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IX. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

Navigation Features for CCSC- 52 foot depth 

Navigation Features for Barge Shelves 

The selected plan would be accomplished at several different cost sharing rates. Project cost 

sharing for the construction will be as follows: 

50% Federal/50% Non-Federal Sponsor For the locally preferred plan 

DIVISION OF PLAN RESPONSIBILITIES/ 

COST SHARING REQUIREMENTS 

For the NED plan (12-foot depth) 90% Federal/10% Non-Federal Sponsor 

Navigation Features for La Quinta Extension - 39 foot depth 

For the NED Plan 75% Federal/25% Non-Federal Sponsor 

Ecosystem Restoration Features 

Additional Costs for NER plan 65% Federal/35% Non-Federal Sponsor 

Where environmentally beneficial use of dredged material is the least-cost, environmentally 

acceptable method of placement (navigation features for CCSC 52-foot depth), it is cost shared 

as a navigation cost. Components identified as ecosystem restoration features will be cost shared 

at the 65/35 rate. On each of the project components the non-Federal sponsor will be responsible 

for payment of 10% of the GNF costs (minus LERR) due within 30 years of the completion of 

the project. (ERl 105-2-100, Exhibit E-1). 

Three costs were developed for evaluation of the selected plan. These costs include the Project 

Cost, NED Investment Cost, and Fully Funded Cost. Project Cost is cost at current levels and 

does not include expected interest during construction, or expected price escalation totals. Project 

Cost for all project components is $136,510,476 (Table 17). This total, as well as interest during 

construction and total average annual costs, are further broken down by project component and 

detailed in Table 18 .  This table shows costs and interest for the CCSC, La Quinta Extension, and 

barge shelves. 
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Table 18 

Project Cost Summary for the Selected Plan 

Project Cost 

Interest During Construction 

Deep-Draft Utility Relocations 

Removals 

Bulkhead, Berthing Modifications 

NED Investment Cost 

Average Annual Costs 

Amortization 

O&M 

Total Average Annual Costs 

$136,510,476 

$18,911,407 

$26,031,294 

$5,022,160 

$49,672,500 

$242,835,592 

$15,138,373 

$2,247,188 

$17,385,561 

Table 19 

Project and NED Investment Cost Summary 

La Quinta 

ccsc Extension Barge Shelves Totals 

Project Cost $110,213 ,110 J>25,3 86,3 80 $910,986 $136,510,4 76 

Months to Construct 63 7 7 

Interest During Construction $18,521,997 $375,920 $13,490 $18,911,406 

Deep-Draft Utility Relocations $26,031,294 $0 $0 $26,03),294 

Removals $1,130,895 $3,891,265 $0 $5,022,160 

Bulkhead, Berthing 

Modifications $8,677,500 $40,995,000 $0 $49,672,500 

Interest During Construction for 
\ 

Other & Associated Costs $6,023,082 $664,673 $6,687,755 

Total Other & Associated Costs $41,862, 771 $45,550,938 $87,413,709 

NED Investment Cost $170,597 ,878 $71,313,238 $924,476 $242,835,592 

Average Annual Cost Including 

Incremental O&M $12,304,973 $4,995,974 $84,614 $17,385,561 

Annual Benefits $32,606,650 $9,264,460 $134,157 $42,005,267 

Net Excess Benefits $20,301,677 $4,268,486 $49,543 $24,619, 706 

BIC Ratio 2.6 1 .8 1.6 

Project Cost, interest during construction, relocation/removal/deep-draft utility relocation costs, 

and bulkhead and berthing facility modification costs were combined to develop NED 

Investment Costs for each project component (Table 18). These costs were then used to update 

net excess benefit totals and B/C ratios. These costs differ from those in the earlier screening 

process due to the availability of more detailed information developed after the initial screening 

was perf onned. 
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Project Costs and price escalation, calculated by estimating mid-point of the proposed 

construction contracts, are combined to create the Fully Funded Cost. These costs are separated 

into expected Federal and non-Federal shares and detailed in Table 19 for the CCSC deepening, 

Table 20 for the extension of the La Quinta Channel, and Table 21 for the barge shelves. 

