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1 Introduction 
This document responds to comments received on the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project 
(Project) Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (FR/EA) by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps). Comments were submitted verbally at the public meeting held in Seattle, 
Washington, on August 18, 2016. Comments were also received in writing through letters and electronic 
mail. A total of 16 comment submittals were received. All, but one of the comments were received during 
the 30-day open public comment period of August 2, 2016 through August 31, 2016.   

2 Environmental Review Process 
On August 2, 2016, the Corps released the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment for public review. Printed copies of the FR/EA were available for public review at local public 
libraries. Additionally, the documents were available for public review on the following website: 
tinyurl.com/SeattleHarborGI. 

The public review and comment period on the FR/EA began on August 2, 2016, and closed on August 31, 
2016. One public meeting was held to receive public comment on the FR/EA and Appendices in Seattle, 
Washington, on August 18, 2016. 

3 Document Organization and List of Commenters 
This document contains copies of comments received during the comment period followed by the Corps’ 
responses to those comments. Each comment is numerically coded in the margin of the comment letter, 
based on the order of the comments presented in the letter. The comments and responses are presented 
as follows: 

- Comments received at the public meetings, with responses (Section 4) 

- Comments by email with responses (Section 5) 

- Comments by mail with responses (Section 6) 

A total of 16 comment submittals were received on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Study and 
Environmental Assessment. Each comment submittal was given a comment identification code. One 
comment was provided verbally at the August 18, 2016 public meeting. This comment submittal is 
identified as PM1. 13 comments were provided by email; these submittals are identified as E1 to E13. The 
remaining 2 comments were received by postal mail; these submittals are identified as M1 and M2. Each 
comment submittal is listed below in Table 1. 

 

 

 

http://bit.ly/SeattleHarborGI
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Table 1: Public Comment Submittals received on the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  

Comment 
Identification 

Date on 
Letter/Email 

Commenter Organization/Affiliation 

Comments received at the August 18, 2016 public meeting 

PM1 8/15/2016 James Rasmussen Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition 

Comments received via email 

E1 8-10-2016 Kristin Meira Pacific Northwest Waterways Association 

E2 8-5-2016 Eric Schinfeld Washington Council on International Trade 

E3 8-5-2016 John P. Naylor Western Distribution Services 

E4 8-9-2016 Matt Harris Washington State Potato Commission 

E5 8-26-2016 Capt. Peter A. Giese Private citizen 

E6 8-30-2016 Maud Daudon Seattle Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 

E7 8-30-2016 Don Schilling Wesco International 

E8 8-29-2016 Paul Torrey  Vigor 

E9 8-26-2016 Paul Busnardo CellMark, Inc. 

E10 8-31-2016 Alison O’Sullivan Fisheries Department, Suquamish Tribe  

E11 8-31-2016 Mark H. Gleason Washington Maritime Federation 

E12 8-29-2016 Bob Watters SSA Marine 

E13 9-13-2016 Glen R. St. Amant Fisheries Division, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

Comments received via postal mail 

M1 8-5-2016 Laura Daniels Anderson Hay & Grain Co., Inc. 

M2 8-11-2016 Capt. David Grobschmit Puget Sound Pilots 
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4 Public Meeting Comments and Responses 

 Comments Received at the August 18, 2016 Public Meeting – Public Meeting 
Transcript 
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PM1-1 

PM1-2 
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PM1-2 
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PM1-2 
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 Responses to Public Meeting Comments 

4.2.1 Response to Public Comment PM-1 

PM1-1: Thank you for your comments regarding the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project. The 
Corps has prepared a detailed map for the Seattle Harbor project depicting the location of relevant 
sediment remediation sites in relation to the project area. This map and general descriptions of sites is 
included in Chapter 4 of the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment.  

