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APPENDIX B:

SCOPING AND

COMMENTS
SUMMARY

B.1 Introduction

The USACE invites full public participation in the NEPA process, and promotes both open
communication between the public and the USACE and better decision-making. All persons and
organizations that have a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-
income, disadvantaged, and Native American groups, are urged to participate in the NEPA
environmental analysis process. The scoping process is useful in helping the USACE focus the
EIS on issues of importance to the public and other interested agencies and organizations.

B.2  Scoping Report

The public scoping process, as discussed previously in this document, included three separate
public scoping phases. All the comments received during these phases are included in this
appendix. This appendix includes the following sections:

e Introduction;

e Public Scoping Period 1;
e Public Scoping Period 2;
e Public Scoping Period 3;
e Scoping Summary.

Please note that this appendix contains a summary of the scoping process and comments received
during scoping. A completed scoping document is on file at USACE Little Rock District.

B.2.1 Introduction

The scoping process was designed to solicit public comment on issues or concerns that should be
addressed early in the EIS process. Public comments, from persons thought to be potentially
interested or affected by the planned action were solicited through mailings, media
advertisements, and both agency and public scoping meetings. These items were developed to
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ensure the public was informed and given the opportunity to participate in the decision-making
process. While informal comments were welcome at any time throughout the process, the
scoping period and scoping meeting provide formal opportunities for public participation in, and
comment on, the environmental impact analysis process.

B.2.2 Public Scoping Period 1

B.2.2.1 Introduction

The USACE invites full public participation in the NEPA process, and promotes both open
communication between the public and the USACE and better decision making. All persons and
organizations that have a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-
income, disadvantaged, and Native American groups, are urged to participate in the NEPA
environmental analysis process. The scoping process is useful in helping the USACE focus the
EIS on issues of importance to the public and other interested agencies and organizations.

Public participation opportunities, with respect to the proposed action that is the subject of the
Arkansas River Navigation Project EIS, are guided by the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations and Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for Implementing
NEPA.

The following is a summary of the scoping process that was conducted in support of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Arkansas River Navigation Study. This summary
describes the scoping process, comments received from the public, regulatory agencies, and
special interest groups/organizations during the scoping period.

B.2.2.2 Agency Coordination Meetings

Agency coordination meetings were held in Tulsa, Oklahoma and Little Rock, Arkansas
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 questions and answer period. USACE staff was
present, representing relevant project disciplines to answer questions.

B.2.2.3 Notification Procedures

Invitations were sent to Federal Agencies in Arkansas and Oklahoma. These notifications were
prepared and mailed by USACE Little Rock District staff. The notification announcements were
mailed approximately two weeks prior to the meetings.
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B.2.24 Location, Time, and Date of Meetings

Agency Coordination Meetings were held as follows:

Little Rock, Arkansas Wednesday February 7, 2001
10:00 am
District Engineer's Conference Room
7th floor, Room 7208
Federal Office Building,
700 West Capitol
Little Rock, Arkansas

Tulsa, Oklahoma Thursday February 8, 2001
10:00 am
Conference Room 201A (2™ Floor)
Federal Office Building
1645 S 101* East Ave.
Tulsa, Oklahoma

B.2.2.5 Meeting Attendees

Agency personnel attending the meetings, exclusive of USACE personnel, included the
following:
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AGENCIES ATTENDING AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS

February 7, 2001 — USACE Little Rock District

Steve Drown

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality

Allen Carter

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission

Mike Coogan Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department
Bryan Kellar Arkansas Parks and Tourism

Carolyn Dover Arkansas Parks and Tourism

Kenneth Colbert Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission
Paul Revis Arkansas Water Commission

Tammy Gray Arkansas Water Commission

Devon Cockrell Office of Congressman Vic Snyder

LCDR Bruce C. Fisher

U.S. Coast Guard - Memphis

Brain Meyer U.S. Coast Guard — Memphis

Dennis Casey U.S. Coast Guard — Memphis

Marge Harney U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Conway
Shane Barks U.S. Geological Survey