Table 20 
CCSC 52-Foot Project Fully Funded Cost Allocation 

General Navigation Features (GNF) 

Channel Deepening and Widening 

Placement Area Levee Construction/Drop Structures 

Beneficial Use Sites (least cost disposal facility) 
Historic Resources Mitigation 

Engineering and Design 

Construction Management 

Fully Funded Total GNF 

Non-Fed 

Costs 

$41,264,073 

$1,058,286 

$10,931,019 

$0 
$3,090,545 

$3,366,530 
$59,710,451 

Federal 

Costs 

$41,264,073 

$1,058,286 

$10,931,019 
$ 213,240 

$3,090,545 

$3,366,530 

$59,923,691 

Total 

Costs 

$82,528, 145 

$2,116,571 
$21,862,038 

$213,240 

$6,181,089 

$6,733,059 
$119,634,142 

Table 21 
La Quinta Extension Fully Funded Cost Allocation 

General Navigation Features (GNF).;, 

Dredging for Extension 

Placement Area Levee Construction/Drop Structures 

Beneficial Use Sites (least cost disposal facility) 

Environmental Mitigation 

Engineering and Design 

Construction Management 

Fully Funded Total GNF 

Non 

Federal 

$4,322,957 

$244,594 

$1,081,553 
$17,270 

$304,110 

$284,263 

$6,254,747 

Federal 

Cost 

$12,968,871 
$733,782 

$3,244,660 

$51,810 
$912,330 

$852,788 

$18, 764,240 

Total 

Cost 

$17 ,291,828 

$978,376 
$4,326,213 

$69,080 

$1,216,440 

$1,IJl,050 
$25,018,987 

Table 22 
Barge Shelf Fully Funded Cost Allocation 

General Navigation Features 

Dredging - Barge Shelves 

Engineering and Design 

Construction Management 

Fully Funded Total GNF 

Non­ 

Federal 

$84,843 

$6,402 

�984 
$97,230 

Federal 

Cost 

$763,588 

$57,621 

$53,860 

$875,069 

Total 

Cost 

$848,431 

$64,023 

$59,845 

$972,299 

Section 101 of Public Law 99-662 requires that the non-Federal sponsor pay an additional 

amount equal to 10 percent of the total construction cost for the general navigation features. 
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This may be paid over a period of 30 years and land, easement, right-of-way, and relocation 

(LERR) costs paid by the non-Federal sponsor may be credited against it. To determine the 

amount of credit, GNF costs were developed utilizing current dollar amounts (fully funded 

numbers minus escalation). These totals are detailed in Tables 22, 23 and 24. Totals for real 

estate, relocations, removals, and other associated costs are included. 

Table 23 
CCSC 52-Foot Cost Allocation 

General Navigation Features (GNF) 
Channel Deepening and Widening 
Placement Area Levee Construction/Drop Structures 

Beneficial Use Sites (least cost disposal facility) 
Historic Resources Mitigation 

Engineering and Design 

Construction Management 

Sub-Total GNF 

Non-Fed 

Costs 

$35,884, 722 

$897,000 

$9,492,479 

$0 
$2,815,998 

$2,971.862 

$52,062,060 

Federal 

Costs 

$35,884,722 

$897,000 

$9,492,479 
$ 213,240 

$2,815,998 

$2,971,862 

$52,275,300 

Total 
Costs 

$71,769,443 
$1,794,000 

$18,984,957 
$213,240 

$5,631,996 

�943,724 
$104,337,360 

Lands,Easements,Real Estate and Rights-of-Way(LERR) 

Real Estate �774,500 $101,250 �875,750 
Sub-Total LERR $5,774,500 $101,250 $5,875,750 