PM1-2: A discussion of traffic impacts has been added to Section 4.18 (Public Health and Safety) of the 
Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment. The planned changes for traffic engineering 
around the Port of Seattle are independent of the deepening project and are therefore not analyzed for 
how the alternatives affect the plans. The proposed navigation improvement to deepen the East and West 
Waterways would have no effect to traffic associated with the port terminals. 
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5 Individual Email Comments and Responses 

 Comment Letter E1 – Kristin Meira – Pacific Northwest Waterways Association 
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5.1.1 Response to Comment Letter E1 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E2 – Eric Schinfeld – Washington Council on International 
Trade 

 

5.2.1 Response to Comment Letter E2 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  

mailto:nathansuit@hotmail.com
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 Comment Letter E3 – John P. Naylor – Western Distribution Services 
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5.3.1 Response to Comment Letter E3 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  

 



13  

 Comment Letter E4 – Matt Harris – Washington State Potato Commission 

 

5.4.1 Response to Comment Letter E4 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E5 – Capt. Peter A. Giese – Private Citizen 

 

5.5.1 Response to Comment Letter E5 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E6 – Maud Daudon – Seattle Metropolitan Chamber of 
Commerce 

 

5.6.1 Response to Comment Letter E6 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E7 – Don Schilling – Wesco International 

 

5.7.1 Response to Comment Letter E7 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  



17  

 Comment Letter E8 – Paul Torrey – Vigor  

 

E8-1 

E8-2 

E8-3 
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5.8.1 Response to Comment Letter E8 

E8-1: Thank you for your comments regarding the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project. During 
dredging of contaminated sediments, the Corps will employ dredging Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
similar to those utilized during Superfund sediment remediations conducted in other parts of the Lower 
Duwamish and Puget Sound region. Additionally, water quality monitoring will be conducted during 
dredging efforts to monitor for various physical parameters, including turbidity. These efforts will help to 
minimize suspended sediments and the potential for recontamination in other parts of the waterway. A 
characterization of the sediments, both within the dredge footprint and along the perimeters, will also 
help to inform the potential for recontamination and specific management measures that could be 
employed to reduce the potential for contaminant resuspension. 

E8-2: Based on coordination with Paul Torrey in April 2017, the Corps has confirmed that the deepening 
project footprint will not encroach on Vigor's vessel moorage in the area of concern. The final deepening 
project footprint is presented in the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment. 

E8-3: Comment noted. The Corps will continue to coordinate with Vigor directly during final design and 
construction. 
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 Comment Letter E9 – Paul Busnardo – Cellmark, Inc. 
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5.9.1 Responses to Comment Letter E9 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E10 – Alison O’Sullivan – Fisheries Department, Suquamish 
Tribe 
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E10-1 

E10-2 

E10-3 

E10-4 

E10-5 



23  

 

5.10.1 Response to Comment Letter E10 

E10-1: Thank you for your comments regarding the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project. The 
Corps recognizes that establishing and maintaining navigation channels can have deleterious effects to 
the local ecosystem in which the channels are developed. The East and West Waterways were dredged to 
their current depths approximately 80 years ago and have had minimal maintenance dredging due to a 
very slow rate of shoaling in the channels. The natural and socioeconomic resources are presented in the 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment along with the environmental impacts analysis to each 

E10-6 

E10-7 

E10-8 
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resource. Environmental effects of the proposed action have been determined not to pose a significant 
impact to the ecosystem of the project area. 

E10-2: Tugs transiting the waterway are limited to maneuvering within the navigation channel boundaries 
and adjacent berths, with the exception of emergency maneuvers. As such, there should be no 
unanticipated impacts on existing CERLCA remedies that would be negatively impacted by tug scour (i.e. 
isolation caps). Tug scour that could occur within the navigation channel and berthing areas is not 
expected to disturb sediment that is considered contaminated, assuming that remaining sediment at the 
dredge surface meets State of Washington's antidegradation standard. While tug scour has not been 
quantified for the Seattle Harbor study, estimates of tug scour in the Lower Duwamish Waterway range 
from 0.5 to 3cm (AECOM 2012). Given that this degree of scour is assumed to occur in areas of the 
navigation channel with authorized depths of -20 to -30 MLLW, the greater depths proposed for this 
project would expect to see less scour potential than the Lower Duwamish.    

The proposed navigation improvements will have no effect to the size of the vessels that the shipping 
companies choose to deploy on the shipping routes. Larger ships are already on these routes, more are 
on order and will be deployed as soon as they are built. 

