border land (truck, rail)
modes.

In FAF® these industries produce what are referred to in Figure 3.1 as Non-CFS or Out-Of-Scope
(O0S) to the CFS freight flows. Their estimation requires a good deal of data collection and
integration into the larger flow matrix generation process. The data sources for these OOS flows
are for the most part derived from freight carrier reported data sources, in some cases requiring
the use of secondary or indirect data sources, such as location specific measures of industrial
activity, employment or population, to allocate flows to specific geographic regions. These OOS
flows represent some 32% of all U.S. freight movements measured on an annual tonnage basis.
Developing OOS flow estimates represents a considerable effort, with different commodity
classes requiring very different, typically multi-step treatments: including the use of both spatial
and commodity class “crosswalks” that convert mode and industry class specific estimates from
their native coding categories into FAF® regional and commodity class breakdowns.

3.2 Modeling to Enhance CFS In-Scope Flows
3.2.1 CFS Data Gaps and Data Tables

The 2007 CFS is a large and very sparse matrix of annual tonnage and dollar valued freight
shipment volumes, with many individual cells assigned a value of value of zero tons and zero
dollars of freight shipped during the calendar year. The complete set of 2007 CFS data products
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includes a large number of different data matrices.* This includes the most detailed of the
published matrices, Table CFO700A25, which reports annual tons, dollar values, and also ton-
miles shipped by state of origin, state of destination, mode and 2-digit commodity class.’
Although these are the four flow dimensions needed for the FAF this matrix contains many data
gaps, and reports only state-to-state shipment totals that need to be assigned in some manner to
FAF region-to-region flows. Fortunately, other CFS tables provide 1, 2 and 3 dimensional looks
at this same data, including marginal totals at the FAF regional level that do not suffer to the
same extent from data suppression. Without going through the contents of each CFS data table in
turn, these gaps in the 2007 CFS coverage can be summarized as follows:

e Annual O-D commodity flow estimates exist but some are missing either a modal or
commaodity breakdown, or both,

e Modal share estimates exist but lack the geographic and/or commodity detail required of
the FAF flows matrix, and

e Data on shipment Ien%ths exists, by mode and/or commodity, but with little or no linkage
to either State or FAF® regional O-D geography.

In many instances data is missing or suppressed at the 2- or 3-, as well as 4-dimensional level of
flow resolution. That is, we have a flow matrix that contains a variety of levels of coverage, with
many data gaps needing to be filled.

While many of these zero valued cells are accurate, CFS sample size limitations may also be
responsible for missing some of these flows at the origin-destination-commodity-mode level of
resolution sought by the FAF; or for creating flow estimates that have such high variability
(sampling error) that the US Census Bureau chose to suppress their values. Where such
suppression occurs in the CFS a cell value has been replaced by the letter ‘S’. In some cases ‘S’
reported cells may represent quite large freight flows in the real world, because a large
coefficient of variation does not necessarily mean that we have only small O-D flows to deal
with. For FAF reporting purposes an estimate is desired for these suppressed cell values, and also
for any zero valued cells where limited CFS sampling has failed to produce a positive flow
estimate, but where freight is likely being shipped.® The question the FAF has to answer is not

* http://www.bts.gov/publications/commodity_flow_survey/ Click on “Interactive tables.”
> http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/02CFSdata.html
®Reporting of individual CFS cell values may also be suppressed to avoid disclosing information about an
individual company’s activity. For the CFS, the primary method of disclosure avoidance is Noise
Infusion: Noise infusion is a method of disclosure avoidance in which values for each shipment are
perturbed prior to tabulation by applying a random noise multiplier. Disclosure protection is
accomplished in a manner that causes the vast majority of cell values to be perturbed by at most a few
percentage points. In certain circumstances, some individual cells may be suppressed on a case by case
basis for additional disclosure avoidance purposes. Such cell values have their flow values replaced by the
letter ‘D’ in published CFS tables.
http://www.bts.gov/publications/commodity flow_survey/def terms/index.html#samplingerror
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only what size each of these flows should be, but also, which of the many zero valued cells ought
to contain a positive flow at all.

3.2.2 Log-Linear Modeling of Missing Cell Values

The procedure used for estimating these missing cell values is shown in Figure 3.2. This figure
is a high level treatment of the problem. The following description provides an overview of the
major data steps in this data modeling process.

In FAF®, missing 2007 CFS cell values are first of all estimated using a six-dimensional log-
linear model. The first four of these dimensions are the above-defined FAF origin region (O),
FAF destination region (D), FAF commodity class (C) and FAF mode of transport (M). To this
are added two additional dimensions:

e A ‘freight metrics’ dimension, U, defined by the two classes of metric reported by the CFS,
i.e. tonnage (u =1) and dollar value of freight moved (u = 2); and

e A data source’ dimension, S, that captures four different classes (= sources) of freight flow
estimates, i.e. the 2007 CFS (s = 1), the 2002 CFS (s =2), the 2007 Railcar Waybill dataset (s
= 3), and the 2007 Waterborne Commerce dataset (s = 4).

Waterborne Commerce Data (USACE)
Public Use Railcar Waybills Data (STB)
2002 Commodity Flow Survey Data (Census)

Reconciles Estimated
Flows to Match Reported
CFS Marginal Flow Totals

2007 FAF3
ODCM matrix
of freight flows
(tons, dollars)

US Commodity Log-linear Iterative

Proportional
Fitting

Flow Survey
Data (Census)

Modeling

Estimates Missing
(Suppressed)
Cell Values

Figure 3.2 Estimation of Missing Cell Values in the 2007 US Commodity Flow Survey

Zero valued cells in the 2007 CFS can be categorized as either “structural” or sampling zeros.
For example, truck commodity flows between Hawaii and mainland US regions is an obvious
structural zero. Sampling zeros are divisible two types:

1. Cells where no sample data was obtained by the 2007 CFS, but flows may exist; and

10
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2. Cells where the volume of freight sampled was so small that it fell below the CFS
reporting threshold, i.e. below 500 tons, or below half a million dollars, and was therefore
rounded down to ‘0’ in the CFS published tables.

In particular, a large number of CFS cells have had their value suppressed, for either
confidentiality or statistical robustness reasons. For example, cell values are suppressed reported
in the 2007 CFS if the coefficient of variation associated with the cell estimate exceeds 50%.
The method used for estimating these suppressed, and therefore, missing cells values in the CFS
flow matrix is a combination of log-linear modeling (LLM) and iterative proportional fitting
(IPF). This LLM/IPF procedure was selected because it has the following characteristics:

1. It makes extensive use of existing data within the matrix in the estimation of missing cell
values,

2. It offers the ability to fill in missing cell values while maintaining reported marginal flow
totals and observed cell values across all dimensions of the matrix,

3. It has the ability to handle missing values at multiple levels of data aggregation, and

4. 1t offers the ability to bring different, including non-CFS sources of flow estimates, into
the solution, including completely new one, two, and three-dimensional data tables, as
needed.

This last characteristic has been exploited extensively for the first time in developing the FAF®
freight flows matrix, and represents a major enhancement to the modeling process used in the
previous flow matrix generation process. Specifically, flows reported by two carrier-reported,
mode specific datasets are used to help the FAF® flows matrix capture potentially missing or
under-represented flow estimates. These are:

1. Calendar year 2007 annual rail flow volumes (tonnages) reported in the Surface
Transportation Board’s (STB) public use railcar waybills7, and

2. Calendar year 2007 annual flow volumes (tonnages) reported in the US Army Corps of
Engineers Waterborne commerce dataset.®

In addition, data from the 2002 CFS is also used to look for potentially positive, but zero valued
(i.e. sampling zero) flow cells.

In practice, each of these data sources is treated as a component of a sixth dimension in an
expanded FAF? freight flows matrix.® Where a positive cell value is reported in any of these data

” Accessible via http://www.stb.dot.gov/stb/industry/econ_waybill.html
® Accessible via http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ndc/data/datal.htm
° By housing these alternative modal data sources within a single dimension of the matrix in this manner
we are also allowing, without loss of generality, for the application of more sophisticated across the board
CFS + non-CFS weighting schemes in the future.
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sources, these cells are subsequently assigned a positive value by the LLM/IPF routine, from
which a maximum likelihood estimate of that flow’s volume is estimated.

The complete FAF® commodity flow model, referred to as the “Log-Linear Model” in Figure 3.2,
has the following form:

Ln(F PMPBy = 2o+ 2% + A% + AV + 2%+ A%+ 2%+ %P+ 2% + A%+ A% 4+ AP +
XDM + XDU + XCM + XCU + XMU + 7\,08+ XDS+ XCS+ XMS-F 7\,U8+ XODC + XODM + XODU+ XOCM
+ )\‘OCU_F XOMU+ )\‘DCM + xDCU + )\‘DMU + kCMU+ XODS+ )\’OCS+ )\’OMS+ )\’OUS+ KDCS+ )\‘DMS+
XDUS + XCMS+ XCUS+ }LMUS+ XODCM + XODCU + XODCS+ XODMU + XODMS+ XODUS + )LOCMU+ XOCMS
+ )\‘OCUS+ XOMUS+ xDCMU+ XDCMS+ XDCUS+ xDMUS + XCMUS + XODCMU + }LODCMS—F )\’ODMUS+
XODCUS+ XOCMUS+ XDCMUS+ XODCMUS

where Ln(F °°“MYSy is the model estimated natural log (log to the base ) annual volume of

commodity ‘C’ moved by mode ‘M’ between FAF? origin zone ‘O’ and FAF® destination zone
‘D’ in 2007, measured in units ‘U’ ( i.e U=1 for annual tons, U=2 for annual dollar value of the
freight moved), and found in data source ‘S’ (e.g. S = 1 for CFS 2007, S=2 for CFS 2002, S= 3
for 2007 Railcar Wayhills, and S = 4 for 2007 Waterborne Commerce).

The A’s represent the model parameters to be estimated, often termed the (hatural log of the)
effects of the different dimensions, or combinations of dimensions, on the resulting flow
estimates. For example, A°™ represents the effect of shipment origin O and mode M, 2 °°M
represents a four-way, O,D,C,M interaction effect, and 2, represents the grand mean of all these
effects. Parameters representing all possible levels and combinations of the matrix dimensions
0O,D,C,M,U and S are used to fit the data to what is usually termed a saturated model that tries to
get the most out of the statistical relationships represented by the data sources. This equation is
translated into an additive, natural log form for solution (i.e. for computational) purposes. In
practice, many of the A’s are set to a value of 0.0. For example, since both the 2007 railcar
waybill and waterborne commerce flows are only reported in tons, all dollar valued A\’s
associated with these two data sources = 0.0 and play no further part in the estimation process.

3.2.3 Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF) to CFS Marginal Totals

Once all of the log-linear model’s A effects have been computed, they are used to generate a
positive value of each zero valued flow cell in the original 2007 CFS commaodity flow matrix. In
each case, where a zero valued cell is found it is replaced with an estimate based on the above
multiplicative log-linear model. Three additional steps are then taken:

1) Cells considered to be structural zeros are returned to a value of 0.0.

2) To further assist with filling in of missing CFS cell values, an additional dataset was provided
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. This is a matrix containing the number of establishments
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sampled within each ODCM cell in the matrix, i.e. a set of raw sample responses. If one or more
positive responses are identified for a specific cell, then this is taken to imply the presence of
some freight movement activity, and it is therefore treated as a sampling zero for the purpose of
cell value estimation.

3) A third modification to process then involves the removal of unreasonable dollar per ton
estimates caused by biased or limited sampling, in which either the tonnage or the dollar value
allocated to a particular cell by the log-linear/IPF modeling process creates a dollar-per-ton ratio
that exceeds expected values for the commodity class in question by a significant amount. To
prevent this from occurring, a check is made every ten iterations of the IPF to look for such
outliers. If one or more are found, an adjustment is made to either the tonnage or dollar value in
such a cell and the iterative process re-commenced.

The resulting matrix (now with no missing values) is then adjusted through IPF to comply with
known control totals from numerous CFS marginal tables. It is important to note here that after
the full LLM/IPF procedure is completed, no 2007 CFS ODCM or higher (3 or 2 dimensional)
marginal cell value has been changed if it contained a positive flow value to begin with. Only
potentially missing valued cells (of which there are many) are altered by the process.

3.3 Data and Modeling of Non-CFS (Out-of-Scope) Flows
3.3.1 Domestic Flows

U.S. freight shipping establishments in the following industrial sectors were not surveyed as part
of the 2007, or previous, US Commodity Flow Surveys. The following out-of-scope (OOS)
industries therefore had to be assigned commodity and mode specific O-D flows using other
methods:

1. Farm Based 6. Retail

2. Fishery 7. Household and Business Moves
3. Logging 8. Municipal Solid Waste

4. Construction 9. Crude Petroleum

5. Services 10. Natural Gas Products

OOS flows were estimated using commodity specific datasets and different computational
methods for each industrial class. Where an industrial sector produces O-D flows in more than
one commodity class, data from national inter-industry input-output “use” and “make” tables
was used to determine how much freight each sector contributes to a specific set of SCTG 2-digit
commodity flows. State and county level data on volume of production, industrial or commodity
specific sector sales, or industrial sector employment is then used to allocate flows between
origins and destinations. Spatial allocation formulas are then used to produce O-D flow volumes.
Where truck movements were concerned this occurred in one of two ways. Either county level
origin and destination activity totals were determined, and then a spatial interaction model was
applied to these county productions and attractions, with subsequent aggregation of inter-county

13
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flows back up to FAF® region-to-region flow totals. Or county Os and Ds are first of all
estimated and aggregated to their FAF® regional supply and demand totals. These regional totals
are then used to estimate O-to-D flows directly at the FAF® region-to-region level.

The specific form of spatial interaction model used also varied by commodity class. Either a
distance decay coefficient is calibrated against an empirically derived average shipping distance,
or a simple allocation is made based on market potentials (i.e. on the relative size of a county’s
or region’s demand for a specific commodity). County-level spatial interaction modeling here
allows for cross-county flows to be captured that are also cross-FAF® adjacent regional flows.
Use of regional O and D shipment totals prior to spatial interaction modeling occurred where
data sources proved more reliable at this less detailed level or geography.

Figure 3.3 shows the general idea. In practice, each industrial sector has its own data gaps and
idiosyncrasies that needed to be dealt with.

Estimate national or regional Input-output “use “ and “make” tables are used

(e.g. state) shipments totals to convert OOS industrial sector inputs and outputs to
for each industry by FAF3 FAF3 commodity inputs and outputs where multiple
commodity class. commodity classes are involved. Annual sales,
employment, and other sector specific data are used to
1 allocate production and consumption totals to counties.

Allocate shipments
(by ton and value)
to U.S. counties.

Re-aggregate county ith Use a spatial interaction model
Os and Ds to FAF3 : either O ] to estimate O-D flows at the
regional totals county-to-county level

Use a spatial interaction Aggregate the county-to-
model to estimate FAF3 county O-D estimates to
region-to-region flows. FAF3 region-to-region flows.

Note: Data modeling details vary a good deal by industrial sector/commodity class

Figure 3.3 Four Step Process for Generating OOS Truck Freight Flows
The following sections focus on summarizing the datasets used to produce the FAF® flow

estimates. For greater detail on estimation methods, the reader should consult FAF® industry
sector-specific write-ups.
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Farm Based Flows

Farm-based agricultural shipments represent one of the most significant out-of-scope areas for
CFS. These shipments are almost entirely moved by truck. The vast majority of these shipments
represent farm-to-storage elevator (e.g., grains) or farm-to-distribution/processing center (e.g., fruit,
livestock) trips, at which point further transportation of these products is captured as part of the CFS
sample frame. At the fully national level, the total tonnage of farm-based agricultural shipments
constitutes nearly 7% of the 2007 total tonnage moved within the nation, and over 9% of all
truck tons shipped. County and state level data published by in U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA\) 2007 Census of Agriculture and the 2008 Agricultural Statistics were used to generate FAF®
tons and dollars shipped estimates, supplemented with data from several of USDA’s Statistical
Bulletins.

The dollar value of these farm originating agricultural products were estimated using information
obtained from the 2007 Census of Agriculture and related publications. Specifically, data
provided under the category of “Market value of agricultural products sold”!® was used as an
estimate for total farm-based agricultural shipments. The estimation of tonnages for these out-of-
scope shipments was less straightforward. Commodity statistics published in the USDA’s 2007
Census of Agriculture use a variety of commodity specific units of measurement (e.g., pounds,
bushels, hundredweight, barrels, tons, etc). In some cases, different conversion factors, all based
on information obtained from Agriculture Statistics 2008, were also needed for different
commodities using the same basic unit of measurement. For example, the approximate net
weight for a bushel of wheat is 60 pounds, while a bushel of husked corn on the ear weights 70
pounds, and shelled corn weighs in at 56 pounds per bushel on the average. Following these
unit conversions, each farm-based agricultural commaodity is then placed within its 2-digit SCTG
commodity class.

Where a State is divided into more than one FAF® region, USDA county level data was used and
subsequently re-aggregated to FAF® regional totals. This was done after filling gaps in this
county-specific data, by using acreages devoted to a specific crop-growing activity as a surrogate
for gaps in direct reporting of crop yields. O-D flows are then estimated, first by summing these
county originations to their FAF® regional totals, then sharing these totals to FAF® destination
regions on the basis of a) truck trip length distributions reported by the 2002 VIUS, and b) using
the volumes of agricultural commodity originations reported by the 2007 CFS to allocate these
flows. That is, these CFS originations (from the distribution centers, grain elevators, processing
centers, etc. located within a CFS region) constitute the first non-farm stop in the agricultural
product’s supply chain. Hence they represent a good surrogate for the destinations of farm-based
shipments. Separate allocations are made on the basis of tons shipped and dollar valued trades.

1% The “market value of agricultural products sold” category represents the value of products sold which

combines total sales not under production contract and total sales under production contract. It is

equivalent to total sales. See Appendix B, General Explanation and Census of Agriculture Report Form,

in the 2007 Census of Agriculture report for further explanation

(http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/\Volume 1, Chapter 1 US/usappxb.pdf)
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As a result of this process, the annual tons and dollar valued flows between any two FAF®
regions are consistent with both VIUS truck trip length distributions for a specific FAF® freight
originating region and commaodity class, and also create a consistency between OOS farm-based
flows and the non-farm based agricultural commodity flows reported in the 2007 CFS.

Construction Industry Flows

Shipments originating from activities in the construction sector, including companies or
establishments engaged in construction of residential and non-residential buildings, utility
systems, roadways and bridges, and from specific trade contractors, are not in-scope for the CFS.
It is estimated that this industry transported just under 1.08 billion tons of freight over the
course of 2007, valued at $905.7 million. However, putting a dollar value on such freight is not
straight-forward. The primary commodity shipped was debris (included in SCTG 41 under
Waste and Scrap), for which the value would be relatively small unless recyclable materials are
separated and sold. An estimate of the amount of debris generated by the construction industry
was developed based on publications by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
publications,"* the National Demolition Association, Construction Materials Recycling
Association, and Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc. Similar dollar to ton conversions for other
commaodity classes are drawn from the CFS or other industry specific sources.

Data on shipment distances for the industry are limited at best for 2007, and in FAF® all of these
shipments are assumed to be short distance truck movements, most occurring within a single
county, and all within the same FAF3 zone. Shipment volumes were assigned to FAF3 regions
using sales data from the 2007 Economic Census (EC) where available, and using a combination
of 2007 county level employment data from the Census Bureau’s County Business Patterns
(CBP) dataset, multiplied by Census developed labor productivity rates by industry class at the
state level.

Fishery Flows

The CFS omits fishery shipments that move from vessels at the dock/port to the first point of
processing or distribution centers. Establishments involved in this data gap are within the NAICS
category 114 (fishing, hunting and trapping). Industries in this NAICS sector harvest fish and
other wild animals from their natural habitats and are dependent upon a continued supply of the
natural resource. Based on statistics published in the Fisheries of the United States 20082, an
annual report prepared by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the National

! http://www.epa.gov/osw/conserve/rrr/imr/cdm/pubs/cd-meas.pdf.

12 Information obtained from the Fisheries of the United States 2008 report, published by National Marine
fisheries Service, Office of Science and Technology in July 2009, was used to supplement its 2007 report
under this analysis. Although 2007 statistics are available in the Fisheries of the United States 2007,
many are in preliminary forms. The 2008 report provides more updated information on statistics for
2007.
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Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), commercial landings by U.S. fishermen at
ports in the 50 states were totaled at approximately 4.7 million tons and valued at over $4 billion
in 2007. In addition, catches of Alaska Pollock, Pacific whiting, and other Pacific ground fish
that are processed at-sea aboard U.S. vessels in the northeastern Pacific (off Washington,
Oregon, and Alaska) are credited as landing to the state nearest to the area of capture. According
to NMFS, these at-sea processed fishery products accounted for a total about 1.4 million tons and
valued approximately $19 million in 2007. It is assumed that this freight activity is mostly local,
and that all shipments involve intra-regional FAF truck-only movements.*®

Retail Industry Flows

The 2007 CFS also does not cover shipping activities originating from the vast majority of the
nation’s retail stores. It is estimated that 378.6 million tons of freight were shipped by the U.S.
retail industry in 2007, valued at $624 billion. Based on the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’s
National Input-Output Make and Use Tables, the retail industry generates commodity flows in
most of the FAF® commodity classes.

Although most of the shipments from retail stores are within the same county, there is a
possibility that retailers may transport large items purchased by customers from their
warehouses, which may be located in other counties. At the county level this would be an issue,
but is less likely to be of concern when aggregating O-D flows from counties up to FAF
regional totals. An issue with retail industry flows is whether some of these shipments are
originated from retailer-owned warehouses that serve retail stores not covered by the CFS. In this
case some inter-regional flows might be missing from FAF® totals. These volumes are believed
to be quite small in percentage terms.

Service Industry Flows

This sector covers a wide range of services, including finance and insurance, real estate, rental
and leasing, professional, scientific and technical services, administrative support, waste
management and remediation services, education services, and health care and social assistance.
These industries are typically involved in providing services to the general public, local business
establishments, and branches of government, and in toto originate freight shipments in a large
number of FAF® commodity classes. Also not covered by the 2007 CFS are the mail shipments
by these service industries. The sector as a whole is estimated to have generated 378.6 million
tons of commodity freight in 2007, worth just under an estimated $504.7 billion. To this is added
some 11.4 million tons of mail, valued at $525.6 billion.

3 Based on NMFS published statistics, total imported edible and non-edible fishery products were over
2.4 million tons and worth about $28.8 billion in 2007. Because imports are categorized as a separate
out-of-scope area of the CFS (see Section 3.3.2 in this report), to avoid double counting, imported fishery
is not included under this fishery shipment data gap study.
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The availability of county level sales data varies by type of service offered. For example, the
county level sales data for educational services are released for only 10 states. For real estate
and food services, the sales data at the county level are available for 20 states. A first step was
therefore to fill in this data gap for those service industries, then sum the sales of individual types
of services to obtain an overall sales statistic for each county. Shipment volumes between
counties were then estimated as follows (MacroSys, 2010):

e For non-mail shipments, the county level demand for service sector products (i.e. the
market potentials for these destination counties) was determined by two factors: (i) the
amount of a commodity used by industries according to the Use table in the U.S. I-O
model and (ii) industrial employment at counties. Next, a spatial interaction (“gravity”)
model was used to distribute flows from each freight generating county to surrounding
counties within our across FAF® regional boundaries.

e For mail shipments, total employment in services at the county level served as a
surrogate for market potentials. Since mail is known to be shipped over long as well as
short distances across the county, and lacking any empirical data on this distribution, no
distance decay effect was applied to this sharing process in FAF®.

Household and Business Move Flows

It is estimated that some 254.3 million tons of freight were moved by the industrial sector, nearly
all of it by truck. The value of the goods moved is estimated at just $30.9 billion. Several sources
of data on the volumes of U.S. household and business moves were examined, including the U.S.
Census Bureau’s Annual Services Survey and related studies conducted by the American
Trucking Association and the American Moving and Storage Association.

All of these shipments are assumed to be truck moves in FAF®. These truck shipments were
allocated to counties on the basis of CBP-reported sector employment totals. The shipments are
then allocated spatially between county O-D pairs based on IRS reported county level in-
migration and out-migration totals. (In the absence of available data on trip length distributions, a
distance decay effect was not used in this allocation process).

Logging Flows

Some 372.3 million tons of logs, totaling almost $9.5 billion by value, are estimated to have been
transported in the U.S. as a whole in 2007, of which the vast majority are transported by truck
from domestic forests to nearby sawmills and other local sites. County level logging products
were estimated by multiplying the year 2007 employment in logging industries,, by an average
tons per employee multiplier. To allow for logging products being transported across FAF®
regional boundaries, these products were assigned to counties located within a 75 mile radius of
the producing county, based on the employment in wood product industries within each county,
and upon data collected on the average haul to market distance of logging products (e.g.
sawlogs, peeler logs, OSB, pulpwood and rustic fencing).
18
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Municipal Solid Waste Flows

Municipal solid waste (MSW) is not covered in the CFS, and also does not have a specific code
in NAICS. The main data sources used for estimating 2007 MSW shipments came from
information compiled by Franklin Associates** in collaboration with the U.S. EPA®
supplemented by information in the BioCycle journal®®. Additional, mode specific data was also
obtained from the U.S Army Corps of Engineers Waterborne Commerce statistics, and from the
Surface Transportation Board’s Railcar Waybills sample. As defined by the U.S. EPA, MSW
includes the following ‘Subtitle D wastes’:

Containers and packaging, such as soft drink bottles and cardboard boxes,
Durable goods, such as furniture and appliances,

. Nondurable goods, such as newspapers, trash bags, and clothing, and

. Other wastes, such as food scraps and yard trimmings.

It is estimated that 413 million tons of MSW, as defined above, were transported within the U.S.
in calendar year 2007. All of this MSW is collected at the source and transported to one of four
types of processing facility: local landfills, local incineration facilities, local material recovery
facilities, and waste transfer stations where garbage trucks unload MSW for accumulation and
transfer to larger transport vehicles (truck, rail, or barge), for more economical long-distance
hauling to a final disposal site (Curlee, 2009).

Data on the flows between states was based on work done by McCarthy (2007) for the
Congressional Research Service. Combining this work with data from other sources, it is
estimated that more than 42% of total state-to-state transfers (i.e. state exports) come from three
states—New York, New Jersey, and Illinois, whole several other states export more than 10% of
the U.S. total across state lines. The District of Columbia exports all of its total MSW generation,
while New Jersey exports over 45%, New York exports over 33%, and Maryland over 29%.
Additional states that export more than 10% of their MSW include Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas,
Massachusetts, Missouri, North Carolina, Vermont, Washington, and West Virginia. More than
46% of all these state exports go to three states—Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Michigan Only
five additional states account for more than 4% of the national total shipments of inter-state
MSW—Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, and Oregon. Based on ORNL discussions
with local officials for the previous, FAF? effort, it appears that the large majority of shipments
to adjoining states are essentially local shipments. For example, the city of Memphis ships MSW
to Mississippi. Chicago ships tons to Indiana. The District of Columbia ships to Virginia. Also,
small to medium sized towns near a state line may ship to an adjoining county across the state
line. While these are truck movements, some longer distance shipments are by rail or (much less
so) by inland waterway (i.e. by barge). It is estimated that just under 40% of inter-state

% http://www.fal.com/solid-waste-management.html
15 http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/nonhaz/municipal/msw99.htm
18 http://www.jgpress.com/biocycle.htm
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shipments of MSW are by rail (mostly) or barge. This represents less than 4% of all MSW
shipments.