Deep-Draft Utilitv Relocations 

Non-Federal Sponsor Costs $13,015,64 7 $0 $13,015,64 7 

Utility Owner Costs $13,01��64 7 $0 $13 ,015,64 7 

Sub-Total Relocations $26,031,294 $0 $26,031,294 

Pipeline Removals _$1130,895 $0 fil, LlQ, 8 9 5 

Sub-Total Removals $1,130,895 $0 $1,130,895 

Associated Non-Federal Costs: 

Berthing Areas Dredging, Docks, 

Bulkheads, etc �677,500 �677,500 
Sub-Total Associated $8,677,500 $0 $8,677,500 

Current Cost $93,676,249 $52,376,550 $146,052, 799 

Actual cost of deep-draft utility relocations borne by the non-Federal sponsor, up to 50 percent of 

the total cost of the deep-draft utility relocations, is also creditable against the additional 10 

percent share of GNF. However, for actions categorized as removals, non-Federal sponsor costs 

are not creditable against the additional 10 percent share of GNF. 

Total GNF for all project components, as well as non-Federal sponsor credit, which includes real 

estate costs associated with dredged material placement areas and 50 percent of the cost of the 
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ABSTRACT 

FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Corpus Christi Ship Channel Channel Improvements Project 
Corpus Christi and Nueces Bays 

Nueces and San Patricio Counties, Texas 

The responsible lead agency is the U.S. Army Engineer District, Galveston. The responsible cooperating 

agency is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Abstract: The Galveston District has reviewed the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Ship Channel (45-Foot 

Project) and other reports to determine the feasibility of modifying the Corpus Christi Ship Channel 

(CCSC) to improve commercial navigation. The plan of improvements is described in the accompanying 

Feasibility Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The CCSC and La Quinta Channel 

are navigation channels that connect the harbor facilities in Corpus Christi and Ingleside-On- The-Bay, San 

Patricio and Nueces Counties, Texas with the Gulf of Mexico. Ship sizes have increased resulting in the 

need for light loaded vessels to traverse the present waterway. The current channel depth requires that 

large crude carriers remain offshore and transfer cargo into smaller crude tankers for the remainder of the 

voyage. Ship delays are experienced as well due to the 400-foot channel width versus the needed 

530-foot channel width and from the lack of barge lanes. Crude petroleum imports and petroleum product 

imports are expected to increase 50% and 500% by 2056, respectively. Twenty-three alternatives were 

evaluated. Based on the environmental impacts, engineering feasibility, and economic considerations, the 

recommended plan consists of deepening the CCSC to 52 feet and widening to 530 feet with 

modifications to turning basins; addition of 12-foot-deep, 200-foot-wide barge lanes on either side of the 

530-foot channel for 9.6 miles in the upper Corpus Christi Bay; extension of La Quinta Channel for 

1.4 miles at a depth of 39 feet and width of 300 feet; and a dredged material managemenUbeneficial use 

plan. 

THE OFFICIAL CLOSING DATE FOR THE 

RECEIPT OF COMMENTS IS 30 DAYS FROM 

THE DATE ON WHICH THE NOTICE OF 

AVAILABILITY OF THIS FINAL EIS APPEARS IN 

THE FEDERAL REGISTER. 

If you would like further information on this 
statement, please contact: 

Ms. Carolyn Murphy 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Galveston 
2000 Fort Point Road 
Galveston, Texas 77550 
Commercial telephone: 409/766-3044 

NOTE: Information, displays, maps, etc., discussed in the Feasibility Report and Appendices are 

incorporated by reference in the FEIS. 

April 2003 
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SUMMARY 

Major Conclusions and Findings 

Major factors affecting formulation of the Corpus Christi Ship Channel - Channel Improvements Project, 

Texas, were effects on water quality, sediment quality, bay system hydrology, estuarine resources, 

socioeconomic, and cumulative impacts. Contaminant studies demonstrated that new work and 

maintenance dredged material from all sections of the channel, with the exception of the Inner Harbor, is 

acceptable for offshore disposal, beneficial uses in the bay or ocean, or upland disposal. Because there 

have been contaminant problems with sediments in the Inner Harbor in the past, this material will be 

placed in existing, nearby upland sites to remove it from the system. The Hydrodynamic and Salinity 

Model demonstrated that minimal impacts on water exchange, inflow, and salinity would occur. Tidal 

amplitude may increase up to 0.06 feet and changes in salinity may seasonally and locally decrease by up 

to 4 parts per thousand (ppt). Shoreline erosion was studied without the beneficial use sites and it was 

concluded that neither the existing or proposed conditions had consistently positive or negative impacts on 

shoreline erosion. Several of the beneficial use sites are located to provide erosion protection to areas of 

concern for erosion. 