E10-3: To clarify, most of the existing contaminated sediments will be remediated through the CERCLA 
process prior to the deepening on the East Waterway only. Material on the West Waterway will not be 
remediated through the CERCLA process, as the "no action" alternative was identified as the selected 
remedy in the West Waterway Operable Unit. West Waterway material that does not meet the DMMP 
guidelines for open-water disposal will be dredged and placed upland. Material that meets the DMMP 
guidelines will be dredged and placed at the Elliott Bay disposal site. One of the hallmarks of DMMP is 
consistency in the application of evaluation procedures for material proposed for open-water disposal.  
Therefore, the Dredged Material Management Program dredged material evaluation procedures in place 
at the time of full characterization will be utilized in making a suitability determination for dredged 
material from the West Waterway. 

E10-4: Slope stability is a concern when dredging near engineered structures such as piers and 
subaqueous caps. The proposed project would dredge a 500-foot channel inside each waterway to a depth 
of -57’ MLLW. The designed channel sideslopes would be 2 horizontal on 1 vertical (2:1). In each Waterway 
the projected sideslopes would tie-in to the existing grade within the established berthing areas 
maintained by the Port of Seattle. The Port of Seattle is performing terminal upgrades on their piers to 
ensure existing structures have been reinforced to ensure slope stability for the required dredging depth 
(Northwest Seaport Alliance 2015). It is assumed that any subaqueous caps developed for the existing 
CERCLA sites would be incorporated into the design during the pre-construction, engineering, and design 
phase of this project to ensure static stability of the cap.   

E10-5: According to the Salinity Modeling Report that describes modeling specifically for the proposed 
project, the harbor deepening will allow the average extent of the salinity wedge to propagate further 
upstream for the low and medium flow cases of Green River discharge, but not at the average annual flow 
discharge.  No changes to shoreline vegetation are expected because the estuary is highly stratified; 
therefore, salinity will remain at depth and the freshwater will remain on top and will therefore not affect 
shoreline vegetation. The estimated greater extent of the salt wedge would provide a slightly longer 
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mixing zone for the sensitive life stage in which juvenile salmonids undergo smoltification along the 
estuary. Restoration sites along the Lower Duwamish River would not see deleterious effects. The turning 
basin will have higher salinity at the bottom, but the top layer will remain fresh. 

E10-6: Sites upstream of the Seattle Harbor project boundary, specifically the Lower Duwamish Waterway 
Superfund Site, will not be impacted by the proposed project. Within the immediate vicinity of the East 
and West Waterways, only those areas that are in-water sediment remediation sites were identified given 
the potential impacts and overlap with the Seattle Harbor project. A majority of the Harbor Island 
Operable Units referenced in the comment are in the upland portion of the site and are not expected to 
be impacted by this project.   

Sediment remediation sites in the Seattle Harbor project area are being managed through the CERCLA 
program.  There are upland sites not regulated by CERCLA in proximity to the project area.  These are 
generally sites of spill responses, hazardous waste generation, or collection sites and are not anticipated 
to impact sediment quality in the project area.   

E10-7: The Seattle Harbor study does not directly overlap any portion of the Pacific Sound Resources (PSR) 
site, and is thus not expected to have any direct impacts to the existing remedy. In regards to slope 
stability, all navigation deepening will be formulated to ensure slope stability throughout the site. For 
purposes of the feasibility study, a 2:1 slope is assumed throughout both waterways. However, additional 
analysis will be done during later phases of design to make additional modification for any specific areas 
that may warrant further assessment of slope stability. In regards to sediment transport, each waterway 
receives minimal sediment load, as much of the coarser grained material is removed further upstream on 
the Duwamish Waterway during routine O&M dredging. Additionally, the East Waterway is separated 
from the Duwamish Waterway by a shallow sill minimizing the quantity of sediment reaching the 
waterway from riverine sources. Thus, most of the sedimentation will occur from finer grained sediments 
transported in suspension which eventually settles during quiescent conditions. A hydrodynamic 
numerical model was developed for this project to investigate changes to salinity and currents in each 
waterway for the with-project conditions relative to the without-project condition. In general, current 
velocities were only found to change within +- 0.1 meter/s (0.3 feet/s) during the maximum ebb and flood 
currents in each waterway. This suggests that due to the minor changes in the tidal hydraulics, sediment 
transport patterns will not significantly change. However, sedimentation rates are anticipated to increase 
slightly following channel deepening as deeper channels become more efficient sediment traps. The 
historic and predicted shoaling rates for each waterway are computed in Appendix B of the Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Assessment. 