The FAF3 MSW estimates also include significant tonnages moving from Maine to New
Brunswick, Canada, from Ontario, Canada to Michigan, and a from Ontario to New York state
(Curlee, 2009). Allocation of (truck-only) MSW between FAF? regions below the state level then
used county populations to distribute inter-state flows, with subsequent re-aggregation from
counties to FAF® regions. County-to-county O-D flows were estimated using a spatial interaction
model, using an average O-D distance of just under 32 miles, derived from the MSW literature.
These inter-county flows were then aggregated to their FAF® region-to-region totals.

Crude Petroleum

It is estimated that the US transported some 744.4 million tons of crude petroleum (crude oil) in
2007, using a variety of modes. This crude was valued at some $336.4 trillion dollars. These
crude oil shipments begin either at domestic oil fields, or from large marine terminals that act as
the first domestic storage and transfer point for foreign oil imports. The crude is delivered either
to refineries or to long-term storage facilities such as the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.. A great
deal of this transport is accomplished by pipeline, and by marine vessels (inland barge and
oceangoing tanker), with significant tonnages also moved by rail tanker car and locally by tank
truck.

National level crude oil shipment information by transportation mode is based on Shifts in
Petroleum Transportation published annually by the Association of Oil Pipelines. This report’s
modal information is in turn based on several other data sources, including:

¢ Oil Pipelines: Annual Report of oil pipeline companies provided to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC Form 6);

e Water Carriers: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, (Part 5, Table 2-2);

e Motor Carriers: Petroleum Tank Truck Carriers Annual Report, American Trucking
Association, Inc. and Petroleum Supply Annual, Energy Information Administration
(EIA) (Volume 1, Table 46); and

e Railroads: Carload Waybill Statistics, Report TD-1, USDOT, Federal Railroad
Administration, and Freight Commodity Statistics, Association of American Railroads
(Table A3).

O-D flows of crude petroleum were derived using US DOE/EIA supplied data at various levels
of geographic detail, ranging from five broad multi-state PADDs (Petroleum Administration for
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Defense Districts)*’ and individual States, to specific refinery locations. This includes data from
EIA’s Petroleum Supply Annual (EIA, 2010) on:

e  Production of Crude oil by PAD District and State,
e Refinery Input of Crude Oil by Refining Districts, and
e Refinery Receipts of Crude Oil by Method of Transportation, by PADD.

Spatial interaction (e.g. “gravity”) models were then used to disaggregate flows down to a State-
to-State and FAF region-to-FAF region level. First, U.S. Census’ County Business Pattern data
for 2007 was used to share total crude production by state down to the county level. This
allocation was based on a county’s reported total annual payroll for industries classified under
NAICS code 211111 — ‘Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction’.® These county activity
totals were then aggregated to their respective FAF® regions. This resulted in 80 different
petroleum sourcing regions, serving 50 petroleum refining FAF® regions. O-to-D allocations
between these pairs of regions were then estimated using a distance-decay based spatial
interaction model, applied at this broader regional level of resolution.

Natural Gas Products

Delivering natural gas (principally methane, but also smaller volumes of ethane, propane, butane
and pentane) is an enormous enterprise. This gas is transported to consumers through more than
300,000 miles of transmission pipelines with the help of vast storage reservoirs and thousands of
compressors. This gas is sold to marketers, large commercial and industrial consumers, and
distribution companies for delivery to consumers over a network of more than 1.1 million miles
of local distribution pipelines.

National Natural Gas flow totals, and O-D region-to-region flows were derived from the EIAs’
Natural Gas Annual (EIA, 2010)*, making use of data at various levels of geographic detail,
including:

e Gross Withdrawals and Marketed Production of Natural Gas by State and the Gulf of
Mexico,

o Offshore Gross Withdrawals of Natural Gas by State and the Gulf of Mexico,

e Summary of U.S. Natural Gas Imports By Point of Entry, and

o Summary of U.S. Natural Gas Exports By Point of Exit, Natural Gas Annual.

Spatial interaction models were then used, where necessary, to disaggregate flows down to a

" The New England, Midwest, East Coast, Gulf Coast, and West Coast PADDs. For specific state
allocations to APDDs see: http://www.eia.gov/glossary/index.cfm?id=P#PADD _def
'8 The data is obtained by county level from the County Business Pattern at the U.S. Census Bureau -
http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/intro.htm.
19 See http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/ng/ng_pub_publist.asp
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State-to-State and a FAF region-to-FAF region level.
3.3.2 Import and Export Flows

Imported as well as exported freight flows in FAF® are constructed from a variety of data
sources, each of which must have its flows converted from agency specific commodity codes to
FAF®s 2-digit SCTG codes, as well as have its flows either spatially aggregated or
disaggregated to match FAF® analysis zones. Figure 3.4 provides a top-down view of this
process.?’ The following sections describe each source data-specific procedure in more detail.

International

Waterborne N

Freight data

(PIERS/USACE/FTD)

Szj(l\:/fenxa;(cjs 3 Conversion of O-D flows from HS to SCTG commodity
TransBorder Freight > f;):t? Fian :rr::ll'ui:lsyrzgigorifatlon or disaggregation to
data (BTS) yeh Tegtons.

International Data Source Specific

Air Freight data Flow Modeling & Data

(BTS/FTD) Gap Filling Procedures

Crude Petroleum

Imports & . - . .
Natural Gas FAF3 Foreign Orlgln(Q)-Destlnatlon(D)-Commodlty(C)
RS S -Mode(M) Flows Matrix (annual tons and 2007 dollars)
Exports (EIA) ‘1'

Merged Domestic + Foreign FAF3 ODCM Matrix

Figure 3.4 FAF3 International (Import/Export) Data Modeling

Waterborne Imports and Exports are derived in FAF® using four different data sets, each of
which provides a different look at the nation’s international freight movements by ocean vessels:

2 Although the 2007 CFS does also collect data on export shipments by US establishments, both
coverage and statistical accuracy is limited by sample size issues and this data was not used as a source
for FAF3 export flow estimates.

22



FAF® Overview ORNL

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers International Waterborne Commerce Database®*

The U.S. Census Bureau’s Foreign Trade Database®

A FAF3-specific extraction of data from the PIERS Import/Export Database®

Imported & Exported Petroleum & Natural Gas data from the U.S. Department of
Energy’s Energy Information Agency (EIA)

The availability of these last two data sources represents a significant enhancement in FAF®, and
especially the PIERS dataset, which provided estimates of the internal to the U.S distribution of
imported and exported goods. In 2002, the distribution of domestic CFS shipments was used to
impute domestic trip ends and modes used in FAF? for every commodity that passed through a
seaport. In 2007, information from PIERS was used to impute many of these domestic trip ends,
with 2007 CFS data being used to impute the modes used between U.S. seaports and their
internal U.S. destinations or origins.

International Air Freight Flows: Data published by the U.S. DOT’s Office of Airline
Information (OAI), Bureau of Transportation Statistics provided the FAF® estimates of total tons
shipped annually between originating airports (where the cargo is first loaded onto an aircraft)
and destination airports (where the cargo is unloaded for final land-based delivery, usually by
truck).?* This data is combined with data collected by U.S. Customs on the commodity class
and value of international air shipments, as reported by the Foreign Trade Division (FTD) of the
U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of the Census.? This FTD dataset includes information
on the value,?® quantity, method of transportation, and shipping weights for 9,000 export
commodities, 17,000 imported commodities, 240 trading partners, and 45 U.S. Customs
Districts.

The OAIl and FTD data are combined into a single FAF® air freight dataset by reconciling
differences in the level of spatial and commodity detail to match those required by the FAF. First
each airport was assigned to its U.S. county, and each county to both its appropriate U.S.
Customs District and FAF3 region, using geographic coordinates data files available from OAI
and the Census Bureau. Commodities are reported in the FTD dataset using the 10-digit
Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HS Schedule B for exports). This data is aggregated and translated
to FAF3’s 43 2-digit SCTG commodity classes using a crosswalk specifically developed for the
purpose. Where differences exist between the OAIl and FTD flow totals, the OAI database was
taken to be definitive for total tons shipped, and the FTD database was used to control the

2 http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ndc/data/dataimex.htm

22 http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/reference/products/index.html

2% Special tabulations prepared for the FAF3 project by PIERS staff. ( http://www.piers.com/ )

24 T-100 (foreign) market data. http://www.bts.gov/publications/freight_transportation/

% http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/reference/products/index.html

% Export values are reported free-alongside-ship (F.A.S.) Import values are reported as customs-
insurance-freight (C.1.F) values.
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allocation of freight shipments to commodity classes, and to assign value-to-weight ratios to
these flows.

U.S.-Canada and U.S.-Mexico Transborder Freight Flows: Truck and rail freight movements
between the United States and its NAFTA neighbors Canada and Mexico are derived in FAF®
from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) Transborder Freight Database, itself
constructed from data collected at border crossings by the U.S. Customs Service. After
converting the Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HS) commodity classes in this dataset to FAF®
SCTG classes, County Business Patterns are used to allocate flows reported at the State level to
their most likely FAF3 regions within the United States.

Imports and Exports of Natural Gas and Imports of Crude Petroleum: Liquefied Natural Gas
(LNG) is imported or exported to/from the U.S. by large tanker ships. The US Department of
Energy’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) reports annual LNG imports/exports in
millions of cubic feet by U.S. seaport of entry/exit. The EIA also reports the annual trade in
pipeline supplied natural gas (NG) between the U.S. and Canada and the U.S. and Mexico, also
in millions of cubic feet. Reporting here is both by State and by specific U.S. seaport of
entry/exit, requiring assignment of flows to seaport-inclusive FAF regions.?’

EIA databases were also used to estimate crude petroleum imports in FAF®, taking advantage of
the fact that crude petroleum imports are reported to the EIA monthly at the company, U.S.
seaport of entry/exit, and foreign country level?®, allowing the complete movement of imported
crude oil from the foreign country (source of commaodity), passing through the port (domestic
origin), to the refinery (domestic destination) to be estimated. The allocation of these flows to
specific modes of transportation was then based on EIA data on crude oil refinery receipts,
broken down by mode of transportation (ship, pipeline, rail, barge, truck), and further broken
down by domestic versus foreign sources of production.?®
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Appendix A: Differences in the FAF® and FAF? Freight Flow Matrices

The FAF® Analysis Zones are different from the FAF? zones. Since the FAF freight flow matrix
is developed around the data supplied by the U.S Commodity Flow Surveys (CFS) the
geography has changed with CFS geography. In 2007 the use of more CFS analysis zones (made
possible by the much larger size of the CFS sample) allows the FAF to adopt these CFS zones
while maintaining its focus on U.S. coastal analysis zones that both receive and pass on most
U.S. imports and exports. This compatibility with the CFS geography should make future
development of FAF flow estimates not only less time consuming but also prone to one fewer
sources of possible estimation bias.

The FAF® Mode Classes have also changed since 2002. Table Al below shows the differences.
Note that, due to the redefinition and changed reporting of intermodal/multimodal categories
between the 2002 and 2007 CFS on which the FAF is based, there is no direct equivalence in the
modal classes implied between these two sets of definitions,. Differences in the way the 2007
versus the 2002 CFS assigned water-only versus water-inclusive intermodal shipments
(typically, truck-water combinations) also means that direct comparisons of water only traffic
volumes and modal shares is problematic.

Table Al. Modal Class Changes 2002 — 2007

FAF2 Modes (2002) FAF3 Modes (2007)

Truck Truck
Rail Rail
Water Water
AlIr, air and truck Alr,air and truck
Truck and rail Multiple modes and Mail
Other intermodal* Pipeline
Pipeline and Unknown Other and Unknown

FAF? “Other intermodal” includes U.S. Postal Service and courier shipments and all intermodal
combinations except air and truck.

FAF® Modal definitions are given below:
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Table A2. FAF®Modal Definitions

Mode Mode Mode Description
Identification Name
1 Truck Includes private and for-hire truck. Private trucks are owned or
operated by shippers, and exclude personal use vehicles
hauling over-the-counter purchases from retail establishments.
2 Rail Any common carrier or private railroad.
3 Water Includes shallow draft, deep draft and Great Lakes shipments.
4 Air (includes | Includes shipments typically weighing more than 100 pounds
truck-air) that move by air or a combination of truck and air in
commercial or private aircraft. Includes air freight and air
express. Shipments typically weighing 100 pounds or less are
classified with Multiple Modes and Mail
5 Multiple Includes shipments by multiple modes and by parcel delivery
Modes and services, U.S. Postal Service, or couriers. This category is not
Mail limited to containerized or trailer-on-flatcar shipments.
6 Pipeline Includes flows from offshore wells to land, which are counted
as water moves by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
7 Other and Includes flyaway aircraft, vessels, and vehicles moving under
Unknown their own power from the manufacturer to a customer and not
carrying any freight, unknown, and miscellaneous other modes
of transport.
8 No Domestic | A ‘No Domestic Mode’ category is used to capture petroleum
Mode imports that go directly from foreign, inbound ships to an on-shore
US refinery.  This is done to ensure a proper accounting when
foreign and domestic flows are summed, while avoiding assigning
flows to the domestic transportation network that do not use it.

FAF? modal definitions are as follows:

1 — 4. Truck, Rail, Water and Air (including truck-air) definitions are the same as those used
in FAF,

5. Truck-Rail Intermodal—Shipments that use a combination of truck and rail.

6. Other Multiple Modes—Includes Parcel (U.S. Postal Service or Courier), truck-
water, and water-rail.

7. Other and Unknown Modes—Includes Pipeline and any mode not listed above.

The FAF3 Commodity Classes, like those in FAF?, mirror the 43, 2-digit (i.e. most aggregate)
SCTG classes reported by the 2007 CFS. Differences in the composition of these classes
between 2002 and 2007 are relatively minor, with two exceptions:
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e Printed product flows, which were absent from the 2002 CFS and hence modeled as OOS
flows in FAF? were covered in the 2007 CFS.

e A second change for FAF® was the O-D specific treatment of natural gas products, which
were evaluated only at the level of national or broad regional activity totals in FAF?.
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Preface for Appendix C Economic Impact Analysis:

Alternative 1 referenced in the Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix C) is not the same as the
alternatives evaluated in the EIS. The analysis in the EIS for the Proposed Project Alternative is
based on 1.7 million TEUs (referred to as the Optimistic Scenario, Build option in this appendix). The
document is also used for source documentation (e.g., industry standards used in the analyses within
the EIS).
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1. Introduction

This report assesses the future economic impacts of the Gulfport Container Terminal expansion project.
It evaluates the following sets of impacts associated with Alternative 1:

o Time limited economic impacts associated with the construction of Alternative 1

e Annual impacts of Alternative 1 from increased container volume and associated container handling
and related support activities, for years 2020 through 2060 in ten year increments.

o Potential benefits to regional port related industries, including direct support industries such as
trucking and general purpose warehousing and distribution, as well as potential growth in industries
that would find advantages from proximity to an expanded and more efficient container facility,
such as export oriented manufacturing, manufacturing relying on intermediate product imports for
final assembly, and big box retailers which may find supply chain advantages from port proximity

The report also includes an assessment of potential negative impacts on key regional industries, such as
tourism, recreational boating, and commercial fishing. Potential for disruptions due to increased truck
volumes, visual effects, or “encroachment” into the activity areas of these industries by an expanded
port footprint or due to increased shipping volumes are assessed.

Estimates of construction related economic impacts are relatively straightforward, and are based on the
construction costs, the phasing of construction, and state level economic models that are used to derive
overall economic impacts including direct as well as indirect and induced effects. Direct effects include
direct construction, while indirect impacts include, respectively, the additional rounds of economic
activity triggered by construction spending, and additional rounds of consumption arising from the
original direct gains in construction sector wage earnings. Impacts measured include employment,
wage earnings, total public and private sector output (e.g., total payments to all industries and
households in the region), addition to Gross State and Regional Product, and state and local tax
revenues.

Estimates of annual impacts from increased port volume and operations are assessed for the increment
of additional container throughput associated with the expansion project, compared with a No-Build
port scenario. Additional container throughput (relative to the No-Build) is estimated based on Parsons
Brinckerhoff’s updated market demand forecast (see ‘Gulfport Container Volume Projections”, Parsons
Brinckerhoff, and January 2012).

Impacts from annual container operations include in port employment and spending, as well as major
off-port support activities: truck drayage, general warehousing and distribution, and other shipping and
container trade support activities such as freight forwarding. As in the case of construction impacts,
economic models are applied to these direct effects to arrive at total impacts. Impacts include similar
metrics as are estimated for construction, including employment, wage earnings, output, Gross State
and Regional Product, and state and local tax revenues.

1



2. Economic Impacts from Container Terminal Construction

The Gulfport Expansion project will generate a significant level of short-term economic activity that
would create hundreds of needed jobs in the Gulfport region. Once underway, the Project would
immediately generate construction jobs that could potentially be filled by currently unemployed or
underemployed construction workers, providing much needed business to local construction
contractors and construction materials suppliers. The Project is expected to generate broad increases in
economic activity that would create both low- and high-skilled jobs across various industries.

An input output economic model customized for the state of Mississippi has been used to estimate total
economic impacts, including indirect and induced, economic impacts. This model, obtained from MIG,
Inc., (IMPLAN)" , has been used to determine the employment, earnings, business output, Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and taxes created in the short-term during project construction. IMPLAN
economic models were applied to the increase in construction demand to estimate three types of
impacts:

« Direct impacts represent new spending, hiring, and production by civil engineering construction
companies to accommodate the demand for resources in order to complete the project.

e Indirect impacts result from the increase in production of industries supplying intermediate goods
and services to the civil engineering construction industry. Such firms will also experience increased
demand for their products and, if necessary, will hire new workers to meet the additional demand.

e Induced impacts stem from the re-spending of wages earned by workers/households benefitting
from the direct and indirect activity. In other words, if an increase in labor demand leads to
earnings in a set of industries, workers in these industries will spend some proportion of their
increased earnings at local retail shops, restaurants, and other places of commerce, further
stimulating economic activity.

The construction cost for the Port of Gulfport Expansion is estimated to be $949,765,000 (without
contingency) in 2009 dollars. These expenditures are expected to be made over a 5 year construction
period. For analysis purposes, construction costs are broken into industries as follows:

! IMPLAN, MIG Inc. http://implan.com/V4/index.php?option=com_content&view=frontpage&ltemid=1

Input-output models capture the inter-industry linkages of a regional economy and estimate economic multipliers, which
quantify the effects of increases in final demand on employment, earnings, and economic output within a specified county,
region, or state.




Table 1 Capital Costs by Industry Category

Budget category Study Industry Estimated cost (2009 $)
Construction Costs Transportation construction $897,000,000
Design and Professional Services $9,515,000

construction services
Construction
management /
construction materials
testing

Source — Mississippi State Port Authority

Professional services $43,250,000

Since the costs are primarily civil construction, which is a highly localized activity for which contractors
procure labor and most materials locally/regionally, nearly all of this spending can be assumed to occur
within the regional and local economy. Thus, benefits will largely be felt regionally and locally.

Furthermore, additional employment from construction activity is likely to occur under conditions of
excess capacity in the construction industry. There is presently high construction sector unemployment
in the region, with the likelihood of this continuing for some time to come. Furthermore, the project is
likely to be funded with a high ratio of external funds from the Federal and state governments, reducing
the local fiscal impact of the project. Therefore impacts on the state and regional economy may be
regarded as largely a net addition to the state and regional economy.

On a cumulative basis, the $949.8 million (2009 $) construction of the Port of Gulfport Expansion is likely
to impact the local economy in the following ways:

Table 2 Total Economic Impacts from Port of Gulfport Construction

Cumulative amount Average Annual

(5-year total) Impact
Total Employment (job-years) 13,833 2,767
Total Wage Earnings (2011 $) $553,229,909 $110,645,982
Total Output (2011 $) $1,676,676,089 $335,335,218
Increase in State GDP® (2011 $) $746,303,997 $149,260,799
State and Local Taxes (2011 $) $47,653,402 $9,530,680

Source — Mississippi State Port Authority

The construction of the project is likely to sustain on average over 2,700 jobs per year over its five year
construction period. This includes direct jobs related to the actual construction of the project, in

2 Capital cost inputs originally reported in real 2009 dollars. Economic impacts reported in real 2011 according to
IMPLAN inflationary estimates.

¥ State GDP reflects the total of pre tax wage and business earnings, including business profits business retained
earnings, additions to inventory, dividends, and several other categories. It is conceptually similar to GDP. It can
also be defined as the sum of the value of all final goods and services produced within the state economy, or the
sum of value added. GDP increases are obtained from the value added estimate from the IMPLAN economic
model.



addition to jobs created by secondary suppliers and elsewhere in the economy. It also includes the
forward or induced economic impacts from additional household consumption. The annual jobs per
year are averages — in fact, the project construction schedule is more likely to peak sometime midway
during the five year construction period, so that more jobs will be supported in the middle years of
construction, and possibly fewer during the start up and wind down of the project.

3. Economic Impacts from Increased Annual Container Activity

The additional container volumes and the larger port facility will generate increased demand for in-port
labor, in-port purchases of materials and supplies, and economic activities directly needed off port to
complete the handling of these containers. Handling is primarily warehousing and distribution, truck
drayage, other container transport services, and some miscellaneous activities such as freight
forwarders and ship services.

Estimates of annual impacts from increased port volume and operations are assessed for the increment
of additional container throughput compared with a No-Build port scenario, which includes the capacity
enhancements associated with the Restoration project. The economic impacts estimated here are
incremental to No-Build employment and service requirements. The current port now handles
approximately 210,000 twenty-foot-equivalent-units (TEUS) per year, but also handles substantial non-
containerized cargo.

Additional container throughput (relative to the No-Build) is estimated based on Parsons Brinckerhoff’s
updated market demand forecast (“Gulfport Container Volume Projections”, Parsons Brinckerhoff,
January 2012). That report assesses the prospects for container growth through the Port of Gulfport
based on factors including Panama Canal expansion, the potential for increased market share for specific
trade lanes such as Latin America to the U.S. Gulf Coast, baseline U.S. and regional import demand
growth trends, inland rail network improvements connecting the Gulf ports with the U.S. inland, as well
as the benefits of improved Gulfport facilities. The impact of port expansion/improvements will include
operational and capacity enhancements from dredging for a larger turning basin and expanding
available wharf and cargo handling space. These will increase the competitiveness of the port, allowing
it to attract more and larger shipping, improving prospects for additional liner rotations, ship calls, and
higher market capture rate at Gulfport. The container forecasts in that report include pessimistic,
baseline, high and optimistic growth scenarios.

For purposes of this analysis, only the high growth and optimistic scenarios are considered relative to
the No-Build baseline scenario. Volumes were initially projected through 2040, and extrapolated to
2050 and 2060 using the compound annual growth rate between 2030 and 2040.

The pessimistic scenario was not considered, as it will generate only moderately less impact than the
baseline scenario. Under the pessimistic scenario, volumes are estimated to grow to about 1.07 million
TEU by 2060.



Table 3 Container Volume Forecasts, No-Build vs. Port Alternative 1

Incremental TEUs 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
High-Growth Scenario
No —Build (Baseline) 217,948 287,732 411,671 563,982 769,398 1,049,631
Build 217,948 316,055 453,410 651,893 889,328 1,213,242
Incremental - 28,323 41,739 87,911 119,930 163,611
Optimistic Scenario
No —Build (Baseline) 217,948 287,732 411,671 563,982 769,398 1,049,631
Build 217,948 487,732 711,671 963,982 1,289,238 1,725,215
Incremental - 200,000 300,000 400,000 519,840 675,584
Source — Parsons Brinckerhoff “Gulfport Container Volume Projections,” January 2012.

Operations Estimates - TEUs

As indicated the first step of this analysis was to identify the level of port and direct port related activity
expected over time. Summarizing the market estimates above, it has been assumed that the project
would increase port container volumes at the facility by a range between 164,000 annual TEU and
676,000 annual TEUs relative to the No-Build baseline by 2060, depending on the market forecast
scenario. The increase above and beyond a “no build” scenario (the baseline), or the “marginal”
increase in TEUs is what can be considered the impact of the project. This can be seen in the
“incremental” numbers in Table 3.

Direct In-Port and Off-Port Services Employment: In-Port Cargo Handling &
Off-Port Warehousing, Distribution and Other Support Services Employment

Additional container volumes generate employment in four ways: 1) direct on-port container handling
activity; 2) off-port warehousing, distribution and truck drayage of containers; 3) other off port services
such as freight forwarders and ship services; and 4) other container transport associated with rail
shipments. Based on a range of previous studies and information, a full time equivalent (FTE) per 1,000
TEUSs figure could be estimated for the first three categories.” Other container transport is discussed
later.

For a conventional terminal, it was determined that the labor needs for in-port activity (ILA stevedoring
and other in-port functions) is 1.25 FTE employees per 1,000 TEUs. (Analysis of a more technically
automated port indicates FTE ratios of about half of this.) The warehousing and distribution sector
(including truck drayage) would require an additional 2.65 employees per 1,000 TEUs, while other off-
port activities would require 0.858 employees per 1,000 TEUs. Insum, it is estimated that total
employment needs for a port are 4.758 employees per 1,000 TEUs. This includes direct on-port activity,

* Sources include “The Projected Economic Impacts from Container Terminal Development at Gulfport: Update”,
TranSystems, January 2011; confidential analyses by Parsons Brinckerhoff of port expansion for a container
terminal in the New York region (truck drayage and warehousing and distribution component); Le-Griffin, Hahn-Le
and Melissa Murphy, "Container Terminal Productivity: Experiences at the Port of Los Angeles and Long Beach,
Feb. 2006, University of Southern California, Dept. of Civil Engineering; MARAD Port Economic Impact Kit.
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as well as the indirect employment from warehousing and distribution and other off-port activity.
Assuming no changes in technology over time, the total labor requirements are calculated below.

