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Initial Coordination and Public Involvement
2.0.  INITIAL COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

2.1. Study Team 

NAME


FUNCTION

LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT

Ron Carman


Project Manager

Renee Wright


Lead Planner

Johnny McLean

Environmental Team Member

Cherilyn Gibbs

Economist Team Member

Tony Hill


GIS Coordinator

Glen Raible


H&H Team Member




Nick Mitchell


Operations Team Member

Steve Brewer


Reservoir Control Team Member

Eric Krebs


Design Coordinator 

Ron Bridges


Real Estate Specialist


Kim Samford


Report Editor

George Losak


Cost Engineer

James Fisher


Counsel

David Howell


Construction

TULSA DISTRICT

Ed Rossman


Lead Planner

Jim Sullivan


Economist Team Member

Ron Bell


H&H Team Member

Greg Estep


Reservoir Control Team Member

Steve Chapman

Operations Team Member

Sandra Stiles


Environmental Team Member

Rick Gardner


Real Estate Specialist

Fred Kloeckler

Design Coordinator

Russ Wyckoff


H&H Team Member

Keith Francis


Counsel

A-E CONTRACTOR
Clinton Word


SUPER Analysis-H&H Modeler (Phase I)

NORTHWESTERN DIVISION, WATER MANAGEMENT

Jim Fredericks

          
Hydropower Analysis (Phase I)

IWR

Dennis Robinson
Regional Economic Development Analysis (Phase I)

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Chris Dager


Navigation Analysis 

WATERWAYS EXPERIMENT STATION

Jim Henderson                  
Recreation Analysis (Phase I)
PARSONS

Rich Hall


EIS Project Manager

Randy Norris
EIS Team Member

Virginia Skeel
EIS Team Member

Luke Eggering
EIS Team Member

Rebecca Porath
EIS Team Member

Darrel Sisk


Economics Project Manager (Phase I)

Don Beisel


Economic Analysis (Phase I)

John Perulfi


Economic Analysis (Phase I)
INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM 

Mark Hammond

Plan Form/Economics Appendix Reviewer (Phase I)

Navigation Center 

Huntington, W. Virginia

Bob Heinly


Draft Feasibility Report, Engineering Appendix
Galveston District
Jim Fawcett


Economics 
Galveston District
Jackie Lockhart

Cost Engineering

Galveston District

Lynn Robinson &

H&H (Phase I)
Justo Pena




Galveston District

Carl (Tom) Swor

EIS

Nashville District

Dave Rieger


EIS

Huntington District

Eddie Brooks


H&H (Phase II)

Mississippi Valley Division
Jim Randolph


Contractor, Biological Assessment

Eugene Kastanek

Real Estate Plan

Southwestern Division
2.2. Stakeholders

Some of the major stakeholders in the MKARNS study are listed below:

· U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

· Environmental Protection Agency

· Navigation Industry

· Southwestern Power Administration

· Arkansas Game & Fish Commission

· Arkansas Wildlife Federation

· Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation

· Arkansas Waterways Commission

· Oklahoma Department of Transportation

· Oklahoma Water Resources Board

· Chickasaw Nation

· Levee Districts

· Sand & Gravel Companies

· Sportsman Associations

· Audubon Society

· Recreational Users

· Landowners/Farmers

· Communities
2.3. Coordination and Compliance

Coordination and compliance for the study include a 1) comprehensive public involvement program 2) agency coordination, and 3) compliance with applicable Federal Environmental Statues.  Public participation opportunities, with respect to the EIS, are guided by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for Implementing NEPA.  These regulations provide for six major elements of public participation available in conjunction with the preparation of the EIS to include the following:

1) Notice of Intent; 

2) Scoping; 

3) Public review of the Draft EIS (DEIS); 

4) Public hearing on the DEIS; 

5) Public release of the Final EIS (FEIS) and 30‑day waiting period; and 



6) Publication of the Record of Decision (ROD)
2.4.  Notice of Intent

The Notice of Intent (NOI) is the first formal step in the NEPA public involvement process.  The public was first notified of the U.S. Army’s intent to prepare an EIS for Phase I of the Arkansas River Navigation Study through the publication of a NOI in the August 23, 2000 issue of the Federal Register.  Phase II of the EIS was announced through the publication of a NOI in the May 31, 2002 issue of the Federal Register.  Comments received from the scoping process of Phase I and II were key in the decision by the U.S. Army to combine Phase I and Phase II into one comprehensive EIS addressing all the issues of the navigation study.  The public was notified of the U.S. Army’s intent to prepare the EIS for the combined Arkansas River Navigation Study through the publication of a NOI in the July 16, 2004, issue of the Federal Register.  The NOI announced the intent to prepare this EIS that incorporates the previous announcements in the Federal Register.