There is a Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) site in the southern portion of West Waterway. The Corps has 
developed a project map that depicts the location of the CAD within the East Waterway based on best 
available information; the site is located at Station 12+50 (i.e. 1,250 feet from the south end of West 
Waterway) and is approximately 75 feet to the east of the channel centerline. During the pre-construction, 
engineering, and design phase, a full suitability determination will be completed in accordance with 
Dredged Material Management Program standards. The scope of the suitability determination will include 
additional samples in/around the CAD footprint in order to confirm the boundaries of the footprint and 
verify whether the site and contaminated material is located within the deepening footprint of the Federal 



26  

navigation channel. Based on the results of the suitability determination, the site will either be avoided 
or unsuitable material will be removed. 

In February of 2016, the Corps conducted a partial suitability determination to provide conceptual level 
estimates of sediment that would be suitable for in water disposal and what portion would require upland 
disposal. A full suitability determination was not conducted at this time given recency requirements for 
no more than three years old prior to construction. A full suitability determination will be conducted prior 
to construction to ensure the site is adequately characterized for disposal purposes. 

E10-8: The Corps will continue to coordinate with the Tribe throughout the feasibility, design, and 
construction phases. 
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 Comment Letter E11 – Mark H. Gleason – Washington Maritime Federation 
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5.11.1 Response to Comment Letter E11 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E12 – Bob Watters – SSA Marine 
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5.12.1 Response to Comment Letter E12 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter E13 – Glen R. St. Amant – Fisheries Division, Muckleshoot 
Indian Tribe 
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E13-1 

E13-2 

E13-3 
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E13-3 

E13-4 

E13-5 
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5.13.1 Response to Comment Letter E13 

E13-1: Thank you for your comments regarding the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project. The 
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment recommended widening the East and West 
Waterways by 150 feet at the entrances to achieve 700-foot-wide channels, an additional 50 feet in the 
inner reaches of each waterway to achieve 550-foot-wide channels, as well as deepening both Waterways 
to -57 feet below mean lower low water.  Based on feedback during the review period for this report, the 
Corps is planning to widen the entrance reaches to 700 feet for safety considerations; however, the Corps 
is no longer recommending widening the inner navigation channels.  The recommended width of each 
Federal channel will remain 500 feet in the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment.  The 
Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment includes an updated project footprint map 
reflecting these channel dimensions. 

In an attempt to ameliorate some of the effects of the dredging, and as a result of the anticipated dynamic 
timing and locations of individual tribal fishing vessels, the dredging will be coordinated with the Tribe 
prior to the initiation of construction activities to ensure equipment will be positioned to avoid conflicts 
with tribal fishing vessels and nets during construction.  In addition, although construction will occur over 
a two-year period (limited to in-water work windows), there will only be a single dredge with a single 
barge and tugboat operating in one waterway at a time; the work on both waterways will not be 
concurrent.  Regarding the timing of construction for harbor improvements, dredging for deepening the 
Federal navigation channels is unlikely to occur simultaneously with local service facility improvements 
(e.g., the Terminal 5 Improvement Project led by the Port of Seattle) because these projects are at 
different phases of planning, will receive their funding from different sources, and will be years apart in 
timing.  Potential short-term impacts can be further reduced by slowing dredging production and 
adjusting equipment locations to avoid conflicts with tribal fishing areas.  Given these measures, the Corps 
anticipates minimal short-term impacts to treaty-reserved fishing as a result of the Federal deepening 
project. 

Results of a vessel and commodity forecast can be used to help clarify the vessel traffic concerns raised.  
The Corps’ economic analysis indicates that larger vessels are anticipated to arrive in Seattle in the future 



35  

regardless of whether the Federal deepening project occurs.  Although larger vessels are expected to 
arrive and depart from the Port of Seattle irrespective of whether the navigation channels are deepened 
or widened, the Corps’ economic analysis indicates that deeper channels would allow for fewer total 
vessel calls.  After Federal project implementation, vessel calls would be reduced by approximately 10% 
due to more efficient loading of containerships.  The Corps anticipates that continued collaboration and 
coordination with the Tribe will result in minimal long-term impacts to treaty-reserved fishing due to 
increased efficiencies associated with transit, loading, and unloading, as well as an overall reduction of 
vessels calling in Seattle. 