Table 4 Direct In-Port and Off-Port Labor Requirements for Future Port Activity Generated by Project

| Labor Requirements 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 |

High-Growth Scenario

Labor Needs Per 1,000 TEU
In-Port Activity 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25
Warehousing/Distribution 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65
Other off-port support activity 0.858 0.858 0.858 0.858 0.858
Total 4,758 4.758 4.758 4,758 4.758

Labor requirements per year (annual FTE)
In-Port Activity 35 52 110 150 205
Warehousing/Distribution 75 111 233 318 434
Other off-port support activity 24 36 75 103 140
Total 135 199

418 571 778

Optimistic Scenario

Labor Needs Per 1,000 TEU
In-Port Activity 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25
Warehousing/Distribution 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65
Other off-port support activity 0.858 0.858 0.858 0.858 0.858
Total 4.758 4.758 4.758 4.758 4.758
Labor requirements per year (annual FTE)
In-Port Activity 250 375 500 650 844
Warehousing/Distribution 530 795 1,060 1,378 1,790
Other off-port support activity 172 257 343 446 580
Total 952 1,427 1,903 2,473 3,214

Source — Parsons Brinckerhoff

To be consistent with the input-output analysis software utilized for this economy, certain
characteristics of the structural economy of Mississippi were utilized.® Among these economic indicators
was the total employee compensation per employee in each industry. Assuming no real wage growth
over time, the following table indicates the total wage earnings, or labor income, for employees
employed directly or indirectly at the facility:

® Minnesota IMPLAN Group, IMPLAN, Statewide Mississippi.
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Table 5 Direct In-Port and Off-Port Employee Compensation from Future Port Related Activity Generated by Project

High Growth
Scenario

Total compensation
per employee (2011
$)

On-Port Activity

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

Warehousing/
Distribution

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

Off-port activity

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

Total Industry
Employee
Compensation per
year (2011 $)

On-Port Activity

$2,734,655

$4,030,002

$8,488,021

$11,579,533

$15,797,040

Warehousing/
Distribution

$2,699,206

$3,977,762

$8,377,993

$11,429,431

$15,592,268

Off-port activity

$926,826

$1,365,844

$2,876,752

$3,924,524

$5,353,917

Total

$6,360,687

$9,373,609

$19,742,766

$26,933,489

$36,743,226

Optimistic Scenario

Total compensation
per employee (2011
$)

On-Port Activity

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

$77,242

Warehousing/
Distribution

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

$35,963

Off-port activity

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

$38,139

Total Industry
Employee
Compensation per
year (2011 $)

On-Port Activity

$19,310,487

$28,965,730

$38,620,974

$50,191,817

$65,229,280

Warehousing/
Distribution

$19,060,170

$28,590,256

$38,120,341

$49,541,195

$64,383,731

Off-port activity

$6,544,691

$9,817,037

$13,089,383

$17,010,962

$22,107,444

Total

$44,915,349

$67,373,023

$89,830,697

$116,743,974

$151,720,454

Source — Parsons Brinckerhoff analysis based on IMPLAN and per TEU factors in Table 4



Warehousing and Distribution: Materials, Supplies and Contract Services
Spending

Thus far, impacts have included the direct employment impacts of the port as well as the i.e., off port
support service employment impacts generated from trucking drayage, warehousing and distribution
and other container services off-port. These estimates are for labor only, and have not included
purchases of materials, supplies, and other services by these sectors (the port, warehousing and
distribution, and truck drayage firms) that would have a further impact on the economy.

Such impacts can be estimated for the combined warehousing, distribution and truck drayage firms
serving the port and its additional container throughput. Traditionally, the warehousing and distribution
industry (a component of the labor costs above) is likely to have expenditures well beyond the costs of
labor. According to latest American Transportation Research Institute® data, the ratio of truck driver
wages and benefits to other costs is 0.59. This means that other costs are about 1.7 times the truck
drivers’ wages and benefits. Thus, by multiplying the total warehousing and distribution industry labor
income in Table 4 by approximately 1.7, the non-labor costs for the industry can be estimated.

These costs can be viewed as a change in final demand to the transportation and warehousing industry.
These impacts can then be multiplied throughout the economy. The following table indicates the
estimated changes to non-wage costs in the transportation and warehousing industry, which are
interpreted as changes in final demand.

Table 6 Changes in Non-Wage Spending by Transportation and Warehousing Firms from Port Activity.

Non-Wage
Spending
Increases for

Warehousing
and Distribution

(2011 9)
High-Growth
! $4574925  $6741970  $14199988  $19371,917  $26,427.572
Scenario
S:Ztr:glisotlc $32305374  $48458,060  $64,610,747  $83.968127  $109,124,968

Source — Parsons Brinckerhoff
Total Impacts

Total impacts for the region were derived in three parts. The first two were described above, and reflect
“first round” increases in economic activity. These include, as described above:

e directin-port and off-port services employment and wages

® American Transportation Research Institute, Analysis of the Operational Costs of Trucking: June 2011 Update.
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e non wage spending for materials, supplies and services for transportation, warehousing and
distribution

To complete the analysis of full regional economic impacts, Input Out based multipliers were applied.
These provide estimates of the indirect and induced effects (i.e., the multiplier effects) of the additional
payments to labor (Table 5), and for materials, supplies and services (Table 6). Specifically, these are
calculated utilizing economic multipliers provided by IMPLAN. These indirect and induced, or multiplier
effects, are combined in Table 7 with the direct impacts to arrive at the total changes in regional
employment, wage earnings, output, value added, and state and local taxes. These indirect and induced
effects are explained below:

o Induced effects from wage earnings arise as the additional employee compensation for in-port
workers, and workers in warehousing and distribution, would cycle throughout the economy as the
earnings are spent at various retail and other businesses in many sectors throughout the economy
(food, shelter, clothing, services, etc.). Thus, the changes to employee compensation (the totals
from Table 5) were applied to the economy to identify the total induced impacts in terms of
employment, wage earnings, output, Gross State Product (i.e., value added) and state and local
taxes.

o Indirect effects resulting from changes in final demand (i.e., increased to the warehousing and
distribution industry (shown in Table 6 above) were also applied to the economy. These changes to
final demand had multiplying effects, as the warehousing and distribution industry requires
secondary goods and services from other industries, and its employees spend their incomes in the
economy. These impacts were also added to the total.

Table 7 presents total impacts on the regional and state economy generated from the project from 2030
to 2060. Impacts include total employment, wage earnings, output, value added, and state and local tax
impacts. Tax impacts represent all state and local taxes combined.



Table 7 Total Economic Impacts from Future Port Related Activity Generated by Project

Economic Impacts per year 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
High-Growth Scenario
Employment (job-years)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) 135 199 418 571 178
Indirect 55 82 172 235 320
Induced 62 91 191 261 355
Total 252 371 781 1,066 1,454
Wage Earnings (2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $6,360,687 $9,373,609 $19,742,766 $26,933,489 $36,743,226
Indirect $2,525,932 $3,722,412 $7,840,173 $10,695,726 $14,591,331
Induced $2,013,066 $2,966,613 $6,248,302 $8,524,062 $11,628,703
Total $10,899,685 $16,062,634 $33,831,241 $46,153,277 $62,963,260
Total Output (2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $25,308,406 $37,296,457 $78,554,082 $107,165,100 $146,196,858
Indirect $5,971,497 $8,800,069 $18,534,771 $25,285,519 $34,495,029
Induced $6,240,716 $9,196,810 $19,370,392 $26,425,487 $36,050,199
Total $37,520,619 $55,293,336 $116,459,245 $158,876,106 $216,742,086
Total Value Added (Gross State Product)
(2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $6,360,687 $9,373,609 $19,742,766 $26,933,489 $36,743,226
Indirect $3,157,891 $4,653,717 $9,801,692 $13,371,672 $18,241,912
Induced $3,708,108 $5,464,561 $11,509,500 $15,701,496 $21,420,308
Total $13,226,686 $19,491,887 $41,053,958 $56,006,657 $76,405,446
Total State and Local Taxes (2011 $) $554,138 $816,623 $1,179,976 $2,346,426 $3,201,045

Optimistic Growth Scenario

Total Employment (job-years)
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Economic Impacts per year 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) 952 1421 1,903 2473 3214
Indirect 391 587 782 1,016 1,321
Induced 435 652 869 1,129 1,468
Total 1,777 2,666 3,554 4,619 6,003
Total Wage Earnings (2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $44,915,349 $67,373,023 $89,830,697 $116,743,974 $151,720,454
Indirect $17,836,615 $26,754,922 $35,673,229 $46,360,929 $60,250,653
Induced $14,215,065 $21,322,594 $28,430,125 $36,947,792 $48,017,343
Total $76,967,029 $115,450,539 $153,934,051 $200,052,695 $259,988,450
Total Output (2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $178,712,749 $268,069,123 $357,425,497 $464,510,176 $603,677,368
Indirect $42,167,129 $63,250,691 $84,334,258 $109,600,803 $142,437,180
Induced $44,068,192 $66,102,276 $88,136,372 $114,542,032 $148,858,800
Total $264,948,070 $397,422,090 $529,896,127 $688,653,011 $894,973,348
Total Value Added (Gross State Product)
(2011 $)
Direct (including warehousing,
distribution and trucking) $44,915,349 $67,373,023 $89,830,697 $116,743,974 $151,720,454
Indirect $22,299,128 $33,448,691 $44,598,254 $57,959,893 $75,324,665
Induced $26,184,438 $39,276,651 $52,368,871 $68,058,586 $88,448,923
Total $93,398,915 $140,098,365 $186,797,822 $242,762,453 $315,494,042
Total State and Local Taxes (2011 $) $3,912,995 $5,869,492 $7,825,989 $10,170,658 $13,217,780

Source — Parsons Brinckerhoff
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4. Special Economic Sector Studies

PB has conducted special studies to examine the possibility of negative economic impacts resulting from
Port expansion on key economic sectors and activities in the Gulfport area. Effects may result from
increased truck traffic on local roads due to increased container volumes, encumbrance on waterfront
property, or other aesthetic or environmental effects on the local area.

This section examines three industries with exceptional importance to the Gulfport region to which Port
expansion may generate negative economic impacts: commercial shrimp and fishing, tourism (including
leisure, hospitality and gaming), and charter boating and fishing. The following sections describe the
proposed project and its potential effects on these sectors.

Geography and Project Understanding

The Study Area for the Port of Gulfport expansion encompasses a majority of Mississippi’s 26 miles of
mainland coast along the Gulf of Mexico, which is home to the vast majority of the State’s commercial
and recreational boating and fishing activity. The area also serves as one of the region’s major tourist
destinations. The Port itself is centrally located on Mississippi’s Gulf Coast, just south of the junction
between US-49 and US-90, as seen in Figure 1, below.

Figure 1 Port of Gulfport Expansion Study Area
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For the purpose of this study there are two central factors to consider when evaluating potential
impacts of the Port expansion project: those occurring offshore, mainly the renovation of the Port itself;
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and those occurring onshore, mainly the effect of Port expansion on surface transportation
infrastructure leading to the Port.

Port Improvements

Much of the physical Port expansion is occurring on offshore infrastructure by extending facilities
further south into the Gulf. The Port of Gulfport has been operational since 1902, and since then has
been a highly visible presence on the Gulf coast, both from downtown Gulfport and along the miles of
open waterfront to its east and west. As such, residents and visitors are accustomed to the aesthetics of
an operational port. The expansion will not significantly alter the aesthetic appearance and therefore is
not expected to deter business or other commercial or recreational activity from that perspective.
Moreover, because the Port’s physical footprint along the shoreline will not change, it will not have the
effect of “pushing out” any waterfront businesses in the immediate vicinity.

Surface Improvements

Due to the limited change in the Port’s footprint from the expansion project, it is likely that if the project
were to generate any negative impacts on surrounding industries it would come from ancillary activity
related to increased demand on infrastructure such as surface roadways and interstates, in particular
critical routes US-90 (east-west along Harrison County coast), US-49 (running north from the Port), and I-
10 (running east-west approximately 4.5 miles north of the port with access to New Orleans to the west
and Mobile to the east). These routes are doubly important due to their proximity to the region’s retail,
commercial and industrial corridors. While not a part of the actual Port expansion project, there are
several other independent projects planned in the area are expected to alleviate concerns.

The most significant surface infrastructure project is the future 1-310 Connector proposed by Mississippi
Department of Transportation. The proposed roadway is a limited-access highway that will connect I-10
to 30" Avenue in downtown Gulfport with direct access to the Port facilities. 1-310 will divert all north-
and southbound truck freight traffic off of US-49, leaving that thoroughfare open to regular non-port
traffic. Current plans call for the potential addition of an elevated connection between 1-310 and the
West Pier at Gulfport, further reducing conflict with surface traffic by eliminating the at-grade
intersection with US-90. These steps will remove the majority of port traffic that currently uses US-90
and US-49. Current estimates suggest I-310 may draw as much as one-third of the current daily traffic on
US-49 south of I-10.

Similar improvements will be made to the rail line connecting the Port to freight rail infrastructure.

In general, the alleviation of truck traffic along US-49 will mean easier access for tourist and residential
traffic to the large commercial developments along the corridor.

Truck Traffic Projections

In 2010 the Mississippi State Port Authority (MSPA) located at the Port of Gulfport handled 208,000
TEUs of containerized cargo. While down from a peak of 230,000 TEUs in 2005, volume has increased
steadily in the years following Hurricane Katrina. Currently 95 percent of container freight exits the port
by truck via I-49 North, or approximately 197,600 TEUs in 2010.
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Under the optimistic growth scenario presented in the Gulfport Container Volume Projections, container
volumes could grow to nearly 500,000 TEUs in 2020 and 700,000 TEUs in 2030. However, under the
current Port expansion plan and associated surface transportation improvements, the percentage of
cargo leaving the port by truck will decline from 95 to 50 percent, equating to 250,000 TEUs in 2020 and
350,000 TEUs in 2030; the remaining 50 percent will leave by ralil. It is anticipated that nearly all truck
cargo traffic leaving the port will utilize the new 1-310 connector, bypassing 1-49 completely.

The optimistic growth scenario represents an effective “worst case scenario” for truck traffic in the
Gulfport area; with less optimistic growth, truck volumes will be lower. Overall, despite growth in
trucking volume, increased dependence on other modes of transport and a dedicated highway route
further away from the Gulfport central business district should generate a mostly positive impact on
local businesses in terms of truck traffic.

The following sections will examine potential industry-specific conflicts generated by Port expansion.
Commercial Fishing and Shrimp Industries

The Gulfport-Biloxi Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is home to several dozen commercial fisheries
and distributors and hundreds of professional shrimp and fisherman operating out of Mississippi Sound.
Employment in the commercial shrimp and fishing industries was 8,500 statewide in 2010; more specific
data is not currently available, though it is reasonable to assume the vast majority of that employment is
located along the Gulf coast and, consequently, within the Study Area. The majority of these companies
are small, independent operations.

Figure 2 Commercial Shrimp and Fishing Employers within the Study Area’
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Source — Google Maps, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Figure 2 above maps eleven of the top commercial shrimp and fishing companies in the Study Area. This
map is not complete, but it is representative; locations displayed above represent clusters of
commercial fishing activity in the Gulfport region. The majority of commercial fishing companies operate
out of the harbors along Biloxi Bay and further east (outside of the study area) in Pascagoula. Relatively
few operate in the City of Gulfport or points directly west, and no reported businesses operate directly
along the proposed I-310 corridor. Centering commercial operations in close proximity to safe harbors
like that in Biloxi allows for efficient transfer of catch to processing. It is reasonable to expect Port
expansion activity to have minimal effect on those fisheries still operating post-Katrina and Deepwater
Horizon.

Projecting sector and commercial growth within the Study Area is difficult due to the unique
circumstances surrounding devastation caused by Hurricane Katrina and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill,
but itis unlikely that even robust growth would be prohibited by the Port expansion due to the reasons
outlined above. Overall, there is much uncertainty over future business activity and investment due to
the non-normal development experienced from 2005 to present. This rings even more true with marine-
related industries.

Leisure and Tourism Industries

The leisure and tourism industries along the Mississippi Gulf Coast have increased in market share in
recent years. Due to the major damage done along the coast by Hurricane Katrina, much of the tourism
activity now centers on golf and gaming in particular, as well as hotels and hospitality services that go
along with them. This represents a significant portion of the local economy; direct tourism employment
was 22,000 in Harrison County in 2009, representing nearly one-quarter of all nonfarm employment.

Alone, casinos employ 8,900 in the Gulfport-Biloxi MSA. Beau Rivage Casino employs over 4,100 making
it the largest private employer in Harrison County (behind Keesler Air Force Base and the Naval
Construction Battalion Center). Together, casinos represent seven of the fifteen largest employers in the
County, each with over 1,000 employees as of 2009.

Figure 3 below maps the ten casinos (yellow) and eight golf courses (red) within the Study Area. Hotels
(not mapped) tend to concentrate along US-90 east of the Port and along the 1-40/US-49 interchange;
there are approximately 60 hotels in the Study Area, with only one, the Island View Casino Resort, in
direct proximity to the proposed 1-310 Connector. Casino activity is concentrated in the Biloxi peninsula
with some activity further west along US-90. The only casino facility within proximity of the Port is the
Island View Casino Resort. Golf courses are naturally dispersed throughout the Study Area south of I-10,
all far from any Port activity or associated truck traffic.

Due to the geographic distribution of these businesses relative to the Port and the fact that the vehicle
traffic accessing these facilities will rely primarily on alternate routes (such as 1-110), these businesses
are not expected to compete significantly with increased truck traffic into and around the Port. As such,
there is no clear indication that Port expansion activity would have an impact on those activities.
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Figure 3 Leisure and Tourism Employers within the Study Area®
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Tourism and leisure activities are a growth industry in the Gulfport region. It is likely that additional
casino and resort development will center along the US-90 corridor regardless of Port expansion activity.
However as with other industries, projecting sector and commercial growth within the Study Area is
difficult due to the area’s unique recent history. As with other industries, it is unlikely that even robust
growth would be prohibited by the Port expansion due to the reasons outlined above.

Charter Boats and Fishing Industry

There are over 50 employers in the charter boating and fishing industry within the Study Area, most of
which are small and independent operators or sole proprietorships. As with commercial shrimp and
fisheries, much of the commercial charter boat and fishing activity in the Study Area was erased after
the hurricane but the industry has begun to return to the Mississippi coast. Exact employment figures
for the charter boat and fishing industry are unavailable, but the recreational boating environment
within Mississippi Sound is robust; recreational fisherman spent $700,000 on fishing equipment and
trips in 2009.

Charter boat and fishing outlets in the Study Area are concentrated along the small craft harbors that
offer protective cover for boat storage. As seen in Figure 4, these businesses (as well as strictly
recreational leisure boats) are predominantly found at marinas in Pass Christian and Long Beach to the
west of the Port, and the Biloxi Small Craft Harbor and the Back Bay of Biloxi to the east. None of these
locations are within close proximity to the port, nor do they compete for surface infrastructure with the

¥ See Appendix for list of businesses labeled in Figure 3
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Port and are not expected to do so after Port expansion. In fact, access to the Biloxi Small Craft Harbor is
achieved most easily by bypassing US-49 and instead using 1-110.

Figure 4 Charter Boat and Fishing Employers within the Study Area
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The one marina located directly at the Port of Gulfport, Bert Jones Yacht Harbor (marked “1” in Figure 4

above) shares a channel with the Port’s east terminal, but is sheltered by breakwaters and will remain
protected post-expansion.

While again it is difficult to project near-term sector growth within the Study Area due to the unique
circumstances surrounding damage done by Hurricane Katrina and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, there
is reason to believe marine tourism including charter boating and fishing will continue to increase as
regional conditions improve. As with other sectors, itis unlikely that future growth will be prohibited by

the Port expansion because the immediate area is suboptimal for small craft storage and there are other
locations nearby offering more protected facilities.
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Appendix: Selected Businesses within Study Area

Figure 2 Commercial Shrimp and Fishing
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Crystal Seas Seafood LLC
David Gollott Seafood Co
Gulf Pride Enterprises
Quality Poultry and Seafood
North Bay Seafood, Inc
Custom Pack, Inc

Desporte and Sons, Inc
Seymour & Sons Seafood, Inc
Lion| Sea

10. Bully Rags LLC
11. Biloxi Shrimping Trip

Figure 3 Leisure & Tourism

Casinos
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Beau Rivage Resort and Casino
Boomtown Casino

Grand Biloxi Casino Hotel and Spa
Hard Rock Hotel and Casino

IP Casino Resort and Spa

Island View Casino Resort

Isle Casino Hotel Biloxi
Margaritaville Casino and Restaurant
Palace Casino Resort

10. Treasure Bay Casino and Hotel
Golf Courses

© Nk~ wDd R

Bayou Vista Golf Course

Great Southern Golf Club

Gulf Hills Golf Club

Keesler Air Force — Bay Breeze Golf Course
Oaks Golf Club

Pass Christian Isles Golf Club

Sunkist Country Club and Golf Course
Windance Country Club
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April 14, 2011
Gulfport Restoration Program 2010

Overview

The port of Gulfport, Mississippi is in the process of port expansion. These plans include
the expansion of container handling facilities at the port that will accommodate the ever
increasing size of container vessels currently servicing the industry now and in the future.
Expansion of the Panama Canal, now ongoing, will allow passage of even larger vessels
that will require port facilities to provide increased support for these vessels.
Construction is presently underway to increase and expand the container pier at Gulfport
to provide adequate berthing facilities in support of these vessels. Of equal importance to
a shore facility expansion, is the ability of vessels to transit into and out of these facilities
via an entrance channel of sufficient width and depth to ensure safe passage.

Vessels accessing the port of Gulfport transit a dredged channel approximately 22
nautical miles in length, and requiring approximately two hours to transit. In order to
determine/evaluate vessel access via this channel, STAR Center (STAR), located in
Dania Beach, Florida was commissioned to conduct a simulator-based study of this
channel and maneuvering area at the new pier on its 360 degree full-mission simulator.
Because vessels vary widely in size (length, width and draft) and handling characteristics,
normal practice in the evaluation of a navigation channel is to do so using a “design
vessel”. A “design vessel” is usually selected that represents the type of vessel, in this
case a Container vessel, with dimensions equal to the largest vessel expected to routinely
transit this channel. The port of Gulfport selected a Panamax' Container vessel as
“design vessel” for this study. The study was conducted during the period 6 thru 11
March, and 14 thru 18 March 2011 at STAR Center. This report summarizes the results
and conclusions of that study.

Participants

Two experienced pilots from the port of Gulfport participated in the simulations during
separate sessions necessitated by their operational work schedules. They not only
provided their expertise and local area knowledge of channel configurations, but also
advised as to area winds, tides and local currents. The pilots’ active participation included
operating the test vessels during all simulation runs. During this report, these
participating pilots will be referred to as the “shiphandlers”. Our schedule provided 5

! Panamax. A vessel with a maximum beam of 32.2 meters. The maximum width allowable to transit the
Panama Canal.
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daily sessions for each pilot and the first day of the study, 6 March, was a day to validate
the accuracy of the geographic database and for fine-tuning of local currents to ensure
environmental conditions replicated actual conditions to the pilot’s satisfaction.

STAR provided a Senior Researcher, simulator operator, simulator technician, a mate /
helmsman, and a project facilitator to coordinate simulations, note results and conduct
debriefings of participants at the end of each exercise.

Simulator Models

Geographic database

Database developers constructed the geographic database for the port of Gulfport,
Mississippi containing the entrance channel and inner harbor. This database was
constructed based on information gathered from NOAA Charts 11372 and 11373,
Navigational publications, Tide and Current Tables and photographs obtained by internet
sources such as Google Earth and Bing Maps. While channel depths were compiled from
the NOAA charts, CH2M Hill, an engineering firm managing construction of the new
pier, provided depth survey information for the inner channel from Ship Island northward
to the harbor proper.

Hydrodynamic Vessel Models

The ship response model of the Container vessel “Jutlandia™ was provided to be used in
simulations as the “design vessel”. Container vessel “‘Jutlandia” was available in STAR’s
extensive library of vessel models, and was selected because it most closely replicated the
type of vessel and dimensions requested by the client. Those requirements were a large
Panamax container vessel (3,000 to 6,000 TEU) with a draft of approximately 10 meters.
“Jutlandia™ whose vessel particulars are outlined below had a draft of 10.5 meters. The
agreed upon strategy was to add a +0.5 meter tidal offset to ensure the under-keel-
clearance was accurate for a vessel with a 10 meter draft. Other vessels ultimately
required for the study included the container vessels “‘Dania Exporter”, and “White Bay”.
Tidal offset of +1.0 meter was used when operating “White Bay” to compensate for its 11
meter loaded draft, and charted depth (no tidal offset) was used for “Dania Exporter”.
Additionally, although not officially part of the study, the “Bellatrix™ a small general
cargo vessel was used on 6 March as part of the pilot validation of tidal currents in the
area. Vessel particulars are listed in Table 1 — Vessel Particulars below.
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Table 1 — Vessel Particulars

Vessel Name Bellatrix Jutlandia Dania White Bay
Exporter
Condition Loaded Partly Loaded Loaded Loaded
Displacement 27,520 60,640 34,390 59,100
Wind Profile N/A 7085 m” 4816 m" 6544 m*
LOA 159.6 2941 198 254
Beam 24.9 32.2 32.2 32.2
Draft 9.1 10.5 9.5 11
Propulsion Diesel Elec. Slow Speed Diesel Elec. Diesel Elec.
Diesel

Shaft HP 9,870 49,349 15,690 36,371
Propeller [ (F) (CW) 1 (F) (CW) 1 (F) (CW) 1 (F) (CW)
Max Rudder 35 35 35 35

(F) Fixed Pitch Propeller, (CW) Clockwise direction, LOA, Beam, Draft in Meters,

Environmental Conditions

Wind Direction and Velocity

Winds in the area are normally from the eastern quadrant. Winds used in simulations
were from the SE (southeast) and NE (northeast) at speeds ranging from calm to 20 knots
and above. These winds, because of the general north/south direction of the entrance
channel, act perpendicular, or slightly perpendicular to channel transit, and therefore,
affect vessel steering and handling. Wind velocities of 25 knots were used in a small
number of simulations.

Tidal Currents

The range of tide in the Gulfport area is minimal, about 1.5 feet. Tidal currents therefore,
are normally about 1. knot. Currents during simulations were described as Flood
generally from an easterly direction and Ebb generally from a westerly direction. Current
information supplied by the participating pilots during geographic database validation at
the start of the project, identified an area east of Ship Island where currents often abruptly
varied in direction and sometimes velocity. Modifications to the general current plan
were incorporated in this area when both a Flood and Ebb current were used in the runs.
Currents used in simulations were considered average velocities, and although currents,
especially wind driven currents, may exceed the 1 knot limit used in simulations
increased velocities were not considered. As with wind direction and velocity, currents,
especially when perpendicular or nearly so, affect handling and steering of a transiting
vessel.

The general directions of these currents are depicted in Figure 1 — Ebb Current and
Figure 2 — Flood Current below.
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Figure 1 — Ebb Current

Ship Island
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Channel Depths and Configuration
The Gulfport harbor is entered via an approximately 22 nautical miles long, well marked,
buoyed channel. This channel is divided into two segments. This report will refer to these
channels as the outer channel (Gulfport Bar Channel) and the inner channel (Gulfport
Sound Channel). Channel details are as follows:

The outer southern most channel is the Gulfport Bar channel. It is 122 meters (400 ft.)
wide and 10 miles in length. Its depth is 11.6 meters (38 ft.).

The inner or northern most channel identified as the Gulfport Sound channel is 91.5
meters (300 ft.) wide, 11 meters (36 ft.) deep, and 10.6 miles in length. These channel
widths and depths were incorporated in the geographic database for all simulation
exercises. Tidal offsets, of none, 0.5 meters and 1.0 meters, addressed earlier in this
report, were used to correct for vessel draft.

The only exception to this rule was in run numbers 8 thru 13 when a depth of 12.8 meters
(42 ft.) in both channels was used briefly, to identify a depth in which it was surmised
that “Jutlandia” could safely operate in all environmental conditions tested.