The Beneficial Uses Workgroup of the Regulatory Agency Coordination Team developed a dredged 

material managemenUbeneficial use plan that utilizes dredged material in an environmentally sound and 

economically acceptable manner and that incorporates other public benefits into its design. Beneficial 

uses of dredged material investigations identified a plan that will result in the following: creation of 

935 acres of shallow water habitat, creation of 15 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation (as mitigation), 

creation of 26 acres of marsh, construction of 26,400 linear feet of rock breakwater, creation of 

1,590 acres of offshore topographic relief, construction of 120 acres of upland buffer zone, construction of 

7,500 linear feet of rock revetment, protection of 45 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation, protection of 

an existing bird island, and protection of 400+ acres of wetlands. Channel enlargement will result in direct 

permanent and temporary losses to 5 acres of patchy submerged aquatic vegetation, which will be 

mitigated through creation of 15 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation. The cumulative impact 

assessment showed that the proposed navigation improvements with the beneficial use plan will result in 

a net positive environmental effect to the Corpus Christi Bay ecosystem relative to the without project 

condition. 

Recommended Plan 

The Corpus Christi Ship Channel - Channel Improvements Project provides navigation safety and 

efficiency enhancements and environmental restoration via beneficial uses of dredged material. The 

recommended plan consists of deepening and selective widening of the existing -45 foot ML T deep, 

400-ft-wide authorized channel from the Entrance Channel to a point about % mile east of the Harbor 

Bridge. Deepening of the channel will occur along its entire 34 mile length to -52 feet ML T. The existing 

Entrance Channel will be lengthened 10,000 feet and deepened from its present authorized depth of 

-47 feet ML T to an authorized depth of -54 feet ML T. The channel will be widened from its present 
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400-foot width to 530 feet through Upper Corpus Christi Bay. The Lower Corpus Christi Bay reach will be 

widened from its present 500-foot width to 530 feet. Barge shelves, which will each be 200 feet wide as 

measured from the toe of the widened channel, will occur along both sides of the channel through Upper 

Bay. The recommended plan includes the extension of La Quinta Channel approximately 7,400 feet at a 

width of 300 feet and to a depth of -39 feet ML T. 

The Dredged Material ManagemenUBeneficial Uses Plan outlines the placement of dredged material from 

construction of the project improvements. Eight existing confined upland sites, an existing offshore 

placement site, and eight existing, unconfined bay sites will be utilized to confine both new work and 

maintenance dredging material. An additional upland placement site for the La Quinta Channel Extension 

and seven new open-water beneficial use sites will be established; two offshore, and the remainder in 

Lower Corpus Christi Bay. Additional beneficial use project features for erosion protection that will benefit 

the coastal environment will be constructed without the use of dredged material. 

Other Major Conclusions and Findings 

This Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of all applicable laws 

and regulations using the Council of Environmental Quality's National Environmental Policy Act regulations 

(40 CFR Part 1500) and the Corps of Engineers regulation ER 200-2-2 (33 CFR 230). The following is a 

brief summary of the effects of the recommended plan on the significant environmental resources of 

Corpus Christi Bay. 

Water Quality 

A Hydrodynamic and Salinity Model for Corpus Christi Bay, developed by the Texas Water Development 

Board, evaluated water exchange and salinity impacts. The model results concluded that changes in tidal 

amplitude of 0.06 feet or less are expected in the project area, and that changes in salinity may seasonally 

and locally decrease by up to 4 ppt or increase up to 0.38 ppt. Testing of maintenance material elutriates 

with chemical analyses and water column bioassays has indicated no cause for concern. No significant 

increase or decrease in ballast water introductions is expected. As a result, no net adverse direct or 

indirect impacts from water quality are expected as a result of the recommended plan. 