Following implementation of the recommended plan, the Corps has estimated that maintenance dredging 
may occur more frequently (increasing from every 25 years to every 10 years with an approximate 
duration of 42 days).  Maintenance dredging would not be required throughout the navigation channels, 
but rather at specific locations of shoaling.  Similar to initial construction practices, the maintenance 
dredging equipment will be positioned to avoid conflicts with tribal fishing vessels and nets.  Therefore, 
the Corps anticipates minimal long-term impacts to treaty-reserved fishing due to future maintenance of 
the channels. 

E13-2: Section 4.6.2 of the Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment accurately reflects the 
findings in the Salinity Modeling Report that there will be no change to the maximum extent of the salt 
wedge in the Duwamish River.  However, section 4.6.3 of the draft Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment contained a mistake; the sentence reading “…may cause a half-mile upstream migration of 
the maximum extent of the saltwater wedge”, instead should accurately read, and “…may cause a half-
mile upstream migration of the average extent of the saltwater wedge”.  The Corps has corrected this text 
for the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment.  Additionally, the Salinity Modeling Report 
was inadvertently left off Appendix B and will be included in the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment.  This report was provided to the Tribe as soon as the mistake was detected (September 20, 
2016).  Further analysis of potential for effects to restoration sites and natural resources in the saltwater 
mixing zone shows the estimated greater average extent of the salt wedge would provide a slightly longer 
mixing zone for the sensitive life stage in which juvenile salmonids undergo smoltification and require a 
range of salinities along the estuary for this transition.  This is considered advantageous and a positive 
effect because it expands the available habitat area for acclimatization to saltwater.  No changes to 
shoreline vegetation are expected because the salinity will not change to an extent that would affect 
shoreline plant species. 

E13-3: Per the Record of Decision (ROD) for the West Waterway OU, "EPA commits to review West 
Waterway OU in light of Lower Duwamish Waterway data and decisions and new scientific information or 
methodologies at a future time."  For purposes of the formulation and evaluation of alternatives in the 
Corps’ feasibility study, it is assumed that the current ROD for the West Waterway OU, including the No-
Action decision, is the current and authoritative representation of EPA’s future planned action.  If the ROD 
is re-opened by EPA, the Corps will re-evaluate assumptions relating to formulation and evaluation of 
alternatives in the West Waterway.  Any specific questions regarding the potential re-evaluation of the 
West Waterway OU should be directed to the EPA Region 10 office. 
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E13-4: The Corps has also revised Section 4.11 of the Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment to 
provide greater detail on existing conditions and to provide a qualitative risk assessment for crab, shrimp, 
and bivalve impacts from the Federal project.  Although we recognize the importance of the benthic 
community to the overall health of the estuary, the benthic community at the depth range in these 
waterways is not an important prey source for the federally protected species or other commercially 
important species present.  Therefore, the effects to benthic organisms, which would only endure for up 
to three years after dredging is complete, are not considered a significant impact to this ecosystem.  A 
review of relevant scientific literature regarding impacts of dredging to benthic invertebrates supports 
this conclusion and has been added to the Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment. 

E13-5: The Corps has continued coordination since receipt of the comment letter included in this 
appendix. The Corps provided a letter to the Tribe dated March 24, 2016 to provide additional information 
regarding the Federal project in response to questions and discussions resulting from a Government-to-
Government meeting held October 28, 2016 with the Muckleshoot Tribal Fish Commission. The Corps will 
continue coordination with the Tribe during the design and construction phases. 
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6 Individual Mailed Comments and Responses 

 Comment Letter M1 – Laura Daniels – Anderson Hay and Grain Co. Inc. 

 
6.1.1 Response to Comment Letter M1 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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 Comment Letter M2 – Capt. David Grobschmit – Puget Sound Pilots 
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6.2.1 Responses to Comment Letter M2 

Thank you for your comment and support of the Seattle Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  
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