Tugboats

The port of Gulfport has four (4) tugboats at its disposal to assist in docking and
undocking vessels. These tugs are rated at 3,000 horsepower with single propeller
propulsion. Two tugs are expected to assist arriving and departing container vessels
during normal environmental conditions. These tugboats were controlled by the
shiphandlers via VHF radio in simulations as they would in actual practice. Tugboat
response was controlled by the simulator operator.

Testing Procedures

The focus of our study was to determine whether a large container vessel could safely
access the port of Gulfport via the existing channel during “normal” environmental
conditions of wind and current. Additionally, because plans are moving ahead to modify
the existing pier in the harbor proper, examine the effects of this pier expansion on vessel
maneuver room, and evaluate the inclusion of a breakwater on the eastern side of the pier
area. As a related item, examine the ability of the assist tugboats currently employed at
the port, to provide adequate maneuver assistance to the arriving or departing vessel.
Preplanning of simulation runs for this project was completed prior to commencement of
on-line simulations. The resulting Run Matrix would challenge the participating
shiphandlers to operate the “Jutlandia” in the existing entrance channel both inbound /
arriving and outbound / departing. Docking and undocking with tugboat assistance would
be included in these exercises.

In simulations, as in actual practice, vessel transit from “sea buoy” to the berth at the pier
requires at least 2 hours, the number of complete inbound and outbound runs were
limited in number to conserve time on the simulator. Transits were then divided into
shorter “legs™ to save time, identify problem areas if any, and better use simulator time.
Both shiphandlers would complete these simulations independently, under the same
environmental conditions in order to garner their opinions and comments concerning
each run and its practicality.
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Our usual practice is to brief the shiphandler on the environmental conditions of wind and
current for the upcoming run, identify the starting and end point, set the vessel on a
course and starting speed agreeable to the shiphandler. At the conclusion of each run, the
shiphandler is asked to fill out a Pilot’s Run Evaluation form that solicits his opinions
concerning the satisfaction with vessel handling, safety, difficulty etc. The forms are
designed to solicit opinions while details of the just completed run are fresh in the minds
of the shiphandler. A STAR Center facilitator notes simulator results and also notes
important shiphandler verbal comments and reactions.

Problems and difficulties with the use of “Jutlandia” were encountered early in the
project and an alternate Matrix and project strategy was devised in an attempt to provide
a usable and practical solution to this challenge. A revised run matrix was implemented
and many of the scheduled simulator runs from the previous Run Matrix were
incorporated into the new Matrix.

Simulation run information and environmental conditions during each run are identified
in Figure 3 — Run Matrix below.
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Figure 3 — Run Matrix

Run #

Vessel
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia

Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Danlia Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Dania Exporter
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
Blank
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
White Bay
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia
Jutlandia

Transit Tidal Wind Current
Direction Offset+ Dir/Spd Dir Tugs
Inbound 0.5 None Slack N/A
Outbound 0.5 None Slack N/A
Inbound 0.5 SENS Ebb N/A
Inbound 0.5 SE/5 Flood N/A
Qutbound 0.5 SENM5 Ebb N/A
Inbound 0.5 None Slack N/A
Inbound 0.5 SE/N5 Ebb 2
Inbound e SE/N5 Flood 2
Qutbound * NE/20 Flood N/A
Outbound % NE/20 Ebb N/A
Outbound & NE/20 Ebb 2
Inbound % None Slack 2
Outbound * SE/5 Ebb 2
Outbound  none SE/20 Ebb 2
Inbound none None Slack 2
Outbound  none None Slack N/A
Outbound  none NE/25 Flood N/A
Qutbound  none E/20 Flood &
Inbound none NE/25 Flood N/A
Outbound  none NW/20 Slack 2
Inbound none NE/25 Flood 2
Inbound none SE/25 Ebb N/A
Qutbound  none NE/15 Slack 0
Inbound none NE/10 Flood 2
Inbound none NE/20 Flood 2
Inbound none NW/20 Slack 2
Inbound none NW/30 Ebb N/A
Inbound 0.5 SE/5 Ebb N/A
Inbound 05 SE/15 Ebb N/A
Inbound 0.5 SE/NS Ebb N/A
Outbound 05 SENMS Ebb 2
Outbound 0.5 SE/15 Ebb 2
Outbound 0.5 SE/15 Ebb N/A
Inbound 1.0 SENMS Ebb N/A
Inbound 10 SE/15 Slack N/A
Outbound 1.0 None Slack N/A
Outbound 1.0 SE/N5 Ebb N/A
Blank
Inbound 1.0 NE/20 Flood N/A
Outbound 1.0 SE/M5 Ebb N/A
Outbound 1.0 SE/15 Slack N/A
Outbound 1.0 None Slack 2
Outbound 1.0 None Slack N/A
Inbound - ] None Slack 2
Outbound 1.0 SE/5 Ebb 2
Inbound 1.0 SE/N5 Ebb 2
Inbound 1.0 NE/20 Flood 2
Outbound 1.0 NE/15 Ebb 2
Outbound 1.0 NE/15 Ebb N/A
Inbound 1.0 SE/5 Flood N/A
Outbound 1.0 NE/25 Flood 1
Outbound 10 NE/25 Ebb N/A
Inbound 05 SE/20 Ebb N/A
Inbound 05 NE/25 Slack 2
Outbound 0.5 NE/25 Flood N/A

Outbound 0.5 NE/25 Flood N/A
Start and End Points - Numbers = buoy numbers. SB = Sea buoy.

Start
Paint

End Point Remarks

Berth

Berth

Grounded

Grounded
Grounded

Grounded
Grounded

Grounded
Grounded

Grounded

Redo #40

Grounded
cont. run #48

Grounded

Grounded
Grounded
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Simulation Results

“Jutlandia”

The original Run Matrix (not included in this report) called for the exclusive use of
“Jutlandia™ as the “design vessel” with which to evaluate the channel and inner harbor
new pier configuration. Although the shiphandler was comfortable with run results, when
operating “Jutlandia” during the first seven runs, some difficulties were immediately
apparent. With the exception of run #7, these exercises were conducted in the wider and
deeper “outer channel” and even then steering control challenges were apparent. Even
when a run was completed successfully, under-keel-clearance (UKC) of less than 0.8
meters at times, made vessel heading control difficult. The shiphandler elected to
increase vessel speed in an attempt to mitigate these steering problems, only to lessen
UKC to approximately 0.4 meters or less due to squat® effects. See Figure 4 —
Computed Squat “Jutlandia” below. Wind and tidal current effects during these runs
were kept to a minimum to non-existent in an effort to establish a baseline for vessel
performance. Run number 4 resulted in a grounding exacerbated by the combination of
squat and bank effects’. The vessel’s speed thru the water could be slowed to increase
UKC, but this strategy would make the vessel more susceptible to wind and current
effects and therefore, harder to maintain steerage. “Jutlandia” draft was effectively 10
meters plus 0.8 meters (computed squat @ 12 knots speed) totaling 10.8 meters, and
operating in channels dredged to 11.6 and 11 meters respectively.

The above factors would provide no margin of safety during transits by “Jutlandia”.

Figure 4 - Computed Squat “Jutlandia”

‘Speed Open Water Confined Squat

Knots Squatm m
2 0.02 0.04
& 0.05 0.10
4 0.09 0.17
5 0.13 0.27
6 0.19 0.39
7 0.26 0.53
8 0.34 0.69
9 0.44 0.87
10 0.54 1.08
11 0.65 1.30
12 0.77 1.55
13 0.91 1.82

To continue testing of this vessel when insufficient channel depth was the major cause of
concern seemed fruitless. The effects of mild to brisk winds, and tidal currents on the

* Squat — Increase in a vessels draft when speeds thru the water are increased.
" Bank Effects — Cushion and suction influences on a vessel caused by proximity of steep sides of a
channel.
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vessel to determine if channel width is adequate were cancelled because of this
insufficient depth clearance. Communications with the client indicated that some idea of
depth required to operate this vessel in the existing channel might be useful.

A one-day, very brief examination of access by “Jutlandia” with an arbitrary channel
depth of 12.8 meters (42 feet) was conducted. Run numbers 8 thru 13 were conducted.
Each of these runs was conducted without incident, and transits were successfully
completed. Runs conducted at this 12.8 meter depth were meant to highlight the
importance of channel depth. It has been our experience that in a narrow channel, when
channel depth or UKC is more generous, narrow channels are less problematic. This fact
is attributed to better steering/handling of a vessel in deeper water. In the case of our
channel, especially the inner 91.5 meter wide channel, the combination of narrow channel
and inadequate UKC make transits generally unsafe.

In order to solicit the opinions of the second participating shiphandler, during the second
week of the project, “Jutlandia” was again examined. Run numbers 28 thru 33 and 53
thru 56 were conducted. Most runs ended in groundings and control problems due mainly
to insufficient depths.

“Dania Exporter”

“Dania Exporter” was examined extensively during the first week of the project after
“Jutlandia” runs indicated handling problems. Operation of “Dania Exporter” in the
existing channel required no tidal offset as the vessel draft is 9.5 meters. Although it is
also a panamax container vessel its length and therefore, its container carrying capacity
are significantly reduced. A 9.5 meter draft will enable channel transits with little
problems with UKC. This allowed us to observe its ability to maintain center channel
during wind and current conditions normally experienced at the port.

As with all container vessels “Dania Exporter” presents a somewhat high wind profile
due to the presence of containers stacked above deck. Although this vessel is smaller in
length as well as less draft, and was not as large as the agreed upon “design vessel”,
testing it would yield useful information about channel capacity to support container
vessel access. Simulation runs 14 thru 27 were conducted during various conditions of
wind and current. Simulator exercises and participating shiphandler comments indicated
that vessel performance during ebb or flood currents as well as winds from NE, SE, and E
were not problematic. UKC during most runs were not less than 0.7 meters and when
vessel speed was limited to approximately 10 knots, UKC was 1.0 meters or slightly
more. The computed squat calculation for the vessel is +0.59 meters at a vessel speed of
10 knots.

Maneuvers inside the harbor proper presented few difficulties. Docking and undocking
at the pier proved to have few difficulties as well. Two tugboats provided ample
assistance, and in one instance, undocking from the new pier was accomplished without
the use of tugs. The vessel docked both port side and starboard side to the berth.

“White Bay™

Because a combination of both vessel length and draft are major factors in determining
the proper depth and width of the Gulfport channel, STAR Center made available “White
Bay” a container vessel already in its library of vessel models. Its length of 254 meters,
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40 meters shorter than “Jutlandia”, could be used to determine/quantify safe transit
limitations in the existing channel. The only drawback was its loaded draft of 11 meters.
As with the “Jutlandia™, a tidal offset was used to ensure UKC measurements and vessel
handling characteristics were accurate. A tidal offset of +1.0 meters was used in all
“White Bay™ simulations, essentially giving it a draft of 10 meters. Run numbers 34 thru
52 were conducted using “White Bay™.

The participating shiphandler made every effort to keep vessel transit speeds to a
minimum (about 10 knots) in an effort to maximize UKC, having already experienced the
steering/grounding difficulties with the larger “Jutlandia”, also at 10 meter draft. See
Figure 5 — Computed squat “White Bay” below.

Figure 5 — Computed Squat “White Bay”

Speed Open Water | Confined Squat

Knots Squat m m
2 0.03 0.05
3 0.06 0.12
4 0.11 0.21
5 0.17 0.34
6 0.24 0.48
7 0.33 0.66
8 0.43 0.86
9 0.54 1.09
10 0.67 1.34
11 0.81 1.62
12 0.96 1.93
13 1:43 2.26

It was decided to examine short “legs” of the channel to determine trouble spots or
particularly challenging segments of the channel for the shiphandler. Some exercises
were defined as repeat of the runs completed by “Jutlandia”, and some runs were at the
request of the shiphandler. Docking and undocking at the existing pier as well as the new
pier were successful, and tugboats were adequate in the opinion of the shiphandler.
Vessel performance in the channel was about the same as with “Jutlandia”. The shorter
in length “White Bay” handled only slightly better in the channel, shiphandler comments
indicated that even if the exercise was completed successfully, there was no “margin for
error”. The vessel performed better in the wider and deeper outer channel (Bar Channel)
than the inner channel as expected. In the inner channel, vessel adherence to the center
channel was important at all times. Should the vessel stray from the center of the channel,
even if this strategy was deliberate, to combat the effects of wind or current, proximity to
the bank of the channel taxed steering capabilities. Although not extensively repeated, no
run from the sea buoy to the pier, or pier to sea buoy was completed without incident.

Extended Pier and Vicinity
The on-going construction of the container pier is extending the pier southward,
providing additional berths for visiting vessels. Additionally, the 36 foot depth in the
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harbor will be extended northward along this pier providing added maneuver room for
vessels. Lastly, a breakwater will be installed and extended on the eastern side of the
harbor to shelter this pier and maneuver area from possible waves and swell. Each of the
vessels examined in this simulation project transited into and out of this “plan of the
future™ configuration of completed harbor design. Maneuver room provided by the
extended northward dredging provided more than ample room to turn a vessel when
arriving or departing. When however, an inbound / arriving vessel passes green marker
number 61 at the channel end, the proximity of the extended breakwater, because of its
proximity to that channel marker, restricts vessel clearance. This juncture is particularly
important to the shiphandler as transitioning from channel transit speeds to maneuver
minimums in this area requires slowing with ships engines and / or the assistance of
tugboats alongside. Not only must the shiphandler clear this narrow area, but must
concern himself with ensuring that the alongside tugboats have ample passing distances
from the breakwater, and adequate maneuver room to assist the vessel as necessary. Both
participating shiphandlers remarked negatively about this constriction, no mater which
vessel was being operated. See Figure 6 — Harbor Breakwater below.

Figure 6 — Harbor Breakwater
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CONCLUSIONS AND REMARKS

The obvious challenge for the shiphandler was the transits in the entrance channel. The
approximately 22 nautical mile long entrance channel, consisting of two parts, the Bar
channel and Sound channel, is designed at 122 and 91.5 meters in width, and 11.6 and 11
meters in depth respectively, and was expected to present the biggest challenge to access
by the larger (length and draft) modern container vessels. The “design vessel” selected to
examine this channel and harbor / new pier was from STAR’s library of vessel models.
That vessel was the “Jutlandia”, selected because its relatively long length and minimum
draft (partially loaded) might be able to successfully and safely access the harbor via the
existing channel. If successful, it would be used to establish the normal and upper limits
of conditions of wind and current which could be expected during transits.

“Jutlandia” and “White Bay”

The “Jutlandia”, the focus of the study, was of necessity the first vessel tested.

Problems with vessel control were noted with both the ““Jutlandia™ and “White Bay” early
in the simulations. These steering control difficulties were the result of the lack of
minimal to sufficient under-keel-clearance (UKC), and were compounded by the fact of
transiting the narrow channels. Insufficient UKC can and does cause a vessel to
“wander” across its intended course. Wind and tidal currents, especially when
perpendicular, or nearly so, to the channel course, also may cause this effect. Container
vessels with their large wind profile area are especially susceptible to wind influences,
and all vessels are vulnerable to currents.

A brief description of the challenges facing the shiphandler trying to balance vessel speed
vs. vessel control is presented here. Vessel squat, explained earlier, increases
exponentially with vessel speed and is minimal to non-existent at speeds below 4-5 knots
for most vessels. Vessel speed thru the water can provide increased steering control to
combat the effects of wind and current when it is increased. When the effects of wind and
current tend to set a vessel out of a channel for instance, the shiphandler might use course
changes and increased speed to counter those effects. “Jutlandia™ and “White Bay™ were
operated with a vessel draft for the purpose of simulation, at 10 meters. The effects of
squat when vessels were operated at a 10 knot speed during transits increased this draft to
10.6 meters for “Jutlandia” and 10.7 meters for “White Bay”. In channels whose
available depth is 11 and 11.6, UKC for safe vessel control is problematic. A vessel
operated to slowly may be overly susceptible to wind and current, too fast and grounding
in the channel is an increased possibility.

Channel widths are also an integral factor in vessel handling. During simulations vessel
leeway"', at times, was about 3 degrees. This 3 degree leeway increased the “swept path”
of “Jutlandia” and “White Bay” to 48 and 46 meters respectively. For “Jutlandia™ this
was 40% of the outer channel and 52% of the inner channel. “White Bay” used 38% of

* Leeway, crab angle, or drift angle — can be defined as the angular difference between the course steered
and the course made good thru the water.
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the outer channel and 50% of the inner. This increase essentially narrowed the available
maneuver room in the channel, and proximity to the banks when course correcting.

The participating pilots, experienced and competent shiphandlers, used any and all of the
strategies above to successfully complete the exercises. The Run Matrix presented in
Figure 2 above, reported groundings during simulations involving both “Jutlandia” and
“White Bay”. These groundings would cause the simulator to stop or “trip” forcing a
reset and rerun. Groundings reported in the Matrix were those of sufficient magnitude to
cause this “trip”. However, groundings that may have resulted in the vessel “bumping the
bottom™ during a run did not stop the simulation, but were none the less important
groundings. Cases when “bumping the bottom™ occurred were not infrequent. Even when
the exercise was completed successfully, there was no “margin for error” demonstrated in
simulation.

The “White Bay”, the shorter vessel, performed only slightly better in simulations than
did the “Jutlandia”, however, it still had grounding and steering complications relating
mainly to channel depth. Pilot Run Evaluations, which accompany this report, sometimes
reflected an optimistic view of each exercise by the shiphandlers. In the case of the
“Jutlandia” however, this opinion, when considered in hindsight, after completion of the
entire project, Final Evaluations (also included) reported that both shiphandlers consider
“Jutlandia” unsafe in the present channel. “White Bay” in the opinion of the shiphandler
and expressed in the Final Evaluation, could be operated only during optimal
environmental conditions. Since the ability of a container vessel to transit into and out of
the port of Gulfport, during most conditions of tide, current, and wind, is important, the
rating of “only during optimal conditions™ is considered less than satisfactory.

“Dania Exporter”

“Dania Exporter” was included in our testing of the port and entrance channel to provide
some example of vessel size that is facilitated by the existing channel. The “Dania
Exporter” is considerably shorter in length and more importantly, less draft (9.5 meters)
than the “design vessel” or the “White Bay”. Its computed squat at a speed of 10 knots is
0.6 meters, giving it a 10.1 meter draft when transiting. Vessel performance during
simulations was not problematic in either the outer or inner channels. Simulations
included normal tidal currents and winds from different directions and velocities up to 30
knots. Shiphandler opinions both orally during debriefings and in writing in the Final
Evaluation state that access by “Dania Exporter” is possible and safe. No problems were
experienced when docking or undocking.

Recommendations

Simulation has shown that the larger container vessels “Jutlandia” and “White Bay”
cannot consistently and safely access the port of Gulfport via the channel as currently
designed in conditions tested.

“Dania Exporter” can safely access the port of Gulfport via the channel as currently
designed in conditions tested.
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The 3,000 horsepower, single propeller tugboats used at the port and in simulations are
ample to provide maneuver and docking/undocking assistance to all vessels tested.

The breakwater scheduled for inclusion at the harbor entrance north of marker number 61
can restrict vessel maneuvers at that critical juncture. Repositioning or removal of this
breakwater is recommended.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) is being developed in conjunction with an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Port of Gulfport (Port) Expansion Project (the
Project). The Project proposes to expand the existing West Pier (155 acres) and East Pier
(14.5 acres) facilities, which would provide additional operational areas for future
concessions at the Port. The West Pier expanded areas would be constructed to +25 feet
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). The remaining areas, including a North
Harbor Fill area, would be constructed to an elevation of +12 to +14 feet NAVDS88. To
accommodate the increased traffic and larger vessels associated with expanding the Port, the
Project also includes creation of a Turning Basin adjacent to the existing Anchorage Basin
and the expanded West Pier. Finally, a breakwater may also be constructed along the
eastern side of the existing channel to provide additional storm protection for the expanded

facilities.

This DMMP evaluates the placement options for the dredged material from the expansion of
the piers, construction of the Turning Basin, and maintenance dredging events. The Project
will require removal and placement of approximately 7.51 million cubic yards (MCY) of

sediment for the expansion of the piers and the creation of the Turning Basin.

The DMMP evaluates several dredged material placement alternatives for the Project. One
alternative is to use the dredged material as fill for the West Pier Terminal Expansion.
Another option is to place the materials in an existing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) designated Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS). At the time of this
DMMP, there is one available USEPA-designated ODMDS—the Pascagoula ODMDS.

The Beneficial Use (BU) alternatives include placement at the Chandeleur Islands and Biloxi
Marsh Complex (BMC) in St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana, for marsh and shoreline restoration

and habitat enhancement.

The DMMP also includes placement alternatives for the material from the maintenance
dredging of the proposed Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing
area. The estimated 30-year maintenance quantity is between 14.6 and 40.2 MCY. Thin-

layer placement in the open-water sites to the west of the Federal Navigation Channel (FNC)
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Executive Summary

and placement in the Pascagoula ODMDS are two alternatives evaluated for the maintenance
dredged material. Deer Island, which was one of the sites identified in the State of
Mississippi BU Master Plan, was also evaluated as a placement option for the Turning Basin

and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing area maintenance dredged material.

Dredged material placement sites are evaluated based on the cost associated with dredging;
environmental consequences; transport; and the available or estimated capacity. For the
West and East Pier and the Turning Basin improvements, the BMC in St. Bernard Parish,
Louisiana, is the recommended placement site for the dredged material. As of the date of this
DMMP, the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources is in beginning stages of developing
the BMC permit as a beneficial use site for placement of the dredged materials. Thin-layer
placement within the Mississippi Sound is the recommended alternative for the Turning

Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing area maintenance dredging.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) is being developed in conjunction with an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Port of Gulfport (Port) Expansion Project (the
Project). The DMMP will evaluate the management alternatives for the dredged material
from the construction and maintenance of the Project. As outlined in the draft EIS, the
proposed Project includes increasing the footprint of the existing West Pier, East Pier, North

Harbor, and the Anchorage Basin.

1.1 Background

The Port of Gulfport, located on the Gulf of Mexico in Harrison County, Mississippi, is
approximately 5 miles south of Interstate 10 (I-10; Figure 1-1). The current operational
facility is approximately 369 acres and was constructed in 1902 as part of the Gulf and Ship

Island Railroad venture.

In 1998, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issued a permit (Permit Number MS96-
02828-U) to the Port for an 84-acre expansion to the existing West Pier Terminal. During
construction of the first two phases of this project, Hurricane Katrina made landfall

(August 29, 2005) on the Mississippi Gulf Coast. The storm significantly damaged the Port’s
existing infrastructure and the West Pier Expansion. Through available Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, the Port has initiated the Port of Gulfport
Restoration Program (PGRP, the Program), which aims to restore the facility to its

pre-Katrina status and complete the renovations interrupted by the storm.

1.2 Project Description

On March 11, 2011, the USACE Mobile District filed a Notice of Intent (NOI), in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, to develop an EIS for the
Project. The Project, as described in the NOI (SAM-2009-1768-DMY, issued April 16, 2010),
has been altered from its initial scope. Initially, approximately 700 acres of open water in the
Mississippi Sound were proposed to be filled to expand the collective footprint of the Port.
The modified Project scope entails filling a smaller footprint of approximately 200 acres. The
reduced footprint decreases the overall amount of fill necessary for expansion and will no

longer impact the existing Anchorage Basin or Federal Navigation Channel (FNC).
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In addition, the proposed Project includes the construction of wharfs, bulkheads, terminal
facilities, container storage areas, intermodal container transfer facilities, infrastructure and a
breakwater, and dredging and dredged material placement (Federal Register 2011). The
expanded terminal footprint will have a finished elevation of +25 North American Vertical
Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88) at the West Pier and +12 to +14 feet NAVD88 in the remaining
areas to mitigate impacts to the Port’s infrastructure. The total Project will require removal
and placement of 7.51 million cubic yards (MCY) of sediment. Sections 1.2.1 to 1.2.5 provide

a more detailed description the project components.

1.2.1 West Pier Terminal Expansion

The goal of the West Pier Terminal Expansion is to develop a multiuse concession that
adjoins the southern end of the existing West Pier. The proposed expansion area will extend
the West Pier footprint approximately 3,600 linear feet (LF), adding approximately 155 acres
to the existing facility (Figure 1-2). The operations, storage, and berthing capacity of the
expanded area will result in a potential through-put capacity of 1.7 million Twenty-foot
Equivalent Units (TEUs) per year (CH2M HILL 2010b). The dredging for the West Pier
includes removal of soft sediments prior to fill placement and 30-year maintenance dredging

of the proposed berths.

1.2.2 East Pier Terminal Expansion

The East Pier Terminal Expansion proposes to add approximately 14.5 acres (Figure 1-2) for
rail operations and additional warehouse storage space. An additional berth is proposed on
the southwestern corner of the East Pier Expansion. The dredging for the East Pier includes
includes removal of soft sediments prior to fill placement and 30-year maintenance dredging

of the proposed berth.

1.2.3 North Harbor Fill Area

The Project proposes to fill approximately 9 acres of the former berth of the Copa Casino
vessel in the North Harbor (Figure 1-2). The proposed design also includes construction of a
new berthing area. The dredging for the North Harbor includes berth construction and

future maintenance dredging.
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1.2.4 Turning Basin Expansion

The Turning Basin will support the increased traffic resulting from the West Pier Terminal
Expansion. The proposed 85-acre Turning Basin is adjacent to the existing Anchorage Basin
(Figure 1-2). The Turning Basin would be dredged to a depth of -36 feet mean lower low
water (MLLW) plus 2 feet of advance maintenance and 2 feet of allowable overdepth. The
DMMP evaluation includes the dredging associated with the Turning Basin Expansion and

maintenance dredging.

1.2.5 Eastern Breakwater

A proposed breakwater along the eastern side of the FNC will provide storm protection to
the Project berthing areas. The proposed 4,000 LF breakwater footprint (Figure 1-2) covers
approximately 18 acres. A breach mid-way along the alignment of the structure will allow
shallow-draft access to and from the FNC to the Bert Jones Yacht basin. Several breakwater
alignments have been analyzed as part of the Project (Baker 2011) and are discussed in

Section 4.4.

1.3 Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this DMMP is to evaluate the best material management alternatives for the
placement of material dredged from the construction and maintenance of the Expansion

Project. The main goals of the DMMP are as follows:

e Determine the dredging history for the Port

e Review sediment transport trends and shoaling rates

e (Calculate volumes for dredging the West Pier, East Pier, and Turning Basin Expansion
alternatives

e Determine the sediment characteristics of the proposed dredge material

e Determine Beneficial Use (BU) criteria and alternatives

e Review the screening requirements and capacities for the existing U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS)

e Develop and analyze alternatives for dredged material placement alternatives

For this DMMP, the dredged material placement alternative analysis is based on availability,

placement logistics, and costs. A global assessment of the environmental impacts for each
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alternative is beyond the scope of this DMMP. Such an analysis is relevant and included as

part of an EIS to assess the effects of the proposed alternatives.
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Figure 1-1
Port of Gulfport Location Map
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Future North Harbor Fill

Future East Pier Proposed Breakwater

Terminal Expansion

\ Future Turning Basin

Expansion

Future West Pier
Terminal Expansion

Figure 1-2
Port of Guifport Proposed Expansion
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
2.1 Port of Gulfport

The Port of Gulfport consists of the West and East Pier Terminals, and North Harbor.
Facilities at the Port include rail, storage buildings, open container storage, dockside berths,
off dock storage, open bulk and break-bulk storage, and a container freight station (MSPA
website 2015).