2.5. Feasibility Study Public Workshops

During Phase I, study team members from both SWL and SWT spent most of the summer of 2000 holding five public workshops along the Arkansas River Navigation System. The focus of the workshops was to educate people about the Arkansas River Navigation Study and to gather comments and concerns from as many different interests as possible. The  workshops had good attendance with representatives from the shipping and towing industry, farmers, and landowners along the river and along the upstream reservoirs, environmentalists, fishermen, recreation providers and interested members of the general public.  The workshops were an open-house format with no formal presentation.  Information booths were set up with maps and displays explaining the study process.  Comment cards and e-mail addresses were made available to the public for submitting their questions and comments and over 100 comments were received during the 30-day public comment period.  A mailing list of over 300 addresses was established to keep interested parties informed about the study and a mailing notice was sent to each person on the list prior to the workshops.  The dates and locations of each workshop are listed below:

· May 15, 2000, Fort Smith


· May 31, 2000, Tulsa, Oklahoma 

· June 14, 2000, Muskogee, Oklahoma 

· June 19, 2000, Russellville, AR 

· July 10, 2000, Little Rock, AR

2.6. EIS Public/Agency Scoping Meetings

Public Scoping Period 1 (February/March 2001):  Five scoping meetings were held in February 2001 to receive public comments regarding the scope of the EIS for Phase I.  Three of the workshops were Public Scoping Meetings and two of the workshops were Agency Scoping Meetings.  

Public scoping meetings were held on the following dates and locations:

· February 13, 2001, at the Tulsa Technology Center in Broken Arrow, Oklahoma

· February 14, 2001, at the Latture Conference Center - Westark College, Fort Smith, Arkansas

· February 15, 2001, at the Founders Hall Auditorium - Southeast Arkansas College, Pine Bluff, Arkansas

Agency Scoping Meetings for Phase I were held in Tulsa, OK, and Little Rock, AR, approximately one week prior to the Public Scoping Meetings.  The intent of these meetings was to address the project with key federal and state agencies early in the EIS process.  The meeting consisted of brief opening remarks, a PowerPoint presentation describing the project status and EIS considerations, followed by a question and answer period.  Both Little Rock and Tulsa District staff were present, representing relevant project disciplines to answer questions.  Agency scoping meetings were held on the following dates and locations:

· February 7, 2001, Little Rock, AR

· February 8, 2001, Tulsa, OK

Public Scoping Period 2 (May/June 2003):  Public scoping meetings were held for Phase II at the following locations in May 2003:

· May 19, 2003, Oklahoma State University Tulsa Conference Center, Tulsa, Oklahoma

· May 20, 2003, University of Arkansas, Fort Smith, Arkansas

· May 21, 2003, Ramada Inn Hotel, Pine Bluff, Arkansas

· May 22, 2003, Main Library, Little Rock, Arkansas

Agency scoping meetings for Phase II were held in Tulsa and Little Rock in July 2003. 
Public Scoping Period 3 (July/August 2004):  The third scoping period coincided with the publication of the NOI in the Federal Register on July 16, 2004.  This NOI announced the preparation of this combined EIS to address the combined issues associated with the study.

Announcements or “scoping fliers” were mailed to public agencies, public interest groups and organizations, political representatives, and individuals known, or thought to have, an interest in the Arkansas River Navigation Project.  The announcement defined the elements of the new combined study.  The public was invited to submit any additional comments on and to identify issues that should be considered in the EIS.  Especially sought was information that would assist the USACE in analyzing the impacts of the combined study alternatives.  The announcement noted that all comments received during the Phase I and Phase II scoping periods were on record and will be considered for the combined EIS and therefore there was no need to re-submit duplicate comments.  

A total of 221 comments were received during these public scoping periods.   Details on comments and concerns from the public can be found in Appendix B of the EIS.  The following paragraphs provide a summary of the key areas of concern identified through the scoping process.