Sediment Quality 

The results of sediment analyses demonstrated that new work and maintenance dredged material are 

acceptable for beneficial uses with two exceptions. Sediments from the Inner Harbor will be placed in 

several upland confined placement areas, and the fine material from the Upper Bay will continue to go into 

open-bay, unconfined placement areas. 

Community Types 

Five acres of submerged aquatic vegetation will be directly impacted by the recommended plan. This loss 

will be mitigated by planting 15  acres of seagrass within a 200-acre shallow water beneficial use site. The 
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beneficial use plan will protect and create submerged aquatic vegetation habitat areas, wetlands, and 

coastal shore areas. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

No significant adverse impacts to finfish, shellfish, recreational and commercial species, aquatic 

communities, essential fish habitat, and wildlife resources are expected to occur from the recommended 

plan. Temporary impacts to fish and wildlife resources may be experienced from dredging and resulting 

suspended solids (turbidity). However, the beneficial use plan will create new habitat to be used by these 

species. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Identification of all Federally listed threatened or endangered species in the project area and any impacts 

the project may have on these species has been completed. A Biological Assessment of impacts on 

threatened, endangered, and candidate species in the area has been prepared and coordinated with the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. The Galveston District has 

determined that the recommended plan will not have any significant adverse effect on the listed species 

and the FWS has concurred (Appendix C). The NMFS's Biological Opinion is also included in 

Appendix C. 

Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 

A review of a regulatory agency database information search, an aerial photographic review, interviews 

with regulatory officials, and a site reconnaissance were conducted to determine the impacts of the 

recommended plan on or from existing hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste. Areas identified in the 

Inner Harbor will not cause an impact because dredged materials will go to upland confined placement 

areas. Petroleum pipelines occur within the channel and will be relocated. No impacts to oil and gas wells 

are expected. 

Historic Resources 

All project impact areas have been evaluated for potential effects to historic properties including multiple 

marine remote-sensing surveys and diver assessments. The recommended plan will impact one 

significant historic property, the wreck of the SS Mary (41 NU252) and mitigation will be done in 

coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer. No terrestrial cultural resources will be impacted. 

Air Quality 

Minor, temporary impacts on air quality from the recommended plan would result during construction 

dredging activities While air quality from maintenance dredging and ship operations should be similar to 

those now occurring. Changes in air quality may occur due to the increase in traffic in the La Quinta 

Channel extension because of the proposed La Quinta Gateway Container Facility. This impact is not a 
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result of the recommended plan and is expected to occur regardless of the deepening and widening of the 

main channel. 

Noise 

Minor, temporary impacts to the noise environment from the recommended plan would result during 

construction while maintenance dredging activities should be similar to those now occurring. Noise is not 

expected to increase significantly. 

Socioeconomic Resources 

lmplan Professional, a computer-based modeling program, was used to predict indirect and induced 

effects from the recommended plan. Industry and employment data from the Nueces and San Patricio 

counties was used in the analyses. No adverse effects to socioeconomic resources are expected to occur 

from the recommended plan but beneficial economic impacts are expected. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Nine past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects and their impacts upon the project area 

were evaluated. The cumulative impact assessment concluded that the recommended plan has a net 

positive environmental effect on the project area relative to the without project (existing CCSC). 

Areas of Controversy and Unresolved Issues 

A draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (CAR) is under revision by the FWS and will not be 

ready for inclusion in this document. The Final CAR for this project is included with the FEIS. Other 

resource agencies submitted comments on the recommended plan and the beneficial uses sites 

discussed in the 50-year disposal plan. 

Relationship to Environmental Requirements 

The recommended plan is in full compliance with the environmental requirements applicable to this stage 

of the planning process. A discussion of the applicable laws can be found in Section 7.0 of the FEIS. 
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