2.2 Anchorage Basin

The Anchorage Basin extends from station 0+00 at the north to the entrance of the Sound
Channel at station 50+75 and is divided into north and south sections. The northern section
of the Anchorage Basin (station 0+00 to 15+49) has an authorized -32 feet MLLW
maintenance depth and a width of 1,100 feet. The southern end (station 15+49 to 50+75) is
authorized to be maintained at a depth of -36 feet MLLW with varying widths to
accommodate the entrance at the Sound Channel; it is 1,360 feet at its widest point

(USACE 2011).

2.3 Sound Channel

The 11-mile Sound Channel (station 50+75 to 610+34) of the FNC extends southward from
the Port’s Anchorage Basin and connects the Port with the deeper and wider Bar Channel.
The Sound Channel segment is maintained at a depth of -36 feet MLLW and a width of
300 feet.
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3 DREDGING HISTORY

To assess the shoaling rates for the proposed Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor,
and East Pier berthing areas maintenance dredging, a comprehensive dredging history for the
USACE Anchorage Basin and Northern Sound Channels were developed for this DMMP.

The dredging history assessment for the Turning Basin Expansion includes an evaluation of
all USACE dredging contracts from 1960 to 2011. The primary sources included the
cutterhead history cards (USACE 2011). The dredging history cards provide characteristic

site data for each dredging event at the Port, including, but not limited to:

e Location

e Production rates

e Cubic yards (CY; net and gross)
e Dredged depth

e Disposal areas (D/A)

3.1 Historical Dredging Data

Table 3-1 provides a summary of the USACE historical dredging data from 1960 to 2011 for
the Gulfport Sound Channel and the Anchorage Basin. Some of the USACE dredging events
included removing material from the Bar and Gulf Channel segments. The USACE records

did not contain any dredging history for the Port berths.

As shown in Table 3-1, the USACE has dredged the Sound Channel almost every year since
1960. From 1992 to 1993, the USACE deepened the channel to -36 feet MLLW (Sound
Channel) and -40 feet MLLW (Bar and Gulf Channels), removing approximately 19 MCY of
material from the channel. The last maintenance dredging event for the Anchorage Basin
and upper Sound Channel was completed in March 2015. The USACE contractor removed
562,000 CY total from the 5,075-foot-long Anchorage Basin, with more than 324,000 CY
dredged from the southern 1,650 feet of the area where the basin widens from 300 feet to
750 feet. They dredged 136,000 CY in the northern 2,025 feet of the sound channel. Due to
funding, the USACE was unable to dredge the Anchorage Basin and the upper Sound to
maintenance depths. Therefore, the 2015 dredging volumes were not included in the

Section 4 shoaling analysis calculations.
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The maintenance dredging of the Port facilities is currently addressed in the September
11, 2009, USACE permit SAM-2009-00433-JBM (USACE 2009b; Appendix A). The permit

expires on August 7, 2019 and includes maintenance dredging for the berths along the north

and south harbor, the commercial small craft harbor, and the entrance channel. The Port

facility estimated cumulative maintenance dredging quantity for the 10-year period is

200,000 CY.

Table 3-1
Port of Guifport Historical Dredging Information from 1960 to 2011

Dredging Dates Gross
Start Finish Yardage (CY) Dredging Location
March 1960 May 1960 991,471 Channel & Basin
May 1961 June 1961 824,955 Channel & Basin
October 1962 March 1963 8,793,914 Channel & Basin
January 1964 February 1964 3,458,638 Channel
January 1965 February 1965 4,340,836 Channel
December 1965 | December 1965 1,658,042 Channel
October 1966 December 1966 4,223,603 Channel & Basin
December 1967 February 1968 5,065,915 Channel & Basin
June 1969 August 1969 5,931,005 Channel & Basin
July 1970 October 1970 4,914,935 Channel & Ship Island Point
August 1971 November 1971 5,081,368 Channel & Basin
February 1973 April 1973 3,909,741 Channel & Basin
June 1974 October 1974 5,212,956 Channel & Basin
March 1976 March 1976 4,440,132 Channel & Basin
May 1977 July 1977 3,225,888 Channel
December 1978 February 1979 2,570,847 Channel & Basin
January 1980 April 1980 3,192,053 Channel, Basin, Ship Island Point, & Borrow Area
December 1980 February 1981 4,351,263 Channel & Basin
August 1982 November 1982 5,085,470 Channel, Basin, Ship Island Point, & Bar Channel
October 1983 December 1983 5,296,500 Channel, Basin, & Ship Island Point
March 1985 June 1985 4,536,886 Channel, Basin, & Small Craft Harbor
September 1986 | December 1986 5,062,411 Channel, Basin, Ship Island Point, & Bar Channel
April 1988 May 1958 5,975,889 Channel, Basin, & Bar Channel
July 1988 November 1988
August 1991 October 1991 4,659,961 Channel, Basin, Ship Island Point
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Dredging History

Dredging Dates Gross
Start Finish Yardage (CY) Dredging Location
May 1992 December 1993 18,899,845 Channel Deepening
June 1995 July 1995 2,469,212 Channel & Ship Island Point
September 1996 October 1996 9,073,044 Channel, Basin, Ship Island Point
November 1998 | December 1998 4,883,333 Channel & Basin
January 2000 March 2000 2,909,800 Channel & Basin
July 2001 October 2001 3,030,326 Channel
January 2003 April 2003 4,249,413 Channel
July 2004 November 2004 2,739,041 Channel & Basin
November 2005 February 2006 2,157,483 Channel & Basin
September 2007 | November 2007 5,105,006 Channel
March 2009 August 2009 5,171,419 Channel
April 2009 August 2009 2,145,713 Basin
March 2011 July 2011 1,881,000 Channel & Basin
March 2015 March 2015 698,000 Basin & Upper Sound Channel
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4 SHOALING ANALYSIS

Shoaling was analyzed to estimate the dredging frequency of the proposed Turning Basin.
Sediment transport rates in the Mississippi Sound region determine the shoaling rates and
dredging frequency of the Southern Anchorage Basin and Sound Channel. The USACE
(1976) attributes the accumulation of silts and muds in the area of the Port to the relatively
low-energy environment along the Mississippi Sound, which receives suspended and
longshore sediment loads from the Mobile and the Pascagoula River basins. Sediments are
deposited in the Sound as a result of the following two processes: 1) discharge from the Pearl
River (easterly flow direction) and 2) flood tides from the Gulf of Mexico. The processes
reduce the overall energy of the predominate east-to-west current and resupply the

Mississippi Sound with sediments from coastal runoff (USACE 1976).

A sediment transport analysis was performed for the USACE as part of the Mississippi Coastal
Improvement Program (MsCIP) to quantify a regional sediment budget for the Mississippi
Gulf Coast. The analysis presents a general assessment of the nearshore sediment transport
rates along the Harrison County shoreline but does not address sediment transport within
the Mississippi Sound (Rosati et al. 2009). In an effort to present localized shoaling rates for
the site-specific areas of the Project, short- and long-term shoaling rates developed from the
USACE FNC condition surveys and dredging history cards (Section 3) supplement the
information presented in the sediment transport analysis. The history cards indicate a
general east-to-west deposition into the channel. This section also includes a discussion on

the effects of the proposed breakwater on anticipated shoaling in the Project area.

4.1 MsCIP Sediment Transport Analysis

The MsCIP sediment transport analysis includes a comprehensive evaluation of the current
coastal conditions and processes (Rosati et al. 2009). Comprehensive modeling was
performed as part of the analysis to determine the typical annual wave climate along the
Mississippi Gulf Coast shoreline and to develop longshore sediment transport rates. The
model results were then used to calculate a sediment budget for the coastline areas. The

analysis covers 135 years and indicates the following (Rosati et al. 2009):
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o The general longshore sediment transport direction for the Mississippi mainland coast
is east to west except in areas with high amounts of vegetation or manmade structures
that alter the direction and intensity of the longshore transport.

e The long-term shoreline change (retreat and loss) along the Harrison County beach is
0.7 feet per year.

e The Harrison County shoreline is a stable system that is not prone to accretion or

erosion.

The analysis did not investigate the local deposition of sediment along the Anchorage Basin
or the FNC. For the DMMP shoaling analysis, the Anchorage Basin and the Sound Channel

are assumed to be stable and steady state areas that do not experience erosion.

4.2 Turning Basin Short-Term Shoaling Rates

As part of the routine maintenance of the FNC, the USACE performs annual and sometimes
semi-annual channel condition surveys to evaluate navigation conditions between dredging
events. To determine the short-term shoaling rates for the proposed Turning Basin, an
analysis of the 2006 to 2011 survey datasets was conducted for sections of the Northern
Navigation Sound Channel (lower Anchorage Basin and upper Sound Channel). The period

of analysis represents conditions immediately following Hurricane Katrina in 2005.

The USACE provided 2006 to 2011 condition survey data for the lower Anchorage Basin
(27+00 to 50+74) and the upper Sound Channel (50+74 to 70+00). Some of the surveys
provided by the USACE were performed as check surveys during regular maintenance
dredging events; however, these datasets, identified by cross-referencing the collection date
and the dredging event dates, are not used in this analysis. In addition to the USACE
surveys, the 2011 maintenance dredging contractor, Weeks Marine, Inc. (Weeks), provided

the after dredge (AD) survey data for the areas listed above.

The Weeks AD survey was used as a baseline condition for the short-term shoaling analysis.
Each interim condition survey was compared to the “typical” AD survey cross section. The
difference between the surveys was reported as a shoaling volume in CY. The shoaling rate

(CY/Month) is the quotient of the dredged quantity and the time elapsed (months) between
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the dredging and survey events. The calculated shoaling rates were then divided by the total
dredging length to provide a shoaling rate per LF as follows: CY/Month/LF. Once the results
for each dredging event were calculated, they were averaged to formulate the short-term
shoaling rates in Table 4-1. To complete the analysis, it was assumed Hurricane Katrina
introduced large volumes of sediment into the channel and elevated the shoaling volumes.
This assumption can be validated by reviewing the dredging rates for the Anchorage Basin
and Sound Channel pre- and post-Katrina. As shown in Figure 4-1, the pre-Katrina dredging
rate was approximately 2,689,000 CY/year, and the post-Katrina dredging rate is greater than
1.5 times this rate at 4,072,000 CY/year. These increased dredging rates should therefore be
considered when comparing the short-term shoaling rates presented in this section with the

long-term rates presented in Section 4.3.

A total of 22 surveys were analyzed between channel stations 27+00 to 70+00 within the
Project area: eight Anchorage Basin surveys and 14 Sound Channel surveys. Based on the
results shown in Table 4-1, the Anchorage Basin and the Sound Channel experience localized
sediment accumulation over time. The results do not contradict the analyses completed as
part of the MsCIP studies (Rosati et al. 2009), as the Anchorage Basin and Sound Channel

were grouped as an entire system, and the analyses considered the effects of dredging.

Table 4-1
USACE Conditions Survey Analysis (2006 to 2011)
Location

Anchorage Sound
Value Basin Channel

Average Time Between Surveys 47 47

(MONTH)
Net Sediment Shoaling Volume 128,108 28,932
(CY)
Average Shoaling Rate 12 53
(CY/MONTH/LF)

One item to note is that condition survey data in the Project areas of the existing Sound
Channel are subject to variability due to a fluid mud layer, which can become resuspended in

the water column as a result of vessel movement, winds, and tides (McAnally et al. 2007a,
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2007b; USACE 2002, 2009a). Additionally, acoustic surveying methods are dependent on
several factors, including the transducer frequency (24 versus 200 kilohertz [KHz];

USACE 2002). Resuspended fluid mud material could induce backscatter and indicate a
“false bottom,” which causes large inaccuracies when determining the bathymetry along a
survey transect (McAnally et al. 2007b; Welp 2011!) and can ultimately affect the calculation
of cumulative shoaling volumes. The effect on navigation cannot be completely assessed, as
the USACE and vessel pilots have not quantified or defined “navigable” depth resulting from
fluid mud impacts. For the shoaling rate analysis comparison of the before dredging (BD),
AD, and condition surveys, it was assumed that all material, including any fluid mud, was
removed from the dredging prism. Therefore, there was no need to increase the dredging

quantities and shoaling rates to account for fluid mud.

4.3 Turning Basin Long-Term Shoaling Rates

The dredging dates and quantities from the Anchorage Basin and Sound Channel dredging
history (Section 3) were used to estimate the long-term shoaling rates. The analysis includes
all 16 maintenance dredging events from 1995 to 2009 channel deepening (ten events for the

Sound Channel and six events for the Anchorage Basin).

Tables 4-2 and 4-3 summarize the results of the long-term shoaling analysis for the Gulfport
Sound Channel and the Anchorage Basin. The large volume from the 1996 dredging event in
Table 4-2 appears to be due to Hurricane Opal (1995). Figure 4-1 provides the cumulative
dredging quantity for the Anchorage Basin and Sound Channel during this time period. The
shoaling rate (CY/Month) is the quotient of the dredge quantity and the time elapsed
(months) between the dredging events. The calculated shoaling rates were then divided by
the total dredging length to provide a shoaling rate per LF as follows: CY/Month/LF. The
CY/Month/LF values were then used to evaluate the potential shoaling rates for the Turning
Basin Expansion. The estimated maintenance dredging rate for the Anchorage Basin and the
Sound Channel from 1995 to 2009 is the slope of the trend line, 2.6 MCY per year, shown in
Figure 4-1.

! The presentation by Welp (2011) provides a figure showing the difference in channel bottom elevation based
on survey method. The total yardage for the test cross section was calculated, and the difference between the
results of the 200 KHz and 41 KHz surveys is 286,150 CY.
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A summary of the calculated shoaling rates, including hurricane events, is provided in
Table 4-4. In addition to the short- and long-term shoaling analyses described above, a
short-term analysis (Table 4-5) was performed using the dredging quantity data provided by
Weeks for the most recent dredging event for the Anchorage Basin and upper Sound
Channel. The calculated shoaling rates are consistent with those displayed in the final years

of the long-term analyses.

As shown in Table 4-4, the average shoaling rate since the completion of the 1992 deepening
is 4 CY/Month/LF for the Anchorage Basin and 6 CY/Month/LF for the upper Sound
Channel. Using the average shoaling rates, the average annual shoaling in the proposed
4,400 LF Turning Basin and berthing areas will vary from 211,000 to 317,000 CY per year.
The estimated total shoaling over the 30-year life of the Turning Basin project ranges from
6.3 t0 9.5 MCY. The shoaling will likely redistribute within the larger basin footprint based
on the hydrodynamic forces within the revised system, including vessel traffic and wind and
wave climates. The current shoaling pattern is from south to north, with the majority of the
shoaling occurring in the southern third of the Anchorage Basin between dredging cycles.
The soft channel muds and longshore sediments will deposit in the lessor tidal current area

provided by the proposed turning basin.
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Table 4-2
Gulfport Sound Channel Dredging Summary and Shoaling Rates?
Dredge Stations3*° Shoaling
Months Between Volume®’

Start Complete Dredging Events? Start End Length (LF) (CY) CY/MON | CY/MON/LF
6/12/1995 7/6/1995 - 08+90 275+00 26,610 2,469,212 - -
9/18/1996 10/25/1996 15 08+90 470430 46,140 8,973,952 598,263 13
11/2/1998 1/31/1999 25 08+90 430450 42,160 4,883,333 195,333 4.6
1/14/2000 3/4/2000 12 08+90 444495 43,605 2,799,500 233,292 54
7/14/2001 10/4/2001 17 08+90 00+00 40,551 3,030,326 178,254 4.4
1/11/2003 4/22/2003 16 08+90 440+00 43,110 4,151,013 259,438
7/29/2004 11/22/2004 16 08+90 424440 41,550 2,678,141 167,384
11/17/2006 2/28/2006 24 08+90 305+51 29,661 2,142,683 89,278
9/26/2007 11/24/2007 19 12+65 530+00 51,735 5,105,006 268,685 5.2
3/15/2009 8/15/2009 16 52425 610+50 55,825 5,171,419 323,214 5.8

Notes:

NOoO b, N B

. Information provided in this table is compiled from the USACE dredging history cards.
. Calculated using complete date from previous dredge event and start date from next dredge event. Values are rounded up to the nearest month.
. Post-deepening (1992) Anchorage Basin stationing -40+33.43 (north Anchorage Basin) to 8+90 (entrance at south Anchorage Basin).
. Stationing for the harbor and channel areas was adjusted prior to dredging in 2009.
. Revised harbor stationing 0+00 (north Anchorage Basin) to 50+75 (entrance at south Anchorage Basin).
. Bolded dredging quantities are estimated from the total maintenance dredging quantity.
. Increased quantity for 1996 dredging is assumed to be a result of Hurricane Opal.
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Table 4-3

Gulfport Anchorage Basin Dredging Summary and Shoaling Rates1

Dredge Stations3%56 Shoaling
Months Between Length Volume’8
Start Complete Dredging Events? Start End (LF) (CY) CY/MON | CY/MON/LF
9/18/1996 10/25/1996 -- 08+90 -13+93 2,283 99,092 -- --
1/14/2000 3/4/2000 39 08+90 -40+40 4,930 110,300 2,828 0.6
2/1/2003 2/28/2003 35 08+90 -21+21 3,011 98,400 2,811 0.9
7/29/2004 11/22/2004 17 -01+30 -30+20 2,890 60,900 3,582 1.2
11/17/2005 2/28/2006 12 08+90 00+00 890 14,800 1,233 14
4/7/2009 5/16/2009 38 00+00 50+75 5,075 2,145,713 56,466 111
Notes:
1. Information provided in this table is compiled from the USACE dredging history cards.
2. Calculated using complete date from previous dredge event and start date from next dredge event. Values are rounded up to the nearest month.
3. Post-deepening (1992) Anchorage Basin stationing -40+33.43 (north Anchorage Basin) to 8+90 (entrance at south Anchorage Basin).
4. Stationing for the harbor and channel areas was adjusted prior to dredging in 2009.
5. Revised harbor stationing 0+00 (north Anchorage Basin) to 50+75 (entrance at south Anchorage Basin).
6. Dredging history card value for 1996 maintenance dredging adjusted to indicate -13+93 end station for Anchorage Basin dredging.
7. Bolded dredging quantities are estimated from the total maintenance dredging quantity.
8. Increased quantity for 2009 dredging is assumed to be a result of Hurricane Katrina.
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Table 4-4
Gulfport Upper Sound Channel and Anchorage Basin Dredging and Shoaling Rate Summary*
Upper Sound Channel Anchorage Basin
Value Unit Average Maximum Minimum Average Maximum Minimum

Months MONTH 18 25 12 29 39 12

Station Length LF 43,816 55,825 29,661 3,360 5,075 890
Dredge Volume Ccy 4,326,153 8,973,952 2,142,683 486,023 2,145,713 14,800
CY/MONTH 257,016 598,263 89,278 13,384 56,466 1,233

Shoaling Rate
CY/MONTH/LF 6 13 3 4 11.1 0.6

Note:

1. Extreme events are included in this analysis to provide an appropriate range to the maximum and average values.

Table 4-5
Gulfport Upper Sound Channel and Anchorage Basin Short-Term Shoaling Rates?
Stations Volume (CY) From To
Length Design Dredge Dredge Shoaling Rate
Location Start End (LF) Depth? Overdepth? Date (CY/MON/LF)
Lower Anchorage Basin 24+00 50+75 2,675 393,740 208,490 5/16/2009 | 3/1/2011 10.5
Upper Sound Channel 50+75 72+00 2,125 82,010 45,220 8/15/2009 | 3/1/2011 3.2
Notes:
1. Survey data and quantities for short-term shoaling calculations were provided by Weeks.
2. Design depth is -36 feet MLLW plus 2 feet advanced maintenance (total design depth of -38 feet MLLW).
3. Overdepth is 2 feet.
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4.4 Proposed Eastern Breakwater

The Project design includes the addition of a breakwater along the eastern border of the FNC
with an opening to allow shallow draft navigation access to the Bert Jones Yacht Basin.
Because the proposed breakwater may influence shoaling rates, the DMMP includes an
analysis of the breakwater design. Michael Baker Jr., Inc., (Baker) analyzed the impacts of
the proposed breakwater and evaluated four alternatives. The Baker Fast Breakwater
Configuration Alternatives analysis included three alternatives with breakwaters along the
eastern border and one alternative aligned with the southern boundary of the proposed
Turning Basin Expansion (Baker 2011). The breakwater configuration shown in Figure 1-2

was not analyzed by Baker. The Baker (2011) alternatives are summarized as follows:

e Alternative 1: Two collinear breakwaters offset 350 feet from the Sound Channel and
Anchorage Basin; a 580-foot-wide gap in the breakwater to accommodate the Small
Craft Channel exiting the Bert Jones Yacht Basin on the eastern side of the Port

e Alternative 2: Two parallel, staggered breakwaters offset 400 feet and 650 feet from
the Sound Channel and Anchorage Basin; a 250-foot-wide gap in the breakwater to
accommodate the Small Craft Channel exiting the Bert Jones Yacht Basin on the
eastern side of the Port

e Alternative 3: One breakwater south of the proposed Turning Basin Expansion offset
at approximately 450 feet; the eastern edge of the breakwater is 350 feet from the
Sound Channel

e Alternative 4: One breakwater on the eastern side of the Small Craft Channel exiting
the Bert Jones Yacht Basin; this alignment extends farther south than Alternatives 1
and 2 to provide protection to the proposed Turning Basin Expansion and West Pier

Terminal Expansion

Baker’s analysis (Baker 2011) presented a site conceptual model of the nearshore area along
the proposed breakwater alignments. To analyze the alternatives, Baker used the USACE
STeady-state spectral WAVE (STWAVE) model. The model design parameters included a
typical Mississippi Sound yearly event with a wind speed of 18 meters per second (40 miles
per hour) and south (180 degrees) and east (85 degrees) wind scenarios. Initial model runs
were performed to assess the baseline scenario (i.e., without breakwater protection) for the

two wind direction scenarios. The West Pier Terminal Expansion footprint and the Turning
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Basin Expansion were both included as part of the baseline model grid. As noted by Baker in
their analysis, the STWAVE model is limited in areas with abrupt changes in bathymetry,
such as in the Anchorage Basin and FNC. Therefore, further analysis using a phase resolving

wave model would be necessary to assess the effects in such areas.

As described in Baker’s analysis (Baker 2011), Alternative 4’s breakwater alignment provides
the greatest easterly event protection to the proposed Turning Basin and West Pier Terminal
Expansion. Alternative 3 is the only one providing significant protection to the Anchorage
Basin for events originating from the south. Baker proposes that both be utilized for the
future expansion of the Port, providing the most conservative protection scheme. The

breakwater configuration shown in Figure 1-2 is a combination of Alternatives 3 and 4.

Although localized effects of eddies and turbulent zones at the edges of the proposed
breakwater have not been evaluated, Baker assumed that accretion could increase for these
areas (Baker 2011). Alternative 4 is offset 650 feet from the Sound Channel, and while
localized accretion is expected, it is not anticipated to result in extreme variations for the

current shoaling rates experienced in the channel.

Overall, Baker’s analysis concludes that constructing a breakwater is not likely to positively
or negatively affect the deposition of littoral sand material in the vicinity of the Anchorage
Basin or, in general, increase the deposition of fine and cohesive sediment at the Port. Baker
summarized that it is likely that the fine and cohesive sediments will be affected by the
alterations in Port geometry and vessel traffic (Baker 2011). The DMMP analysis presumed
that these existing sediments within the Anchorage Basin will be redistributed over a larger

area once the Turning Basin Expansion construction has been completed.
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5 SEDIMENT CHARACTERIZATION

Characterization of the sediment chemical profile is necessary prior to dredging and
placement. This section discusses the available physical and chemical geotechnical data for
the Project. This information will be used to determine if the proposed dredged material
discussed in Section 6 meets the requirements for placement in BU sites and/or the ODMDS.
The criteria that the dredged materials must meet for both placement options are discussed

in Section 7.

5.1 General Sediment Geology in the Vicinity of the Project

The Port is located along the north shoreline of the Mississippi Sound (Figure 1-1). Research
indicates that approximately 3,500 years ago, the Mississippi River passed on the eastern side
of New Orleans and delivered sediment to the St. Bernard delta region as far east as the
present-day Chandeleur Islands (Byrnes et al. 2011; Otvos and Giardino 2004). A visual
representation of the sediment distribution from the USACE 1976 Final EIS (Upshaw et al.
1966) is shown in Figure 5-1. The nearshore sediments range from medium to coarse sands

at the shoreline to a large area of silt and clay muds approximately 2 miles offshore.

The Otvos and Giardino (2004) geologic cross section (Figure 5-2) depicts the location and
types of subsurface soils found along a transect extending south from the Gulfport Harbor
area to Ship Island. The upper reach contains “Pleistocene marine and alluvial units,” while
the lower reach is described with upper layers (0 to 30 feet mean sea level [MSL]?) of “very
low salinity, mud, clay, sand mud” and a lower layer (30 feet to 65 feet MSL) of “Pleistocene

marine and alluvial units” (Otvos and Giardino 2004).

5.2 Turning Basin and West Terminal Geotechnical Studies

This section provides historical and recent geotechnical data from sediments collected at the
Port’s Anchorage Basin and the adjacent FNC. Figure 5-3 shows the location of some of the

boring locations. Figure 5-4 shows the location of the dredging units and sampling locations
from the Sampling and Analysis Report Gulfport Turning Basin (Anchor QEA 2013) study,

which is summarized in Section 5.2.4.

2 Depths below 0 feet MSL are positive values.
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5.2.1 USACE Soil Classification Data

Seven borings from the historical boring logs and sediment test results from the USACE
channel deepening (USACE 1992) and widening contract documents (USACE 2009a) were
selected for evaluation based on their location to the proposed Turning Basin Expansion.
The borings were classified using the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS), which
describes the soil’s grain size and texture. As shown in Table 5-1, the majority of the sample
material is classified as OH, which is fine-grained medium to high plasticity organic silt and
clay. Other materials that were identified include silty and clayey sands (SM and SC) and
inorganic silts and clays (ML and CH).

Table 5-1
USACE Historical Boring Log Data Analysis
Coordinates Total Material Length (feet)
Total Length Material Type'

Boring ID Year Easting Northing (feet) ML SM CH OH SC
SS-2 1956 905641 308986 10.8 - - - 7.8 3
SS-3 1956 906400 308106 15.1 - - 3.1 12 --
SS-4 1956 906891 307266 16.5 - - - 15 1.5
SS-5 1956 907491 306476 15.2 - - - 15.2 -
SS-6 1956 908241 305406 13.7 - - - 13.7 -

GSC-1-62 1962 906721 307686 10.5 - - 10.5 - -

GP-3-87 1987 908771 305046 13.2 4.2 9 - -- --
Total _ 95 42 | 9 | 136 | 637 45

Notes:

1. Material definitions from USACE Appendix A (1992, 2009a)

CH = inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays

ML = inorganic silts and very fine sands, rock flour, sandy silts, or clayey silts with slight plasticity
OH = organic clays of medium to high plasticity, organic silts

SC = clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures

SM = silty sands, sand-silt mixtures

The USACE (2011) dredging history cards classify the Anchorage Basin maintenance
materials as soft to very soft silts and clays. For the 2011 FNC widening, the USACE
performed acoustic density profiles along the channel to determine the soil type descriptions
and density ranges of the materials adjacent to and along the channel bottom. The profiles

along the Sound Channel bottom indicate the presence of fluid mud with estimated densities
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in the range of 1.00 to 1.20 grams per cubic centimeter (62.4 to 74.9 pounds per cubic foot;
USACE 2009a). These values are consistent with those reported in available literature
(McAnally et al. 2007a).