· Biological Resources.  Concerns were raised about possible negative impacts to the interior least tern, paddlefish, and other bird and fish communities as a result of the proposed action.  Comments were received regarding negative impacts to threatened and endangered species, their habitats, and the habitats of other wildlife.  Suggestions were made to monitor wildlife populations, mitigate for the loss of habitat and ecosystem services, used dredged materials to create wildlife habitat, and enhance wildlife habitat along the MKARNS.
· Environment.  Many comments were received expressing concern about negative impacts to the MKARNS channel as a result of the proposed action.  These impacts included: channel degradation such as bank destabilization, head cutting, and the drying of shallow areas;  reduced water quality; increased erosion; water supply losses; water treatment plant losses; and sanitary sewer line and pump station failures.  Comments were also received describing the possible benefits of the proposed action, including opportunities for wildlife habitat enhancement and maintenance along the MKARNS and the lower emissions and reduced noise pollution barges produce compared to truck and train transportation.

· Feasibility.  Concerns were identified regarding the cost of maintaining the increased depth of the MKARNS channel and whether or not they outweigh the benefits of the proposed action.  Other comments stated that most of the MKARNS channel depth is already at 12 feet and lock chambers were built to accommodate a 12-foot channel.  According to these comments the MKARNS is currently underused relative to its capacity, and the proposed action would be quite feasible.

· Recreation.  Some comments addressed concern over the loss of riverfront parks, boating access, and camping areas due to flooding and/or land acquisition.  Other comments stated the expected benefits to recreation the proposed action would achieve, such as greater fishing, hunting, and boating opportunities.

· Socioeconomics.  Concerns were raised about losses in agricultural land and hydroelectric power due to the proposed action, while great optimism was raised as to the economic benefits.  Many farmers and other private land owners believed that the proposed action could result in a loss of private land including agricultural land, due to possible flooding and/or government land acquisition.  This loss of land would have negative financial impacts to farmers and citizens along the MKARNS channel.  Also, the proposed action was expected to reduce available head at hydropower facilities, reducing the power they are able to produce.  Positive comments were also received describing the economic benefits from the increased barge capacity and the increased number of navigation days the proposed action would achieve.  These increases were expected to result in an increase in jobs, public and private investments, and benefits to trade and industry.  Additionally, reduced fuel consumption was predicted due to barges higher fuel efficiencies relative to highway transportation.

· Transportation.  Comments were received stating the benefits of the proposed action to transportation on the MKARNS.  Increasing barge capacity and the number of navigation days on the MKARNS channel were expected to provide economic benefits and to reduce highway congestion and road repairs.  The proposed action was also predicted to provide greater flexibility in barge transportation, making the MKARNS compatible with the availability of the 12-foot channel on the lower Mississippi River and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway.  It was noted that the higher fuel efficiencies of barges relative to other means of transporting goods, such as by air or highways, could result in lower fuel consumption.  However, there were concerns that dredging and/or channel widening could cause an increase in the vulnerability of bridges and piers.  
2.7. Compliance with Applicable Federal Statues & Regulations

This study is in compliance with applicable environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders for the current stage of the study.  The following is a summary of the compliance status for the primary environmental requirements associated with the study. 

	Table 2-1.
Major Federal and State Environmental Regulations Applicable to Federal Projects

	Environmental Regulation
	Compliance Status

	American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 42 USC 1996
	Full

	Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act as Amended, 16 USC469, et seq.
	Full

	Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 as amended, 42 USC 7401
	Full

	Clean Water Act, of 1977, as amended, 33 USC. 1251 et seq.
	Pending

	Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 42 USC 9601
	Full

	Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended, 16 USC 1531, et seq.
	Full

	Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 USC 4201, et seq.
	Full

	Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, E.O. 12898 (1994)
	Full

	Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards, E.O. 12088 (1978)
	Full

	Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, 16 USC 460 (L),(12)
	Full

	Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, 16 USC 661
	Full

	Floodplain Management, E.O. 11988 (1977)
	Full

	Indian Sacred Sites, E.O. 13007 (1996)
	Full

	Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as amended, 16 USC 4601-4, et seq.
	Full

	Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918,as amended, 16 USC 703 et seq.
	Full

	National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, 42 USC 4321, et seq.
	Full

	National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 16 USC 470a, et seq.
	Full

	Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 25 USC 3001, et seq.
	Full

	Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands NEPA, CEQ Memorandum August 11, 1980
	Full

	Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, E.O. 11593
	Full

	Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, E.O. 13045 (1997)
	Full

	Protection of Wetlands, E.O. 11990 (1977)
	Full

	Quiet Communities Act of 1978 42 USC 4901, et seq.
	Full

	Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended, 42 USC 6901, et seq.
	Full

	Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946, PL 79-525, 60 Stat 634
	Full

	Safe Drinking Water Act of 1986 as amended, 42 USC 201
	Full

	Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, 42 USC 1962
	Full

	Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended, 16 USC 1271, et seq.
	Full


2.8. Implementation of Environmental Operating Principles (EOP’s)

In assessing the environmental impacts and developing mitigation for those impacts, the Corps has implemented the following EOP’s as part of this study:

Environmental Sustainability:   Attempted to avoid and/or minimize impacts to all valuable terrestrial and aquatic fish and wildlife areas where dredged disposal was proposed so that these areas could be conserved.  Developed mitigation measures such as dike notching and reconnecting backwater areas to slow fill rates and restore some aquatic diversity to the system.  

Seek Balance Between Development and Natural Systems:   Looked for every opportunity to build least tern islands since project implementation would create an excess of available material.  Constructing tern islands would benefit the navigation industry and the natural environment by providing a low cost and convenient method of disposal and reestablishing islands which have been lost as a result of the navigation system.  

Build and Share an Integrated Scientific, Economic and Social Knowledge: – Several scientific and economic studies have been initiated as a result of this study which will provide the public and resource agencies with a valuable insight of the navigation system and its positive and negative impacts after thirty five years of operation.  Some of the scientific studies include a geomorphic assessment, an aquatic assessment, a gravel survey and a sediment survey that will analyze the potential presence of contaminants in dredged materials.  The Corps is also developing a long-term monitoring program which will continually add information to these baseline studies.

Respect the Views of Individuals and Groups Interested in Corps Activities:  The Corps has met numerous times with the resource agencies, navigation industry, and environmental interests through scoping, teleconference calls and impact/mitigation meetings and attempted to be responsive address all of their concerns.  All problems were addressed as they arose and solutions were developed.  The Corps agrees with the resource agencies that some long-term monitoring and adaptive management will be required as part of mitigation.  

2.9. Recent Environmental Improvements and Benefits
Dikes and revetments, also known as river training structures, protect the shoreline from eroding and direct the flow of water into the main river channel.  When the navigation system was first built, areas behind these structures provided excellent aquatic habitat and fishing was generally good.  The calmer more stable water behind these structures gave fish such as bass, crappie, and bluegill, a protected plan to spawn and provided refuge during high flows.  However, over the years, many of these areas have become very shallow due to sedimentation causing the aquatic habitat to gradually disappear.  River inspections in the fall of 2000 were held to identify habitat improvement measures that could be done in conjunction with this study.  Some of the habitat improvement measures included notching dikes and revetments. The standard notches , which allow flows through and boat passage, are approximately 20 feet wide by 3 feet deep at normal pool, while others are constructed only large enough for fish to get through, 4 feet wide by 1 foot deep at normal pool.  In 2001, representatives from the Corps, Arkansas Game & Fish Commission (AGFC), local bass clubs, and Ducks Unlimited, identified areas that would be good places for notches.  The Corps and AGFC informally agreed to notch specific structures as time and money allowed, but the Corps did not budget or set a schedule for notching.  The notching began with a ceremony held in July 2001 in Pool 6 to demonstrate the partnership between the Corps, AGFC, towing industry, and anglers.  The Corps notched the revetment at NM 122.8L and the AGFC notched a dike at NM 120.4L.  To date, over 50 dikes have been notched on the Arkansas portion of the MKARNS.  

Implementation of this project would greatly accelerate the notching program since the notches have been included as part of mitigation to offset adverse impacts from construction of the project.  As part of the mitigation plan, approximately 150 structures in Arkansas and 40 structures in Oklahoma have been identified for notching.  Including the notches as part of the mitigation plan insures they will be budgeted and scheduled as navigation improvements are implemented.  Figures 2-1 and 2-2 show some of the notched dikes.
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Figure 2-1- Dike Notching Ceremony, July 2001
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Figure 2-2 - Notched Dike at NM 241.1, Dardanelle Pool on the left bank

Table E-6 in Appendix E shows all of the locations of the notched dikes and revetments. 
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