Because the Anchorage Basin was not part of the FNC widening project, the profiles do not
extend into this area. However, it is reasonable to assume that fluid mud is also present in
the Basin because fluid mud can result from agitation caused by local vessel traffic, regional
hydrodynamics, dredged materials placed into open water, vertical entrainment, ambient

and storm tidal conditions, or gravity flows (McAnally et al. 2007a).

5.2.2 USACE Sediment Grain Size Analysis

Prior to the 2011 widening project of the Sound and Gulf channels, EA Engineering, Science
and Technology (EA) performed sediment characterization on the FNC for the USACE in
2004 (Figure 5-3). The Sediment Quality Characterization of the Gulfport Harbor Federal
Navigation Channelreport reviewed four alternatives as follows: No Action (i.e., Continued
Maintenance), Deepening, Widening, and Deepening/Widening (EA 2006). Table 5-2
provides a summary of the nine grain size analyses completed for the sediment
characterization of the Anchorage Basin and northern portion of the Sound Channel. The
sample IDs with “M” are for the No Action, or continued maintenance dredging alternative,

“D” for Deepening, “W” for widening alternatives, and “DW” for Deepening/Widening.

Table 5-2
Sediment Characterization Grain Size Analyses (EA 2006)

Sample ID Gravel (%) Sand (%) Silt (%) Clay (%)
GHO04-01-M-SED 0 233 23.1 53.6
GHO04-01-D-SED 0.6 77 8.3 14.1

GHO04-01-D-SEDREP 0 68.6 12.9 18.5
GHO04-02-M-SED 0 10.2 20.9 68.9
GHO04-02-D-SED 1.0 45.5 14.6 38.9

GHO04-01/02-M-SED 0 16.8 18.8 64.4

GH04-01/02-D-SED 0 64.1 10.6 25.3
GHO04-03-W-SED 0.1 73.9 4.3 21.8

GHO04-03-DW-SED 24 435 17.5 36.5
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5.2.3 Proposed Berth 7 Turning Basin West Pier Expansion Sediment Borings

Thompson Engineering (Thompson) and URS Corporation (URS) collected sediment samples
to evaluate if the dredged material from the Berth 7 Turning Basin Expansion Project met
the requirements for ocean disposal; borings were collected and analyzed from nine locations
(Figure 5-3) adjacent to the West Pier (Thompson/URS 2003). Table 5-3 provides the USCS
grain size and the textural classifications from the analysis and shows all of the sediments

were classified as inorganic low-plasticity silts.

Table 5-3
Sediment Characterization Grain Size Analyses (Thompson/URS 2003)
Percent

Boring ID Textural Classification Sand Silt Clay
09GP02-01 Gray Sandy Silt 32 24.1 439
GP02-02 Gray Sandy Silt 46.8 17.8 35.4
GP02-03 Gray Silt with Sand 28.9 27.3 43.8
GP02-03 (DUP) Gray Silt with Sand 27.8 27.1 451
GP02-04 Gray Silt with Sand 20 26.9 53.1
GP02-05 Gray Sandy Silt 454 19.5 35.1
GP02-06 Gray Silt with Sand 22.7 254 51.9
GP02-07 Gray Silt with Sand 16.4 27.9 55.7
GP02-07 (DUP) Gray Silt 10.3 27.3 62.4
GP02-08 Gray Sandy Silt 35.7 21 433
GP02-09 Gray Silt 15 28.5 56.5

5.2.4 Turning Basin Expansion Sediment Study

Anchor QEA collected samples in November and December 2012 for the Sampling and
Analysis Report Gulfport Turning Basin (Anchor QEA 2013). As shown in Figure 5-4, the
sampling area was comprised of ten dredge units (DUs; Anchor QEA 2013). Three cores
were collected from each DU to a depth of -40 feet MLLW and composited together to form
a sample, for ten sediment samples (Anchor QEA 2013). Table 5-4 summarizes the grain size
from the analysis of the composite samples and shows that samples were largely comprised of

clay.
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Table 5-4
Sediment Characterization Grain Size Analyses (Anchor QEA 2013)
Percent

Composite Sample ID Sand Silt Clay
GP-DU1 36.4 17.6 46
GP-DU2 42.3 21.7 36
GP-DU3 46.1 18.1 35.8
GP-DU4 6.2 244 69.4
GP-DU5 2.8 25.2 72
GP-DU6 17.3 26.7 56
GP-DU7 10.6 219 67.5
GP-DUS8 27.1 30.3 42.6
GP-DU9 10.6 28 61.4
GP-DU10 57.3 135 29.2

Bulk Sediment Chemistry
2006 EA Study Report

The Sediment Quality Characterization of the Gulfport Harbor Federal Navigation Channel
by EA (2006), described in Section 5.2.2, also included chemical analyses of bulk sediment,
site water, standard elutriates, water column bioassays, and whole sediment bioassays.
Testing results for arsenic, nickel, and total polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) are provided in
Table 5-5. Threshold effect levels (TEL) exceedances are documented in several samples;
however, none of the samples tested exhibited analyte concentrations over the established

probable effects level (PEL). All other analytes tested were below their respective TEL

guidelines (EA 2006).
Table 5-5
Sediment Arsenic, Nickel, and Total PCBs Concentrations'2
Arsenic Nickel Total PCBs
TEL/PEL=7.24/41.6 TEL/PEL =15.9/42.8 TEL/PEL =21.6/189
Sample ID (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (ng/kg)

GBO04-REF 6.4 4.9 6.8

GHO04-01-M 8 14 15.3

GHO04-01/02-M 9.7 15.8 4.7
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Arsenic Nickel Total PCBs
TEL/PEL = 7.24/41.6 TEL/PEL=15.9/42.8 | TEL/PEL=21.6/189

Sample ID (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (ng/kg)
GH04-02-M 11.7 224 10.1
GH04-03-W 5.6 8.9 1.7

GH04-01-D 1.7 4.9 3.9

GH04-01/02-W 3.2 3.6 2.2

GH04-02-D 6.2 5.6 120.6

GH04-03-DW 6.7 <0.1 2

Notes:
1. This table is populated with data from the EA (2006) sediment characterization report.
2. The sample results in bold exceed the TEL for the prescribed analyte.

5.3.2 2013 Anchor QEA Sampling Report
As detailed in the Anchor QEA Sampling and Analysis Report Gulfport Turning Basin

(2013), metals were detected at all ten DUs and both references at concentrations below their
respective effects range median (ERM) values. Only two polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) were detected above ERM values at one station, and one PAH was detected above
the ERM value at one reference (Anchor QEA 2013). Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHs),
pesticides, organometallic compounds, and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) were
either not detected at a level of concern or not detected at all in the samples from the
Gulfport Turning Basin and reference locations (Anchor QEA 2013). Chemical analyses
showed Gulfport sediments and reference sediments were similar and generally lacking in
contaminants of concern (Anchor QEA 2013). Table 13 of the Sampling and Analysis Report
Gulfport Turning Basin (Anchor QEA 2013) provides a summary of the sediment chemistry

results.

5.4 Site Water and Standard Elutriate Testing
5.4.1 2006 EA Study Report

The EA study (2006) detected concentrations of ammonia, phosphorus, aluminum, arsenic,
chromium, nickel, selenium, zinc, two PCB congeners, and one dioxin congener
(octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin) in site water samples from the Gulfport Harbor. Elutriate
testing shows that concentrations of most target constituents were at the detection limit or at

low levels similar to the water column concentration, which indicates that the sediments are
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not leaching these constituents into the water column (EA 2006). Some samples had
elevated concentrations of ammonia, cyanide, nickel, total PCBs, and several chlorinated

pesticides (4',4-DDT; 4’,4’-DDD; dieldrin; endrin; EA 2006). The exceedances for each
analyte are provided in Table 5-6.

Table 5-6
Standard Elutriate Exceedance Matrix1

Analyte Exceedance Criteria Remarks
A - Acute 3.10 mg/L Exceed by factors ranging from 3.9 to 12 (acute) and 26 to 80
mmonia Chronic 0.466 mg/L | (chronic)
Acute 1 L
Cyanide . he/ Exceedance (8 ug/L) at one station: GH04-03-DW
Chronic 1 ug/L

Nickel Chronic 8.2 ug/L Minor exceedance (8.8 pg/L) at one station: GH04-03-W

Exceedances at stations GH04-01/02-M, GH04-03-W, GH04-03-

ieldri Chronic 0.0019 pg/L
Dieldrin he/ DW by factors ranging from approximately 2 to 4

Exceedance by factors of approximately 4 and 1.4 for stations

i Chronic 0.0023 L
Endrin H8/L | 5H04-01/02-M and GHO4-03-W, respectively
Concentration range (8.29 to 17 ng/L) comparable to the total
PCB3 None 30 ng/L L .
PCB concentration in the site water (8.75 ng/L)
Notes:

1. None of the chlorinated pesticides that exceeded USEPA screening values in elutriates were detected in
sediment from these locations.

2. EA (2006) calculated the USEPA acute (3.10 mg/L) and chronic (0.466 mg/L) criteria for determining the toxicity
of ammonia to aquatic life based on measurements collected during the sampling event: salinity of 28 parts per
thousand, a temperature of 28.9°C, and pH of 8.0 (measured at the mid-depth of the water column).

3. PCB non-detect concentration is equal to half of the minimum detection limit.

5.4.2 2013 Anchor QEA Sampling Report

The site water and elutriate testing is summarized in Table 12 of the Sampling and Analysis
Report Gulfport Turning Basin (Anchor QEA 2013). The Anchor QEA (2013) report noted
the following for the site water:
o All analytes were below USEPA and Mississippi State water quality criteria.
e Ammonia, cyanide, and pesticides were not detected in the samples.
e Only total arsenic and total selenium were detected at concentrations greater than the
method reporting limit (MRL).

e Dissolved arsenic and selenium were also detected in the site water.
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e Total chromium (IIT and IV), dissolved lead, and pentachlorophenol were estimated at
concentrations below the MRL. All other total and dissolved metals were not

detected.

The Anchor QEA (2013) report noted the following for the elutriate testing:

e Ammonia and several total and dissolved metals, including arsenic, chromium (total),
copper, lead, nickel, selenium, and zinc were detected above the MRL in one or more
elutriate samples.

e (Cadmium, chromium VI, mercury, and silver were not detected above the MRL in
any elutriate sample.

e In all samples, cyanide, organometallic compounds, semivolatile organics, and
pesticides were not detected in any of the elutriate samples. Dissolved copper in the
GP-DU5-Comp elutriate sample exceeded the USEPA and Mississippi State water
quality criteria by 2.3 times.

5.5 Bioassay Testing

The purpose of bioassay testing (water column and whole sediment) is to evaluate the
survival rates of test organisms exposed to the sediment elutriates and whole sediment. The
criterion that is used for this evaluation is the limiting permissible concentration (LPC) for
each of the given analytes. LPCs are intended to establish a value for specific marine
organisms at which no sub-lethal adverse effects are observed or substantial acute or chronic
toxicity is detected; the evaluation considers median effective (sub-lethal) concentration
(ECs0) or median lethal concentration (LCso) (USEPA/USACE 1991; 2008). For water column
testing, the USEPA/USACE (1991) establishes that the LPC for ODMDS placement is
equivalent to 0.01 of the ECso/LCso within a 4-hour dilution period after placement. In the
case of whole sediment bioassay testing, if the tested sediments cause a mortality rate that is
statistically greater than reference sediments and exceed the reference sediment mortality by
at least 10 percent (amphipod tests are allowed 20 percent mortality), then the LPC of the
tested sediments has not been fulfilled.

EA (2006) assessed the biological effects of sediment elutriate toxicity in three water column

organisms (A. punctulata[ammonia-stripped], A. bahia, and C. variegates) as part of the
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sediment characterization. The lowest ECso/LCso value reported (GH04-03-DW) would
require a dilution of approximately 111 fold to achieve the LPC. EA (2006) anticipated that
dilution modeling (Short-Term FATE [STFATE]) would be performed to predict the on-site
conditions at the disposal site after the material has been placed. Whole sediment testing
results indicated survival rates of organisms (/V. arenaceodentata [ammonia purged] and L.
plumulosus) that were significantly lower than the reference, but not greater than 20 percent
lower; therefore, the results of these bioassay tests indicated that the sediments meet the LPC

requirements.

Anchor QEA bioassay testing consisted of solid phase (SP) tests with two species and
suspended particulate phase (SPP) tests with three species. Sediment from Gulfport Turning
Basin DUs and reference sites consisted of low total organic carbon (TOC) concentrations.
Survival in the SP polychaete test was high. Survival in the initial SP amphipod test was
consistently low in all sediments from the Gulfport Turning Basin, and it was hypothesized
that the low TOC concentrations of the material confounded the test results. After approval
from the USEPA, a modified SP amphipod test (inclusion of a feeding regime) was conducted

that resulted in high survival of amphipods in all re-tested sediments.

Survival in the mysid shrimp SPP test met the LPC requirements for ocean disposal. The
echinoderm SPP test showed statistically significant reduced normal development in
elutriate concentrations from four DUs, and the juvenile fish SPP test showed reduced
survival in two DUs. Per Southeast Regional Implementation Manual (SERIM) guidance
(USEPA/USACE 2008), STFATE modeling was conducted using sediment characteristics
from the DU that exhibited the greatest effect relative to controls to determine ocean
disposal suitability. Results of STFATE modeling indicated sediment from those DUs would
be suitable for ocean disposal at the Gulfport Western and/or Pascagoula ODMDS.

Results of the SP and SPP bioassays and corresponding STFATE modeling indicated that
sediments from the Gulfport Turning Basin were not acutely toxic to aquatic life and met the

LPC requirements for ocean disposal.
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5.6 Bioaccumulation

Bioaccumulation tests are designed to evaluate the potential of specific marine organisms (in
this case, NVereis virens [sand worm|] and Macoma nasuta [blunt-nose clam]) to be affected by
chemicals found in sediments. For the EA 2006 study, neither test organism exhibited
mortality that was significantly different than the reference sediment. Sand worms exposed
to the site sediments were found to have tissue concentrations for five metals (manganese,
mercury, selenium, silver, and zinc) that were statistically different from the reference
sediment tissues. Blunt-nose clams exposed to site sediments were found to have tissue
concentrations significantly different than the reference sediment for five metals (aluminum,
cadmium, iron, lead, and manganese). Neither organism was found to have dioxin/furan or
PCB tissue concentrations significantly different from the reference sediments. The uptake
ratios calculated by EA (2006) for each of the metals listed were all slightly greater than one;
however, aluminum, iron, manganese, and zinc were cited as metals that do not have a

tendency to biomagnify, and selenium was classified as non-bioavailable.

For the Anchor QEA 2013 study, bioaccumulation testing on the sand worm and blunt-nose
clam showed the Turning Basin sediment contaminants of concern were not present in
concentrations statistically greater than U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s (USFDA)
action levels. Tissue samples from the sand worms and clams showed that all metals, except
cadmium, were present in at least one sample from the Turning Basin samples. Except for
one sample, DU-6 clam sample, the samples were free of PAHs. The DU-6 replicate sample
for the clams had naphthalene concentrations of 17 micrograms per kilogram (pg/kg). For
PCBs, four replicates of DU-7 in the sand worm testing had total PCB concentrations ranging
from an estimated 51.25 to 83.98 pg/kg. One DU-7 replicate sample in the clam test had 13
pg/kg of PCB. PCB was not detected in the remaining samples.
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Figure 5-1
Distribution of Sediments in the Gulfport Ship Channel Area, Mississippi

Source:

Upshaw, C.F., W.B. Creath, and F.L. Brooks, 1966. Sediments and Microfauna off the Coasts of Mississippi and Adjacent States. Mississippi State Geological
Survey Bull. 106. 127pp.
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Figure 5-2
Gulfport Geologic Cross-Section

Source:
Otvos, E.G., M.J. Giardino, 2004. Interlinked barrier chain and delta lobe development, northern Gulf of Mexico. Sedimentary Geology 169:47-73.
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Turning Basin Dredging Units and Sampling Locations
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6 PROPOSED DREDGING ACTIVITIES

This section discusses the proposed dredging activities and volumes for the Project. The
dredging activities include the West and East Pier Expansion, the Turning Basin

construction, and the maintenance of the Turning Basin and additional berths.

6.1 West and East Pier Terminal Expansion

The Project proposes to expand the existing West Pier Terminal southward by 155 acres and
14.5 acres for the East Pier Terminal. The geotechnical engineering data collection has not
yet occurred for the Terminal Expansion Project. For the DMMP, the dredging analysis will

use the collective geotechnical data described in Section 5.

For the West Pier, boring logs in the vicinity of the proposed expansion (GP02-01, GP02-02,
GP02-04, and GP02-07; Figure 5-3) indicate that the majority of the materials above -30 feet
MLLW are soft to very soft clays with very little sands (Table 5-3). Soft clays are not suitable
foundation soils for construction and would need to be dredged prior to constructing the
terminal. The removal of the soft clays would also prevent mud waves into the adjacent
estuary. Because there are no geotechnical borings in the area of the East Pier Terminal
Expansion, the DMMP assumed the sediments in the area are similar to the borings near the

West Pier expansion and dredging may be necessary to remove soft foundation materials.

To estimate dredging quantities for the West and East Pier Terminal Expansion, the
calculations assumed a -20 feet MLLW dredging depth, which is consistent with the 24-acre
expansion dredge design for the existing West Pier Terminal facility (Anchor QEA 2011).
For the West Pier, the average sediment elevation (-11.2 feet MLLW) from the four core
borings described above was used as the baseline bathymetry. Assuming the West Pier
Expansion project will require removal of all the material from -11.2 feet to -20 feet MLLW,
the total dredging volume for the 155-acre expansion area is approximately 2.4 MCY. To
estimate dredging quantities for the East Pier Terminal Expansion, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Digital Elevation Model [DEM] (2008) of the
Mississippi Gulf Coast was used as the baseline bathymetry. The estimated dredging quantity
for the East Pier Terminal Expansion footprint is 560,000 CY, which includes 2 feet of

overdepth tolerance.
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6.2 Turning Basin

As discussed in Section 1, the Turning Basin Expansion design includes dredging an 85-acre
area adjacent to the Anchorage Basin and upper Sound Channel (Figure 1-2). The Project
existing design depth is -36 feet MLLW, with 2 feet of advanced maintenance and 2 feet of
allowable overdepth. The DMMP also addresses the dredging associated with the 30-year

maintenance of the proposed turning basin.

6.2.1 Turning Basin Expansion

A review of the 2011 USACE surveys shows that the average sediment elevation in the area
is -12 feet MLLW. To construct the Turning Basin, approximately 3.7 MCY of sediment will
be removed to reach the final -40 feet MLLW depth (-36 feet MLLW design depth plus 2 feet
advance maintenance and 2 feet of overdepth). Dredging will also occur at the berthing
facilities adjacent to the proposed West and East Pier Terminal Expansions and North Harbor
Fill area. The dredging depth for the berths is -36 feet MLLW, which includes -32 feet
MLLW design depth plus 2 feet advanced maintenance and 2 feet overdepth. The amount of
material removed from the berthing areas is approximately 845,000 CY. Therefore, the total

estimated dredging volume for constructing the Turning Basin is 4.55 MCY.

6.2.2 Turning Basin and Berth Maintenance Dredging

The volume and frequency of maintenance dredging for the proposed Turning Basin
Expansion and the berthing areas (West Pier Terminal Expansion, North Harbor Fill, and the
Existing and proposed East Pier Terminals) were calculated using the Anchorage Basin and
upper Sound Channel shoaling rates from Section 4.0. For the calculations, it was assumed
that deposition occurs uniformly across the area over time—a reasonable assumption given
the fluid mud material indicated by the USACE (2009a).

For the DMMP, the maintenance calculations assumed that dredging would occur once the
sediment elevations reach 2 feet above design depths in the Turning Basin and berth areas.
Therefore, to reach the expansion design elevations, approximately 825,000 CY of material
would have to be removed from the Turning Basin, 155,000 CY from the West Pier berth,
65,000 CY from the North Harbor berth, and 210,000 CY from the East Pier berths for each

maintenance event.
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For the dredging frequency calculation, it was assumed that the proposed Turning Basin
Expansion will experience shoaling similar to the upper Sound Channel as described in
Table 4-4 (6 CY/Month/LF average and 13 CY/Month/LF maximum). The berthing areas
will experience shoaling similar to the existing Anchorage Basin (4 CY/Month/LF average
and 11 CY/Month/LF maximum). The maximum shoaling is included to account for

seasonal, subtropical, and tropical storm events.

The resulting estimate indicates that maintenance dredging would be required approximately
every 18 to 47 months for the Turning Basin Expansion and every 7 to 14 months for the
berthing areas. These results can be compared to the historical data provided by the USACE,
which indicate that the average duration between maintenance dredging events has been 18
to 29 months for the Northern Sound Channel and the Southern Anchorage Basin, but at a
lower volume. Maintenance dredging is also dependent on funding, which could not be
analyzed as part of this study or included in the decision matrix. In conclusion, the
maintenance dredging volumes vary from 211,000 to 586,000 CY/year for the Turning Basin,
173,000 to 475,000 CY/year for the West Pier berths, 39,000 to 106,000 CY/year for the
North Harbor berth and 63,000 to 172,000 CY/year for the East Pier berths.
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7 DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT SCREENING REQUIREMENTS

Placement options for the dredged material described in Section 6 include BU areas and
ODMDS. In order for dredged material to be placed in BU and ODMDS locations, it must
meet certain screening requirements. To determine if BU or ODMDS were viable placement
options, a review of the screening requirements was performed for the DMMP. The
screening requirements were then used along with the sediment data in Section 5 to
determine if the dredged material from the dredging described in Section 6 could be placed
in the selected BU and ODMDS locations.

7.1 Beneficial Use Sediment Screening Criteria

The Final Master Plan for the Beneficial Use of Dredged Material for Coastal Mississippi
(Plan) (CH2M HILL 2011a) provides details for the interim guidance regarding the testing
protocols for potential BU material. The purpose of these protocols is to encourage the use of
dredged materials at BU sites rather than at upland placement locations. As stated in the
Plan (CH2M HILL 2011a), the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) aims to
do the following:

e Provide regulators and permit applicants with consistent guidance for evaluating,
sampling, and testing sediments to be dredged from waters of the state for potential
use in Mississippi’s Beneficial Use of Dredge Material Program.

e Minimize the burden on applicants and contractors as they seek compliance with
Mississippi’s Beneficial Use of Dredge Material Law (section 49-27-61, Mississippi
Code of 1972) effective July 1, 2010.

o [Establish non-analytical evaluation as the baseline for non-commercial/industrial
(low risk) dredging projects.

o Delineate when bioassay screening is allowed and when chemical analysis will be
required.

o Develop standardized chemical testing/screening methods for projects with higher
risk due to association with certain commercial or industrial environments (At this
time, the NOAA Screening Quick Reference Tables will be required unless more
specific potential contaminant information is available and/or more focused or
alternate testing methodologies are proposed by the applicant and accepted by the
appropriate regulatory agencies.)
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These goals are supplemented with specific interim protocols, described in Table 7-1, for the

evaluation, sampling, and analysis of materials from a proposed dredging project site.

Table 7-1
Interim Protocols for Dredge Material Analysis for Beneficial Use!

Evaluation?

Any information provided by the applicant or their authorized agent regarding the potential for (or
the absence of) chemical contamination at the project site or in the immediate vicinity or
watershed could be considered to help reduce the need for additional analytical assessment.
This could include:
e Historical information regarding the use of the project site and/or adjacent orupstream
sites.
e Commercially available environmental record searches.

Sampling

Unless an alternative strategy is approved, the minimum sample collection interval will be:
e For dredging projects totaling between 2,500 yd3 and 25,000 yd3, a minimum of two grab
samples (one pair) will be taken.
e  For typical channel dredging or similar “linear” projects, two samples will be from the
centerline of the channel, one at the upstream limit and the other at the downstream limit.
For projects exceeding the base volume of 25,000 yd3, an additional pair of grab samples will be
taken on the centerline for each additional 25,000 yd? or part thereof. Each pair of samples will be
composited so that each 25,000 yd? segment will be individually analyzed.

Sample locations for nonlinear projects will be determined on a case by case basis. This sampling
methodology may also be adjusted as appropriate on projects greater than 100,000 yd3. All sample
locations will be preapproved by MDMR. The specific type of analysis to be run will dictate the
sample size, retrieval and handling methods. Please contact the lab that will be used for specific
instructions.

Analysis3

Sediment Toxicity Tests:
1. Method for assessing the Toxicity of Sediment-associated Contaminants with Estuarine and
Marine Amphipods, Test Method 100.4. EPA/600/R-04/025, June 1994
2. 10-day Leptocheirus plumulosus sediment toxicity test
Includes initial weight data for representative test organisms and final weight data for each
replicate of each treatment.
Analytical Analyses:
e Percent organic matter, total organic carbon, and total volatile solids
e Particle size distribution
Sample and shipping containers (ice chests): 1-gallon bucket with lid (HCl and DI Rinsed)

Notes:

1. Reproduced from the final Master Plan for the Beneficial Use of Dredged Material for Coastal Mississippi (CH2M

HILL 2011a).

2. Applicants or authorized agents may want to approach an initial evaluation of this type as they would a typical
Phase 1 Environmental Assessment albeit with a focus on submerged/ aquatic aspects. Where no specific
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information regarding the potential for contamination (or lack thereof) is provided by the applicant or authorized
representative, or if public commentary or other information suggests a possibility of contamination for a
noncommercial/nonindustrial project, a nominal bio-assay screening process will be used. If however, specific
potential contaminants are identified, chemical analysis will be required.

3. For sites where some specific contaminate data are available or a commercial/ industrial site is involved, NOAA
Screening Quick Reference Tables have been accepted by MDMR and Mississippi Department of Environmental
Quality on a provisional basis. Additional or alternate chemical analysis may be required based upon site specifics
(http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/book_shelf/122_NEW-SQuiRTs.pdf).

7.2 Evaluation of Turning Basin Sediments

Three of EA’s sample sites (Section 5.0) close to the proposed Turning Basin Expansion
(GH04-01/02-M, GH04-03-W, and GH04-03-DW) were checked for BU compatibility.
According to the results of the 10-day whole sediment toxicity testing (bioassay) for
Leptocheirus plumulosus, none of these samples exhibited a 10-day mean percent survival
rate that was statistically different from the reference sediment sample (EA 2006).
Methodology for the whole-sediment bioassays followed guidance other than the specified
testing method recommended by the MDMR in the interim protocols (Test Method 100.4
EPA/600/R-04/025). Should these 10-day bioassay results be utilized in conjunction with the
characterization data for the new work dredging material, concurrence from the MDMR

regarding the similarity and acceptance of the methods and results may be necessary.

Of the three parameters listed as Analytical Analyses by the interim protocols (percent
organic matter, total TOC, and total volatile solids), only TOC was analyzed by EA (2006).
For all samples collected for each of the alternatives developed by EA (2006), the overall
range in TOC was 0.29 percent to 2.08 percent. The TOC measured in the reference
sediments was 0.91 percent. These data should be supplemented with testing that analyzes
the other two parameters; however, based upon the results of the 10-day bioassay and TOC
analyses, it is not expected that the sediments from the proposed Turning Basin Expansion

footprint will exhibit characteristics that are prohibitive for BU.

7.3 Evaluation of Sediments Adjacent to the Existing West Pier

In 2010, Anchor QEA conducted an analysis for the Port to determine if the soft sediment
dredged material from the 24-acre area adjacent to the existing West Pier could be placed
into the Deer Island BU site located in Harrison County, Mississippi (Anchor QEA 2010b).
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The results of the testing (Tables 7-2 and 7-3) indicated that the sediments from this location
at the Port were able to be placed at Deer Island.

The analyses included:
e 10-day bioassay testing (L. p/lumulosus, 2 to 4 millimeters [mm])
e Percent moisture
e Total volatile solids

e Organic matter content

e TOC
Table 7-2
Bioassay 10-Day Test Results (Anchor QEA 2010b)
L. plumulosus Survival L. plumulosus Initial L. plumulosus Final Weight (mg)
Sample Reference Site Weight (mg) Reference Site
PG-B1 98% 98% 0.397 0.326 0.344
PG-B2 98% 94% 0.397 0.326 0.329
Table 7-3
Sediment Analytical Results (Anchor QEA 2010b)
Test PG-B1 PG-B2
Percent Moisture (%) 69.7 60.3
Total Volatile Solids (%) 6.28 4.84
Organic Matter (%) 9.30 6.60
Total Organic Carbon (%) 2.35 1.57

7.4 Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Requirements

As defined by Section 103 of the Marine Protection Research Sanctuary Act (MPRSA) of
1972, ocean disposal shall be limited to dredged materials that meet the ocean dumping
criteria published by the USEPA in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts
220-228 (GPO 2012). The evaluation of dredged material for ocean disposal is conducted by
the USACE—the permitting agency for the transportation of dredged material to the ocean

for the purpose of disposal—and subject to USEPA review and concurrence.
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USEPA and USACE have developed a tiered testing approach to evaluate the suitability of
dredged material for ocean disposal. Guidance for the evaluation of dredged material under
the MPRSA Section 103 program is provided in the Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed
for Ocean Disposal - Testing Manual (USEPA/USACE 1991). As stated in USEPA/USACE

(1991), the four tiers for testing dredged material for ocean disposal are as follows:

e Tier 1 Evaluation of Existing Information
o Tier 2 Conservative Screening Tools
o Tier 3 Laboratory Bioassays

o Tier 4 Advanced Biological Evaluations

The Testing Manual (USEPA/USACE 1991) and ocean dumping regulations stress the use of
effects-based-testing bioassays as evaluative tools necessary to determine suitability of
material for ocean dumping. The evaluation of dredged material focuses on biological effects
rather than the concentration of contaminants. Bioassay testing focuses primarily on the
impact of the solid phase on the benthic environment. Material deposited on the seafloor has
greater potential to cause impact to a smaller area for a longer period than the fraction of

dredged material released to the water column.

To determine the suitability for ocean dumping, the dredged material for a proposed project
is evaluated in a tiered process (Tiers 1, 2, and 3). Quantitative comparisons of the acceptable
conditions (reference sediments) and potential effects of a dredged material indicate whether
the dredged material in question causes a direct and specific biological effect under test
conditions; such effects can indicate the potential to adversely affect the biological receptors
at an ODMDS (USEPA/USACE 1991). If the results of the appropriate tests and evaluations
show the proposed dredged material meets the criteria under 40 CFR 227, disposal of the
material at an USEPA-designated or USACE-selected ODMDS is supported.

The following sections describe the Tier 1 evaluation process and present an initial
evaluation based on current data. It is assumed that additional data will be gathered as part
of the development of the EIS and will supplement the data used for this evaluation. While
neither a complete Tier 2 nor a Tier 3 evaluation is performed as part of this DMMP,
components relevant to these evaluations (i.e., bioassay test data) are discussed in other

sections of this document.
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7.4.1 Tier 1 Evaluation Description

A Tier 1 evaluation uses readily available information and includes an assessment of when
the regulatory exclusions from testing are applicable. Information on the proposed dredging
site, sediment grain size, and potential for contamination is used to determine whether the
exclusion criteria are met; the exclusion criteria as stated in 40 CFR 227.13 (b) are as follows:
(1) Dredged material is composed predominantly of sand, gravel, rock, or any
other naturally occurring bottom material with particle sizes larger than silt,
and the material is found in areas of high current or wave energy such as
streams with large bed loads or coastal areas with shifting bars and channels;
or
(2) Dredged material is for beach nourishment or restoration and is composed
predominantly of sand, gravel or shell with particle sizes compatible with
material on the receiving beaches; or
(3) when: (i)The material proposed for dumping is substantially the same as
the substrate at the proposed disposal site; and
( 1) The site from which the material proposed for dumping is to be taken
is far removed from known existing and historical sources of pollution so
as to provide reasonable assurance that such material has not been

contaminated by such pollution.(GPO 2012)

Evaluation at successive tiers is based on more extensive and specific information that allows
more comprehensive evaluations of the potential for environmental effects. Note that
compliance with the ocean dumping regulations requires compliance with water quality
criteria (WQC; Tier 2) and bioassays to assess toxicity in the water column (both liquid phase

and suspended phase) and sediment and bioaccumulation in the sediment (Tier 3).

7.4.2 Expansion Project Tier 1 Data Evaluation

The SERIM provides guidance regarding the evaluation of dredged materials for ocean
disposal (USEPA/USACE 2008). As outlined in the SERIM, the first step of a Tier 1

evaluation is the assessment of the exclusion criteria.
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According to the first exclusion requirement, the dredged material should have particle sizes
predominantly larger than silts, have no more than 12 percent fines, and must be found in
areas with excessive current or high wave energy (USEPA/USACE 2008). Based on the
characteristics of the sediment type and hydrodynamics at the Port, this exclusion criterion
is not fulfilled. As discussed in Section 5, the majority of the material within the Project
dredging footprint is silty and clayey. Moreover, the wave climate around the Port is

generally mild and the tidal fluctuations do not create excessive current velocity.

The second exclusion requirement is regarding beach nourishment or restoration. This
activity does not require the issuance of a Section 103 permit under MPRSA; therefore, the
second criterion is “seldom, if ever, applicable” (USEPA/USACE 2008). The third exclusion
criterion has two requirements that must be fulfilled: 1) the dredged material is substantially
similar to the sediments at the ODMDS; and 2) the dredged material is located at a sufficient
distance away from any potential sources of pollution. The two requirements will be

discussed below.

As described in Section 5, Anchor QEA collected reference samples from the Turning Basin,
the Gulfport Western ODMDS, and the Pascagoula ODMDS (Anchor QEA 2013). The
reference samples were then analyzed and compared to determine the capability between
Turning Basin and ODMDS sediments. The analysis included physical, chemical, and

biological for sediment, site water, and tissue.

7.4.3 ODMDS Sediment Physical and Chemical Characteristics

Based on the guidance provided in the SERIM, in order for sediments at the dredging site
and the proposed placement areas to be “substantially” similar, both must have the same
USCS group classification (USEPA/USACE 2008). As discussed in Section 5, previous
investigations of the materials present at the Port show the sediments are predominantly silts

and clays with moderate sand fractions.

For the existing Gulfport Western ODMDS, the Site Management and Monitoring Plan
(SMMP) identifies a range for the silt and clay content of the sediments at these sites.
Specifically the composition ranges from 22 to 91 percent silts and clays, which the SMMP
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identifies as “comparable” to the dredging site, which in this case is the Gulfport Harbor
(USEPA/USACE 2008). Additionally, the four SERIM recommended reference locations for
the ODMDS range in sediment composition from 64.5 to 96.1 percent fines, and the material
types are classified as either sandy silt or silt (USEPA/USACE 2008).

The available documentation for the sediment characteristics at the Pascagoula ODMDS
includes the designation EIS prepared by the USEPA (1990) and the SMMP (USEPA/USACE
2008). The EIS noted that that the silt and clay content of the ODMDS sediments range from
21 to 77 percent and while there is little apparent seasonal variation, the average sand
fraction was slightly higher in the spring (USEPA 1990) . The material types are similar to
the four reference locations cited by the SERIM (USEPA/USACE 2008). Percent fines at
these locations range from 11.2 to 92.4 percent and the overall material types are classified as

silt, sandy silt, or silty sand.

The Anchor QEA sampling and analysis showed that the Gulfport Western and Pascagoula
ODMDSs contained a high percentage of fines (Anchor QEA 2013). Table 7-4 summarizes
the physical data for the Gulfport Western and Pascagoula ODMDS samples from the 2013
Anchor QEA report. All metals except cadmium were detected in the samples. The samples
did not contain any organometallic compounds, SVOCs, PAHs, or pesticides. Because the
sediment samples were similar in physical and chemical characteristics and generally lacking
in containments of concern, both ODMDSs were determined to be suitable disposal options

for the Turning Basin dredged material.

Table 7-4
ODMDS Physical Sediment Characteristics

Percent
ODMDS Sand Silt Clay
Gulfport Western 5.7 44.6 49.7
Pascagoula 2.7 28.6 68.7

7.4.4 Sediment Contamination Assessment

As suggested by the SERIM, the USEPA’s Envirofacts website (EPA 2013) and the U.S. Coast
Guard’s National Response Center (NRC) website (Coast Guard 2015) were consulted to
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assess previous spills or events that may have contributed to the contamination of sediments
at the Port. Envirofacts provides up-to-date information regarding environmental
compliance information for registered facilities. Reports were generated for registered
facilities near the Port (Appendix B). Also, the USEPA Region 4 Superfund website (EPA
2015) was consulted for listed contaminated sites in the vicinity of the Port. The available
information indicates there are no sites on the waterway or in close proximity in the

surrounding upland areas that would adversely affect the sediments at the Port.

The NRC website provides access to a comprehensive database of reported incidents
involving potential hazardous releases into the environment. Data reports for a 14-year
period (2001 to 2014) were reviewed for incidents occurring in Gulfport, Mississippi, at the
Port. The majority of incidents reported were due to sheen, discharge from a docked vessel
(presumably bilge), or mechanical failure of a vessel. A single incident of radiation detected
emanating from a container was reported; however, it was later discovered that the contents
(silicon sand) gave a false reading of radiation (Coast Guard 2015). Table 7-5 summarizes
incidents that were near the Port of Gulfport Anchorage Basin. This table was developed by
filtering all of the yearly reports provided on the NRC website for incidents that were
cataloged as occurring in Gulfport, Mississippi, and relating the Harbor, West Pier, or East
Pier. The Navigation Data Center (NDC) (USACE, 2012) website was also reviewed to
determine the vessel cargo shipped in and out of Port. In the early 1900s, the Port’s initial
use was for the export of raw and finished wood products. Transitioning into the 1960s, the
Port’s import and export activities expanded to include refrigerated containers of tropical
fruits. Titanium dioxide is another major commodity handled by the Port facility. Table 7-6
provides a summary of domestic and foreign cargo receipts and shipments to the Port as of
2012 (USACE, 2012). Based on data from the NRC, no spills of any cargo of any type

occurred during the period of review.
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Table 7-5
NRC Incident Summary

Federal Agency

Date Identification Number Description Type of Incident Remedial Action Description Notified
4/26/2001 6:45 564118 The caller stated that there is a spill under the pier. Fixed None
The crew pumped out vessel’s engine
The caller is reporting a release of material from his vessel due to packing gland on starboard side coming pump &
6/19/2001 17:00 570126 . . . Vessel area, and repacked the shaft. Crew USCG Gulfport
loose allowing water into the engine room.
deployed sorbent pads.
A hydraulic hose on a tug boat ruptured causing hydraulic oil to spill onto the deck and into the Gulfport Booms applied, absorbents applied,
7/12/2001 15:45 572764 Vessel ) ; USCG
harbor. material contained.
1/24/2002 14:45 592094 A lumber vessel was discovered dumping raw sewage into the Gulfport harbor. Vessel None
3/21/2002 17:15 597281 The caller reported a release of 10 gallons of diesel from vessel due to tank overflow. Vessel Material contained, cleanup completed. CG
. . . . . Investigation underway, contractor has Coast Guard in
3/21/2002 18:15 597283 Caller reporting a release of material due to a tank burping during fueling. Vessel - . o
been hired, investigation underway. Gulfport
5/11/2002 8:00 603422 The material spilled out of the vessel Anthony Taylor due to unknown causes. Vessel None Coast Guard
6/10/2002 19:15 609924 The fuel tank on a carrier vessel was overfilled causing diesel fuel to spill into the Gulfport harbor. Vessel Absorbents applied. MSO Mobile
7/30/2002 6:25 618258 The caller is reporting an unknown sheen around the vessel “Nova Zelandia”. Unknown Sheen None USCG
6/29/2003 9:45 649391 The transfer hose on a vacuum truck failed causing waste oil to spill into the Gulfport harbor. Mobile Applied booms and absorbents. USCG
8/12/2003 9:15 653660 Materials released from a vessel, due to an equipment failure. Vessel Clean up underway.
Material contained, cleanup crew on-
11/10/2003 12:00 704901 Material released from a fuel tank vent on a cargo vessel (Dutch flag) due to unknown causes. Vessel site P
7/22/2004 11:30 729161 An unknown sheen was discovered in the Gulf Port harbor. Unknown Sheen None USCG
9/28/2004 12:40 736625 The caller is reporting an unknown sheen. Unknown Sheen None
1/10/2005 13:00 746709 Caller is reporting an unknown sheen in the water. Unknown Sheen None CG
Clean up underway, ship crew doin
3/25/2005 10:16 753743 Caller stated release of oil from sound tube, cleaning their bilge and sounding tubes overflowed. Vessel P . 'y P &
cleanup on site with booms.
The caller is reporting the discovery of a diesel fuel sheen in the west Mississippi Sound coming from a
8/6/2005 19:45 768194 . Vessel None as of yet. USCG
grounded fishing vessel.
Caller stated that she was fishing with her husband and they noticed a large sheen in the Gulf of Mexico.
5/15/2009 10:00 905715 . . . . Unknown Sheen None USCG
Caller believed the sheen was coming from a crane that was doing work in the area.
Caller stated this morning 13-Jan-2010 at the Port of Gulfport a radiation hit on a container was discovered.
The Customs Boarder Protection personnel checked out the container and the port was shut down at 0755
hours until 0845 hours. The container in question contained silicon sand which gave a false reading of
radiation. Caller stated there was no real hazard to the cargo. Caller stated there was no evacuation just a The container was checked out by the Customs Border
1/13/2010 8:45 928471 . . . . . Storage Tank ) i
shutdown for fifty minutes until the container was checked out by Customs Boarder Protection at that Customs Border Protection. Protection
point the gates were reopened. The reporting party was under the impression that Custom Boarder
Protection called this incident into the National Response Center earlier today but there is not a report of
this incident generated until now.
7/27/2011 983993 Caller reported an unknown substance floating in the water near the Port. Unknown None USCG
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Federal Agency

Date Identification Number Description Type of Incident Remedial Action Description Notified
Caller reporting a collision that happened at dock. Caller stated that there was another vessel that made
4/3/2013 1042859 . Vessel None USCG

contact with a barge.

Note:

1. None of the entries in this table have been altered from their original content in meaning or description.
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Table 7-6

Port of Gulfport Domestic and Foreign Cargo (2012)

All Traffic Types

(Domestic and Foreign)

All Traffic Shipments
Directions Receipts (Short
Commodity (Short Tons) | (Short Tons) Tons)

Coal, Lignite, and Coal Coke 495 0 495
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 24,504 3,451 24,504
Chemicals and Related Products 38,589 4,785 33,804
Crude Materials, Inedible Except Fuels 419,843 377,316 42,527
Primary Manufactured Goods 355,055 8,612 346,443
Food and Farm Products 767,197 688,789 78,408
All Manufactured Equipment, Machinery 279,590 135,179 144,411
Waste Material; Garbage, Landfill, Sewage Sludge, Waste Water 0 0 0
Unknown or Not Elsewhere Classified 2,311 671 1,640
Total 1,887,584 1,215,352 672,232
7.4.5 Additional ODMDS Sediment Testing

In addition to the physical and chemical analyses for Tier 1 evaluation, Anchor QEA

performed biological analysis of the Gulfport Western and Pascagoula ODMDS locations.

The biological testing included solid phase, suspended particulate phase, and

bioaccumulation tests.

As stated in Section 5 and the Sampling and Analysis Report Gulfport Turning Basin (Anchor

QEA 2013), bioassay and bioaccumulation potential tests were conducted on three composite

samples from the Dus and reference samples from the Gulfport Western and Pascagoula

ODMDSs. Bioassay testing included two SP tests using L. p/lumulosus and Nereis

arenaceodentata, two suspended particulate phase (SPP) tests using Menidia beryllina and

Americamysis bahia (formerly Mysidopsis bahia), and one fertilization test using Lytechinus

pictus. Results of the bioassay tests suggested that project sediment was not acutely toxic to

aquatic organisms. Survivorship in the organisms (Macoma nasuta and Nereis virens) used

for the bioaccumulation test was acceptable, and tissue samples were analyzed for arsenic

and mercury concentrations. Arsenic and mercury concentrations in M. nasuta tissue
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samples exposed to project sediment, as well as mercury concentrations in /V. virens tissue
samples, were not significantly greater than concentrations in tissue samples exposed to
project reference sediment sample. Arsenic concentrations in /V. virenstissue samples
exposed to project sediment were significantly greater than arsenic concentrations in tissue
samples exposed to project reference sediment; however, arsenic concentrations in V. virens
tissues exposed to project sediment were at or below arsenic concentrations in day zero tissue
samples. Further, mercury and arsenic measured in tissue samples from either organism
were below the USFDA action levels (Anchor QEA 2013).

Based on the testing results, the Turning Basin sediment met the requirements for placement

in the Gulfport Western or Pascagoula ODMDS.

7.4.6 Expansion Project Tier 1 Data Evaluation Conclusions

Available data were reviewed as part of a Tier 1 assessment to determine the suitability of the
sediments from the Turning Basin Expansion area for ocean placement. The primary
resource for the Tier 1 evaluation was the SERIM developed by the USEPA and USACE
(2008). Of note, the SERIM does indicate that physical data used to compare and
characterize the sediments at a particular site should not be more than 10 years old.
Therefore, it is recommended that the final decision for material suitability be based on the
data generated by the sediment characterization effort conducted to support the Expansion
EIS, described earlier in this document (Anchor QEA 2013).

The data generated from this sediment characterization provides further proof of the
similarity of the materials at the Project and ODMDS locations. The report for the sediment
sampling at the Turning Basin Expansion provides a thorough comparison of sediments
found at the Site and those found at each reference location. Additional testing to support
Tier 2 and 3 evaluations was also conducted as part of the sediment characterization. These
results provide sufficient information to determine final disposition of the sediments dredged

from the Turning Basin Expansion area.

Based on the available data, there is no apparent evidence of contamination at the Port, and

the sediments present at the Site and at the ODMDSs appear to be similar in physical and
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chemical characteristics. The Tier 1 evaluation portion of this DMMP is considered

complete until additional data prove otherwise.
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8 DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES
The DMMP reviewed BU sites and ODMDS locations for placement of the dredged material.

As explained below, BU sites are the preferred method of placement. When placement in a
BU site is not feasible, ODMDS may be considered as an alternative placement option. The
following sections describe the proposed placement alternatives for BU sites and ODMDS

locations.

8.1 Beneficial Use Sites

The BU sites provide an alternative to traditional placement methods. Traditional dredged
material placement methods typically discharge sediment into confined upland facilities or in
open-water sites (i.e., thin-layer placement sites or ODMDS). Allocating dredged material
for BU not only reduces the level of traditional placement disruptions, but when properly
engineered, has environmental, economic, and social benefits. The use of dredged material

for BU is legally mandated in several states, including Mississippi.

Sediment excavated as a result of dredging activities can be beneficially used in various ways
such as engineering applications, environmental enhancement, and agricultural product uses
(USEPA/USACE 2007a). The composition and grain size distribution of the material is an
important consideration when evaluating the proposed site(s), delivery method(s), and
overall project scope. Additionally, BU alternatives should evaluate other material and
management aspects, which include, but are not limited to, contaminants, implementation,
efficacy of proposed methods, environmental effects resulting from the dredging and

placement, overall Project cost, and future maintenance.

The following sections discuss the legal requirement for BU in the State of Mississippi and
present four potential BU sites listed in recent assessments of the Mississippi Gulf Coast
region (CH2M HILL 2011a, 2011b). The referenced documents are consulted exclusively for
the development of these sections, and unless otherwise noted, all information presented
results from the review of these documents. In the event that these documents are altered,
the content herein should be adjusted to reflect any alteration in intent, method, or

location(s).
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8.1.1 Mississippi Law

The goal of BU for coastal Mississippi is to retain sediments “in the system” ensuring that
dredged material that comes out of the Mississippi Sound is reused within the system (CH2M
HILL 2011a). To facilitate keeping the sediments in the system, Mississippi passed Section
49-27-61 in July 2010. This law requires dredging activities generating over 2,500 CY to
participate in appropriate BU programs, provided such material is suitable and a BU site is

available.

8.1.2 Beneficial Use Permitting and Additional Considerations

The MDMR establishes new BU sites and permits by county to ensure dredged material is
used beneficially. Permitting new BU sites must be closely coordinated with the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and other regulatory agencies; new sites should be
delineated to mitigate the impacts on critical habitat areas for the Gulf sturgeon. The
projected sea level rise along the Mississippi Gulf Coast is another factor that should be
considered when creating BU sites, as the design and construction of ancillary structures
(containment dikes, breakwaters, etc.) should be able to provide the necessary protection of a

BU site well into the future.

Proposed BU projects are to be submitted to the MDMR permitting office for review. The
BU Program administrator will determine: 1) if it is feasible for the proposed site to receive
dredged materials; and 2) if the site has sufficient capacity to accept the proposed dredged
materials. If the site has sufficient capacity, the BU Program administrator will send
approval to the permitting office. If the Plan does not identify a specific BU site, the BU

Program administrator will review existing priority areas for consideration.

The MDMR Office of Coastal Management outlines the following four options for permit
applicants who are involved in coastal projects that include dredging (CH2M HILL 2011a):

1. Designing and implementing a new BU project for the proposed dredged material.
2. Providing the dredged material in an approved coastal restoration project.

3. Applying the dredged material at alternative locations of equal BU.
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4. Making a voluntary contribution to the Coastal Resources Trust Fund, based on the
amount of material dredged. Such contributions from several smaller projects to the

Coastal Resources Trust Fund can be combined to fund larger projects.

8.2 Available BU Sites and Capacities

Ideally, the BU site(s) chosen for a particular project are in close proximity to the material
source(s), thus creating an even balance between the efforts required for dredging, transport,
and placement activities. By identifying BU sites, commercial dredging companies and
agencies (e.g., USACE) are provided with several choices for material placement locations

that include coastal restoration and enhancement project areas.

The BUs in the DMMP are limited to the Table 8-1 projects, which have been suggested by
federal, state, and local authorities as possible designated BU sites in the Mississippi Gulf
Coast region; site locations are displayed on Figure 8-1. If future BU sites are identified by
the agencies, those BU sites may be evaluated and used for dredged material from the
Project. For each of the suggested BU sites, Table 8-1 lists the estimated dredged material
capacity, which is subject to change as the sites are permitted and additional data are
collected. Many of the proposed BU sites identified in the table require containment
structures to prevent erosion of the placed dredged material and breakwater structures for
protection of the site during construction and post-restoration. For those BU sites, Table 8-1
lists the structure type and proposed length and estimated structure construction cost range.
For the proposed sites that may not require additional structures, the cost ranges are “studies”
costs, which include, but are not limited to, site topographic and/or bathymetric surveys,

adjacent marsh and habitat evaluation, and dredged material suitability testing.

As noted in Table 8-1, information regarding BU at the Chandeleur Islands has been adapted
from another report (T. Baker Smith [TBS] 2006), which documents the proposed
construction and restoration of marshlands lost because of Hurricane Katrina; this report
does not cite a quantity of material (or an estimated capacity) necessary to restore the islands.
The available information provides a total land loss footprint (2,206 acres), which can be
used to estimate the total placement coverage. The estimated dredging quantity (7.51 MCY)
could provide a 2-foot-thick cover layer over the total land-loss footprint cited by TBS
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(2006). This value is a generalization that assumes an even layer of dredged material placed
across the entire area. It is likely that a thickness greater than this nominal value will be
required to restore portions of the marshland at the Chandeleur Islands; therefore, this site

may be able to receive additional dredged material.
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Table 8-1
Identified BU Project Sites?!
Capacity Distance to Port Containment and Protection Costs
Project County (CY) of Gulfport (MI)? | Structure Description and Length (LF) Low High
iloxi 100,000 200,000
Biloxi Marsh F?mplex (BMC) N/A Unlimited 3 29 None Needed 2 ) > _
(Louisiana) (studies) (studies)
Chandel island Design of Breakwater, Terminal
an e.e.ur slands N/A Unknown 29 to 46 Groins, Shoreline Armor Structures $750,000 $1,250,000
(Louisiana)*® .
(unspecified length)
$50,000 $150,000
Bayou Caddy Marsh Hancock 30,000 25 Temporary or None Needed ] .
(studies) (studies)
$50,000 $150,000
Bayou Caddy Safe Haven Hancock 200,000 25 None Needed ] .
(studies) (studies)
11,450 Riprap
Wolf River Marsh Harrison 420,000 33 5,700 Riprap/Deltalok $3,000,000 | $4,000,000
3,100 Temporary
Deer Island Harrison 1,100,000 20 7,500 Earthen $1,500,000 | $3,000,000
Back Bay Marsh Island Harrison 300,000 38 8,800 Riprap $4,600,000 | $6,100,000
i 30,000 100,000
Lake Mars Pier and Boat Jackson 39,000 23 None Needed > . > .
Launch (studies) (studies)
24,000 (Temporary): $50,000 $150,000
) . Jackson= | 1.150.000 39 12,000 Riprap, 12,000 (studies) (studies)
ower Escatawpa T Coir (if needed) $3,924,000 | $5,472,000
or None Needed temporary | temporary
Round Island Jackson 3,300,000 38 5,000 Riprap $1,700,000 | $2,500,000
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Notes:

1. Unless noted otherwise, all information presented in this table is from the final Project Management Plan for
Selected Beneficial Use Projects Along Coastal Mississippi (CH2M HILL 2011b).

2. The distance to the Port of Gulfport was measured along the existing channels; these distances should be
considered approximate, as routes are subject to change based on vessel draft and traffic restrictions.

3. It is likely that further evaluation (bathymetric surveys) of the BMC will provide data that can be used to
establish a capacity for this site.

4. Information for the Chandeleur Islands marsh restoration project is adapted from the T. Baker Smith report: The
Biloxi Marsh Stabilization and Restoration Plan (2006).

5. The distance from the Port to the Chandeleur Islands is estimated based on the length of the island footprint
assumed to receive dredged material.

8.3 Site Selection

From the information provided in Table 8-1, two criteria (estimated capacity and distance to
the Port) were evaluated to select candidate BU sites for the Project’s new work and
maintenance dredged material. The only two sites listed that may be able to accommodate
the estimated new work dredging volume are the Chandeleur Islands and the BMC,
specifically the Northeastern Outlying Island. These two sites will be carried forward for

further evaluation of new work dredging and placement costs.

For the Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing areas
maintenance dredging placement alternatives, candidate BU sites were also evaluated by
estimated capacity, distance to the Port, and proposed containment and/or shoreline
protection. Because maintenance materials typically have a higher moisture content than
new work materials, sites with structural containment(s) may be necessary to consolidate the
material and to prevent material erosion. Those BU sites with a containment and/or
shoreline protection design and marsh restoration are believed to be the best candidates for
the maintenance dredging material. The proposed BU site nearest the Port with sufficient
capacity to accommodate at least one maintenance cycle is Deer Island. Deer Island will be

carried forward for further evaluation of maintenance dredging and placement costs.

The three BU sites identified as candidates for the new work (Chandeleur Islands and BMC -
Northeastern Outlying Island) and maintenance (Deer Island) materials are discussed further
of the following sections. Descriptions of each site, along with their habitat value, stability,

and sediment transport, are presented below.
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8.3.1 Chandeleur Islands

The Chandeleur Islands are a chain of barrier islands forming the easternmost point of the
State of Louisiana. The federally owned island chain is part of the Breton National Wildlife
Refuge (NWR), the second oldest refuge in the NWR System. The Chandeleur Islands were
established in 1904 to provide sanctuary for nesting wading birds and sea birds as well as
winter shorebirds and waterfowl (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2006). The islands
are the result of the westward shift of the Mississippi River (approximately 2,000 years ago),
which discontinued the sediment supply to the St. Bernard delta region; in the subsequent
years, the sediments remaining in this area contributed to the islands’ formation

(USFWS 2006).

8.3.1.1 Habitat Value

The majority of the Chandeleur Islands consist of sandy beach areas, which provide
sufficient habitat for vegetation such as black mangrove, groundsel bush, and wax myrtle;
additionally, the shallow, submerged shore areas support beds of manatee, shoal, turtle, and
widgeon grass (USFWS 2006). According to the USFWS (2006), the habitat of the island area
supports 23 species of shore and sea birds. Common nesting species include royal, caspian,
and sandwich terns, laughing gull, the brown pelican, black skimmer, and during winter
months, large numbers of waterfowl such as redheads, canvasback, and scaup frequent the
islands (USFWS 2006).

8.3.1.2 Site Stability
According to TBS (2006), the Chandeleur Islands make up the largest barrier island in the

Gulf of Mexico and protects the nearshore areas of Southeast Louisiana from storm surge and
wave action resulting from tropical events. Because the day-to-day erosive forces (i.e., wind
and wave action) and tropical events put the islands in a constant state of vulnerability, it
may be necessary to construct coastal protection structures to provide additional site
stability. Further analysis would be required to determine the alignment, material, and
cross-section of these structures. Additionally, vegetative planting as part of the island

restoration effort would contribute to the establishment and retention of critical habitat.
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8.3.1.3 Sediment Transport

The islands are prone to erosion and have an average rate of shoreline loss of 44.3 feet per
year. The post-Hurricane Katrina area of the islands is approximately 5,214 acres, which
represents a 30 percent decrease from the islands’ 2001 area (7,420 acres; TBS 2006).
Previous analyses cited by TBS (2006) have shown that the islands experience cycles of land
loss and gain, with most of the affected area on the Gulf side of the islands. However, as

previously mentioned, the area experiences a net loss on a yearly basis.

8.3.2 Biloxi March Complex — Northeastern Outlying Island
Another BU site proposed within the Breton NWR and 210,000-acre BMC estuary is the

Northeastern Outlying Island, which comprises approximately 30,290 acres and includes:
islands, bays, and open-water lakes, specifically False Mouth Bay, Bay Boudreau, Drum Bay,
and Shell Island Lake (CH2M HILL 2011b; TBS 2006). These areas are also portions of the
St. Bernard delta region, established by sediment deposited by the Mississippi River prior to

changing courses approximately 2,000 years ago.

8.3.2.1 Habitat Value

The ecological functions of this area provide support for aquatic life in the region. This area
of the BMC controls salinities for portions of the Mississippi Sound. Improvement of this
area through BU would serve to enhance the fisheries of the surrounding areas, thus

providing support to commercial and recreational fishermen (CH2M HILL 2011b).

8.3.2.2 Site Stability

The stability at this site depends on the condition of the Chandeleur Islands. The
Chandeleur Islands protect the Northeastern Outlying Island, which lies on the leeward side
of the islands, from offshore waves. Restoration of the area would provide additional storm

protection of the coastal region of Louisiana and Hancock County (CH2M HILL 2011b).

The conceptual restoration plan proposed by TBS (2006) in their evaluation suggested
revegetating the site to provide stability and habitat establishment. As noted in

Table 8-1, this area may not require containment or breakwater structures. However,
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further evaluations of site conditions are required to: 1) determine the type(s) of vegetation
necessary to recreate establish the habitat; and 2) determine the need for coastal protection

structures for this site.

8.3.2.3 Sediment Transport

According to TBS (2006), the exposed lakes and bays of this area are prone to wave fetch on a
daily basis, which increases the potential for erosion; between 2001 and 2005, approximately

1,297 acres of land were lost.

8.3.3 Deer Island

Deer Island, one of the first areas in coastal Mississippi to become a BU site, is located in
southeast Harrison County (CH2M HILL 2011b). The island is composed of approximately
400 acres of land that is owned, managed, and monitored primarily by the MDMR (CH2M
HILL 2011b).

8.3.3.1 Habitat Value

The habitat within the island is varied and includes sandy beach along the shorelines and
barrier island pond/lagoon complex, poly and mesohaline marsh, slash pine maritime forest,
and relic dune scrub (CH2M HILL 2011b). The ecological function of this habitat variety
serves to support migratory birds with feeding, resting, and wintering areas. The site is also
home to a great blue heron rookery along with other bird species, including: brown pelican,
sharp-shinned hawk, American kestrel, merlin, snowy plover, American oystercatcher, and
least tern (CH2M HILL 2011b).

8.3.3.2 Site Stability

Previous and ongoing projects at the site indicate the need for coastal structures to protect
the material placement areas (LAW/GBA 2002; CH2M HILL 2011b). The island is positioned
on the Mississippi Sound, with wave action impacting its southern face. However, because it
is located in the nearshore area, Deer Island does receive some protection from the barrier

islands.
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8.3.3.3 Sediment Transport

A Deer Island geological study found that the shoreline retreat is approximately 2 acres per
year, and since 1850, the island has lost more than 300 acres (Schmid and Otvos 2003). The
loss rate is calculated from a comparison of the shoreline profiles and the resultant island
footprint acreage. Additionally, Schmid and Otvos (2003) found that the erosion at the site is
greatest at the southeastern corner of the island where muddy sands are the predominant
material type. Originally, the southeastern corner of the island extended farther east and
was called Little Deer; however, it has completely eroded away (CH2M HILL 2011b).

8.4 Ocean Sites Available for Material Placement

The USACE and other public and private entities use approved ocean disposal sites (i.e.,
ODMDS) when other open-water, BU, or upland placement options for dredged material are
not feasible. Currently, there are three designated ODMDS locations (Gulfport Eastern,
Gulfport Western, and Pascagoula) in the vicinity of the proposed Project. As previously
discussed, the Gulfport Eastern ODMDS is no longer used by the USACE because the
dredged material placed in the ODMDS migrates from the placement area into the FNC,
which increases the necessity for maintenance dredging (CH2M HILL 2010a). Due to the
likelihood of dredged material shoaling into the FNC, this ODMDS will not be included as
part of the programmatic analysis of dredged material placement alternatives evaluated in

Section 9.

After the submittal of the draft DMMP, the USACE informed the project team that the
Gulfport Western ODMDS (Figure 8-1) permit had expired and would likely not be renewed.
Therefore, the Gulfport Western ODMDS will no longer be considered a viable option for
placement of the dredged material. The Pascagoula ODMDS will be the only ODMDS
evaluated as a potential placement location for the dredged material from the Project.
Available data regarding area, water depths, and placement activity (i.e., dates and quantities)
were obtained from the USACE Ocean Disposal Database (USACE 2015) and the Pascagoula
ODMDS Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP).
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8.4.1 Pascagoula ODMDS

The Pascagoula ODMDS is located south of Horn Island on the western side of the
Pascagoula Bar Channel (Figure 8-1) and was designated as an ODMDS in 1991. From 1976
to 1990, a portion of the area was used as an undesignated placement location. During this
period, approximately 5.8 MCY were placed at the undesignated placement location. The
existing Pascagoula ODMDS is approximately 32 square miles in area, with water depths

varying from 38 feet in the north near Horn Island to greater than 52 feet along the southern
boundary (USEPA/USACE 2006).

According to the USACE Ocean Disposal Database (USACE 2015), the Pascagoula ODMDS
has been used for material placement as recently as 2013. Table 8-2 provides the placement
date and quantities available from the database as of June 2015. The data show that this
ODMDS is active and has received an average of 1.7 MCY every 16 months during the 1992
to 2013 time period. According to the database, the total material quantity placed at the site
is approximately 28.6 MCY.

The SMMP (USEPA/USACE 2006) provides information on the dredged materials placed at
the Pascagoula ODMDS from 1992 to 2005 indicates the following:

e The ODMDS is a highly dispersive site for fine materials.

o The fine-grained materials are typically found in the central and southern portions of
the site; the remaining area consists of materials that are generally sandier material.

o Of'the 11 placement events, 3 (1995, 2000, and 2001) consisted of new work
materials; the remaining events were conducted for Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) purposes.

e The material composition for the placement events varies. The new work dredging
material consisted of a mixture of silts, clays, and sands. Four O&M dredging projects
were identified as having placed sand at the site; the remaining four O&M events
placed silts and clays or a mixture of material types at the site.

o The SMMP for the Pascagoula ODMDS does not specify a maximum placement
quantity per year. Therefore, it is assumed that the amount of material disposed of at

one time is not an issue for the Pascagoula ODMDS.
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Table 8-2

Ocean Disposal Data — Pascagoula ODMDS

Year Total Quantity
1992 168,200
607,400
1993 (1,161,000)
2,625,600
1995 (2,650,000)
1996 3,291,200
2,654,000
1998 (1,600,000)
1999 414,200
7,651,200
2000 (7,700,000)
3,494,700
2001 (3,495,000)
630,300
2002 (630,000)
1,097,500
2003 (1,300,000)
2,053,100
2004 (1,009,000)
120,000
2005 (121,000)
2006 672,500
2008 1,489,100
2009 152,700
2011 248,726
2013 1,216,428

Notes:

Quantities reported in this table are from the USACE Ocean Disposal Database and are supplemented with values
from the SMMP (USACE/USEPA 2006); these values are given in parentheses.
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9 PROGRAMMATIC ANALYSIS OF PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES: NEW WORK
DREDGING

The following sections present an evaluation of the placement alternatives for the dredging
associated with the construction of the West and East Pier and the Turning Basin. Four
alternatives were developed as placement options for the dredging associated with the West

and East Pier Expansion and the Turning Basin creation.

Alternative evaluations for the new work material placement scenarios are based on a
quantitative analysis of dredging and placement costs and available placement site capacity.
Additionally, a general discussion of the habitat created for each BU alternative is presented.
The discussion is qualitative only and does not attempt to predict the effects of habitat
creation by any quantitative means; if necessary, such an evaluation may be incorporated as

part of the Expansion EIS and a supplementary geotechnical evaluation.

9.1 Placement Alternatives
9.1.1 West Pier Terminal Expansion Fill

Alternative 1 evaluates using the Turning Basin Expansion dredged material as fill for the
proposed West Pier Terminal Expansion. This alternative assumes that the West Pier
Terminal Expansion footprint will not be dredged prior to the placement of the material

excavated from the Turning Basin Expansion.

An estimate of the fill necessary to construct the West Pier Terminal Expansion was
calculated using the existing DEM of the Mississippi Sound region (NOAA 2008). Using the
estimated dredging quantity for the Turning Basin Expansion and berthing facilities

(4.55 MCY) and the estimated fill rate for the footprint (0.25 MCY per LF), an
unconsolidated finished elevation of +4 to +7 feet MLLW was estimated. The consolidated

foundation and dredged material finished elevation is likely below MLLW.

To keep the dredged material in the project area, dikes and temporary shore protection
would be constructed prior to placing the Turning Basin Expansion dredged material into the
West Pier Expansion footprint. Based on the current footprint dimensions and assuming a
3H:1V side slope, 20-foot crest width, finished elevation of +12 feet MLLW, and a displaced
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toe to -20 feet MLLW, approximately 1.3 MCY of fill material would be needed to construct
containment berms along the perimeter. Construction of the berms can be completed via
barge-mounted excavator. A phased approach to the berm construction and fill placement is

suggested to control mud waves and other associated impacts.

9.1.2 ODMDS Placement

For Alternative 2, the dredged material would be placed in the Pascagoula ODMDS

(Figure 9-1), as described in Section 8.4. The Pascagoula ODMDS is located 26 miles from
the Port and west of the Pascagoula Bar FNC. The ODMDS has a surface area of 32 square
miles and water depths ranging from 38 to 52 feet. The alternative assumes that the dredged
materials would be mechanically dredged, loaded into bottom dump, split-hull hopper
barges, and transported by tugboat to the Pascagoula ODMDS. The materials would then be
dumped from the barges into the ODMDS in 2- to 3-foot lifts.

9.1.3 BU Placement: Chandeleur Islands

BU placement in the Chandeleur Islands (Figure 9-1) is Alternative 3A. Because the islands
are prone to erosion, restoration of these islands is needed to provide storm protection for
coastal Louisiana. The islands also provide essential bird habitats and nesting grounds. For
this alternative, it is assumed that the dredged material meets Louisiana and Mississippi

regulations for BU and will be acceptable for restoration activities at the Chandeleur Islands.

The restoration of the islands can be accomplished by pumping dredged materials ashore to
fill low-lying or submerged areas. The long-term goal of the dredged material placement is
to encourage and enhance marsh development by increasing elevations in the marsh or
restoring eroded marsh areas. Finished elevations of the placed dredged material will dictate
the marsh species and habitat. Further marsh development activities (e.g., planting

indigenous marsh grasses to mitigate erosion) are beyond the scope of this DMMP.

Based on the information presented in Section 8.3, the total estimated new work dredging
quantity for the Pier and Turning Basin expansions could provide a 1.7-feet-thick cover layer
over the total land loss footprint cited by TBS (2006). Assuming that portions of the

restoration area (2,206 acres) are below the water surface elevation, it is recommended that
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the low-lying areas of the upland portions of the site receive sediment before the fringes.
Moreover, TBS (2006) recommends that further engineering actions (i.e., coastal structures)
be erected on the islands as protective measures against extreme events; TBS cited a cost
range of $750,000 to $1.25 million for the design effort. Based on previous experience,
engineering design is typically 10 percent of the estimated construction cost. Therefore, the

associated construction cost for shoreline protection may range from $7.5 to $12.5 million.

One third of the site was used in the 2011 channel widening contract, and recent aerial
photography indicates that the area is highly dispersive and a significant capacity exists along
the eastern shores of the island chain. Additional data, such as bathymetric and topographic
surveys, will need to be collected to determine actual site capacity, proposed placement

areas, and the need for coastal protection structures.

9.1.4 BU Placement: BMC — Northeastern Outlying Island

Alternative 3B is the second BU alternative site and is Northeastern Outlying Island in the
BMC (Figure 9-1). As discussed in Section 8, the Northeastern Outlying Island is
approximately 30,290 acres. The re-establishment of this portion of the BMC would serve

two purposes: 1) increase coastal protection for Hancock County, Mississippi; and 2) enhance
existing fisheries (CH2M HILL 2011b).

As of June 2015, the potential placement area in the Northeastern Outlying Island has been
narrowed down to the Johnson Bay and Northwest Jack Williams Bay area. Restoration in
this area can be accomplished by distributing dredged materials into the low-lying,
submerged, and open-water areas. As with the Chandeleur Islands, the long-range goal of
the BU site is to create mounds to encourage marsh habitat development, intertidal
circulation, and habitat diversity. The need for containment structures due to oyster leases
in the area will be evaluated during the permit process. For the purpose of the DMMP, this
alternative assumes no containment structures will be necessary. Further marsh
development activities may be necessary to complete the restoration activities (e.g., planting

indigenous marsh grasses to mitigate erosion) and are not covered by this DMMP.
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Additional data are necessary for the permitting and design phases of this alternative. Survey
data are necessary to establish the actual capacity of the site and proposed placement (i.e.,
discharge) locations. For practical purposes, the site currently is considered to have an
unlimited capacity, which will need to be verified prior to alternative selection. For costing

the alternatives, it is assumed the capacity analysis will cost $100,000 to $200,000.

9.2 Cost Assessment

A cost assessment for each of the alternatives involving new work dredging for the Port
expansion is presented in Table 9-1. The total costs include a 30 percent contingency for
construction costs. The gross unit cost represents the quotient of the total construction cost
and the estimated dredging quantity. Additionally, mobilization and demobilization costs
are estimated to be 19 percent of the total construction cost and are factored into this

analysis.
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Table 9-1

West and East Pier and Turning Basin Expansion Dredging Cost Summary

Alternative

Total Cost
($ MIL)

Quantity
(MCY)

Gross Unit Cost

($/CY)

Description

11

$85.33

5.09

$12.80

Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin Expansion footprint, East Pier Expansion
footprint, West Pier Terminal Expansion berth area, and North Harbor Fill berth area,
construct a containment berm for the dredged material along the perimeter of the
West Pier Expansion footprint, and use the dredged materials as fill for the West Pier
Terminal Expansion.

$48.70

7.51

$4.80

Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin Expansion footprint, East Pier Expansion
footprint, West Pier Expansion footprint and berth area, and North Harbor Fill berth
area; transport and place the dredged material at the Pascagoula ODMDS.

3A

$57.28

7.51

$5.90

Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin Expansion footprint, East Pier Expansion
footprint, West Pier Expansion footprint and berth area, and North Harbor Fill berth
area; transport and place the dredged material at the Chandeleur Islands BU site.

3B

$56.12

7.51

$5.80

Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin Expansion footprint, East Pier Expansion
footprint, West Pier Expansion footprint and berth area, and North Harbor Fill berth
area; transport and place the dredged material at the Biloxi Marsh Complex —
Johnson Bay and Northwest Jack Williams Bay BU site.

Note:

1. Previous estimates for fill transport and placement range from $17.00 to $20.50 per CY (Anchor QEA 2010a). Therefore, Alternative 1 provides a
potential cost savings ranging from $4.20 to $7.70 per CY.
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9.3 Summary

As presented in Table 9-1, the cost for using the dredged material as fill for the West Pier
Expansion footprint is substantially greater than the other three alternatives. The cost
assessment for Alternative 1 includes the cost of material and labor necessary to construct a
containment berm. However, Alternative 1 may provide considerable savings for the overall
Project if the sediments dredged from the Turning Basin Expansion footprint and the existing
substrate within the West Pier Expansion footprint are suitable foundation material or can
be consolidated. The use of the dredged material would reduce the amount of off-site fill
needed to construct the project and in turn reduce the costs of the overall project. To
determine the actual cost benefit of this alternative, the cost analysis information must be
evaluated alongside other cost assessments for filling the West Pier Terminal Expansion

footprint with off-site materials.

The remaining three alternatives are similarly priced. Placement at the Pascagoula ODMDS
(Alternative 2) is the lowest, as no additional equipment is required for placement or habitat
development and restoration. Placement at the BU sites (Alternatives 3A and 3B) cost $1.00
to $1.10 more per CY than ODMDS placement but provides ecological and shoreline
protection benefits that ODMDS placement is unable to provide.
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10 PROGRAMMATIC ANALYSIS OF PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES: FUTURE
MAINTENANCE DREDGING

Section 10 presents an evaluation of the three placement alternatives for the maintenance
dredging associated with the Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier
berthing areas. Two of these alternatives include sites identified in Section 8, Deer Island in
Section 8.3.3, and Pascagoula ODMDS in Section 8.4.1.

10.1 Placement Alternatives
10.1.1 Thin-Layer Placement

Thin-layer placement is when dredged material are dispersed over a designated open-water
bottom. Dredged material is transported to the placement area via discharge pipeline and
dispersed by a “spill barge” in a single 6- to 12-inch lift over the surface area. In order to
meet the water quality regulations, the spill barge is usually fitted with a diffuser at the end
of the dredge discharge pipe. The diffuser is oriented such that the material is discharged at
or below the water surface. This method is described in Subpart H Sec. 230.73 of the
Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material
(USEPA 1980) and has been implemented at numerous projects. Additionally, the
requirement for dredging and placement for the coastal areas of Mississippi is that turbidity
must not exceed 50 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU) above background outside of the

permitted 750-foot mixing zone around the placement areas/discharge location.

The Port typically uses the available open-water D/As adjacent to the upper Sound Channel
(Figure 10-1) as placement areas for the dredged maintenance material. These areas are
available for thin-layer placement of maintenance materials only. The 60-year FNC project
history indicates that the open-water D/As on the western side of the channel (1, 3,5, 7, and
9) have sufficient capacity, which is restored via the predominant east-to-west Mississippi
Sound currents. The restored capacity should accommodate the future maintenance needs of
the Port. Although the USACE does not use the northern portion of D/A 1 because of
pumping distances from the FNC and impacts to the Commercial Small Craft Harbor during
dredging events, it has adequate vertical capacity for future maintenance events at the Port
with water depths varying from 6 to 20 feet. Dredged material placed in this northern area
of the historic D/A footprint would migrate off the site and supply the nearshore areas to the
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west. Placement in the nearshore area would begin to offset the net erosion observed by
USACE in their studies (Rosati et al. 2009) and would comply with the intent of the
Mississippi BU law (MS Code 49-27-61) to keep the materials within the system. The
southern part of D/A 1 was removed from the regular FNC maintenance dredging material

placement cycle, as it has reached its maximum capacity (elevation -4 feet MLLW).

The analysis of this alternative assumes maintenance dredging of the proposed Turning Basin
Expansion and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing areas using a hydraulic
cutterhead dredge. The BD surveys of the Turning Basin Expansion and West Pier, North
Harbor, and East Pier berthing areas and BP surveys of the open-water D/A(s) selected to
receive the maintenance material will be data necessary prior to each maintenance dredging
event. Depending on the capacities of these sites, more than one D/A may be necessary to
accommodate the estimated quantity; this determination cannot be made until BP surveys
for the areas are completed. Because the Port frequently uses the open-water placement
areas for maintenance-dredged materials, it is expected that continuing to maintain the
existing permits for these sites will not be an issue for future dredging events, especially

because no historical contaminant or bioaccumulation impacts are documented.

10.1.2 Beneficial Use Placement

The maintenance materials could be placed in the proposed BU sites described in the Final/
Project Management Plan for Selected Beneficial Use Projects along Coastal Mississippi
(CH2M HILL 2011b). This application is different from typical maintenance dredging events
at the Port, as it may require the construction of containment dikes and breakwaters. As
such, complete funding for the construction and establishment of a given BU site may not be
available for a single maintenance dredging event; therefore, a phased approach for these
sites should be considered. Currently, Deer Island appears to be the only site in proximity to
the Port listed in the Final Project Management Plan for Selected Beneficial Use Projects
Along Coastal Mississippi (CH2M HILL 2011b) that has the capacity for a single maintenance
event. Because using BU sites further from the Port is more expensive and not a feasible

option, they were not evaluated as part of the programmatic analysis.
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Deer Island is located off the coast of Biloxi, Mississippi, and has previously received
sediments for BU along the southeastern corner of the island. The MDMR has recently
issued a permit allowing the placement of additional sediments in the original containment
area constructed under a USACE contract (DACW21-98-D-002S/CK1104; LAW/GBA 2002)
in 2002 and for the construction of a new containment dike adjacent to the existing

placement area.

CH2M HILL (2011b) proposed the following BU activities at Deer Island:

e Restoring the island to the historic 1850 footprint by filling the southern shoreline
along the length of the island with an estimated 1.1 MCY of sediment
o Constructing a 7,500 LF earthen containment dike at the southwestern corner of the

site

Restoration would provide additional marsh habitat and protection for the island, and the
increased island footprint would provide the mainland coastline further protection from

tropical events.

The cost for construction of the containment dike is estimated to range from $1.5 to
$3.0 million (CH2M HILL 2011b); additional studies of the sediment drift along the island’s
southern shore may be necessary—these studies are not included in the above construction
costs. Bathymetric and topographic condition surveys of the restoration area will be
necessary prior to Project implementation to determine the appropriate dike alignment and

verify the site’s capacity.

10.1.3 ODMDS Placement

In this alternative, the Pascagoula ODMDS, discussed in Section 8.4.1, would be the
placement location for the dredged maintenance material from the Turning Basin and the
West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berthing areas. Because the Pascagoula ODMDS is a
dispersive site, it is assumed that the ODMDS is capable of handling the 30-year maintenance

dredging volumes for the Turning Basin and the berthing areas.
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The analysis of this alternative assumes the Turning Basin Expansion and berth maintenance
dredging will be accomplished by mechanical dredging, and the dredged sediments will be
transported to the site via tugboat and split-hull hopper barges.

10.2 Turning Basin and Berth Cost Assessment

A cost assessment for each of the three alternatives involving maintenance dredging of the
Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier berths is presented in Table 10-1.
A contingency of 30 percent is added to the construction cost to provide the total cost, which
is listed in the second column of the table. The gross unit cost represents the quotient of the
total construction cost and the dredging quantity. Additionally, mobilization and
demobilization costs are assumed to be 19 percent of the total construction cost and are

factored into this analysis.

Table 10-1
Turning Basin and Berths Maintenance Dredging Cost Summary
Total Cost | Quantity | Gross Unit Cost
Alternative | ($ MIL) (MCY) ($/cY) Description

Hydraulically dredge the Turning Basin
Expansion and berth areas, and place dredged

1 $3.40 1.26 $2.10 . . .
material via thin-layer dispersal method in
open-water placement sites.
Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin
Expansion and berth areas, construct

2 $19.44 1.26 $12.10 containment dikes at Deer Island, and transport
and place dredged material at Deer Island BU
site.
Mechanically dredge the Turning Basin
Expansion and berth areas, and transport and

3 $8.71 1.26 $5.20 .
place dredged material at the Pascagoula
ODMDS.

10.3 Summary

Thin-layer placement in the available open-water D/As presents the least expensive option
for maintenance dredging of the Turning Basin and West Pier, North Harbor, and East Pier

berthing areas because less construction equipment and distance are required for placement.
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As documented in the MsCIP studies (Rosati et al. 2009), the northern 70 percent of D