February 8, 2001 — USACE Tulsa District

Bill Blankenship Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

Chris Mammoliti Kansas Wildlife and Parks

Bob Eastham Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
Marla Peek Oklahoma Farm Bureau

Terri Sparks Oklahoma Water Resources Board

Judi Williams Oklahoma Wheat Commission

Shelly Thompson Oklahoma Wheat Commission

David Kannady Southwestern Power Authority

Marge Harney U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Conway
Steve Arey U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Tulsa
Richard Stark U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Tulsa

B.2.2.6 Public Scoping Meetings

The Public Scoping Meetings utilized a workshop format. The workshop format entailed a 3
hour time period that would provide a flexible schedule to allow the public to learn more about

the project and make comments. The workshop format included a series of “stations” focused on
key elements of the project:
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Station 1
Station 2

Station 3
Station 4
Station 5
Station 6
Station 7
Station 8

Registration & General Information

Short videotape (16 minutes) shown at regularly scheduled intervals providing an
introduction to the project and EIS process.

EIS Process & Proposed Action and Alternatives (series of informational boards)
Major Issues (series of informational boards)

Questions/ Clarification / Directions for Comments

Written Comments Station

Verbal Comments Station (with Court Reporter)

Exit / Thank You

Each station was staffed with USACE and/or Parsons ES personnel to facilitate interaction and

information exchange with the public.

B.2.2.7

Notification Procedures
The public was notified of the Public Scoping Meetings in the following manner:

e Publication of the NOI in the Federal Register (August 23, 2000).

e Publication of the legal notice for a public scoping meeting. This legal notice was published
approximately 7 to 10 days prior to the meeting date in the following newspapers.

PAID LEGAL NOTICE PUBLICATION

NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION DATE
Tulsa World Wednesday February 7, 2001
Muskogee Daily Phoenix Wednesday February 7, 2001

Southwest Times Record

Wednesday February 7, 2001

Courier

Sunday February 4, 2001

Arkansas Democrat Gazette

Wednesday February 7, 2001

Pine Bluff Commercial

Inadvertently not published by newspaper

Dumas Clarion

Wednesday February 7, 2001
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Publication of commercial advertisements for a public scoping meeting. This advertisement
was published approximately 7 days prior to the meeting date in the following newspapers.

COMMERCIAL ADVERTISEMENT PUBLICATION
NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENT DATE
Tulsa World
Muskogee Daily Phoenix
Southwest Times Record Thursday February 8 & Sunday February 11, 2001
Arkansas Democrat Gazette Friday, February 9, 2001
Pine Bluff Commercial Friday, February 9, 2001
Dumas Clarion Wednesday, February 7, 2001

Press releases inviting the public to express their views at the scoping meetings were
distributed to local/regional newspapers, television stations, and radio stations.

Announcements (“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 flyers consisted of a description of the
purpose of the meeting including a map to the meeting sites, with an invitation to attend the
meeting and/or submit written comments identifying key issues that should be considered as
part of the EIS. These notices were mailed approximately two weeks prior to the scheduled
scoping meetings.

Web Page. The USACE maintains a web page that periodically updates the status of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study. The web page included information regarding the date,
time, and location of the Public Scoping Meetings for approximately 8 weeks prior to the
meetings. The web page can be located at:
www.swl.usace.army.mil/projmgt/arkriverstudy.html

B.2.2.8 Location, Time and Date of Meetings
The Public Scoping Meetings were held from 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm at the following locations:

TULSA Tuesday February 13, 2001

Tulsa Technology Center — Broken Arrow Campus
129 East Ave. & 111 St.
Broken Arrow, Oklahoma

FORT SMITH Wednesday February 14, 2001

Latture Conference Center
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Westark College

Grand Ave. & 50" St.

Fort Smith, AR

Thursday February 15, 2001

Founders Hall Auditorium (Lyceum)
Southeast Arkansas College

PINE BLUFF
1900 South Hazel Street
Pine Bluff, AR 71603
B.2.2.9 Meeting Attendees

Public citizens attending the Public Scoping Meetings, exclusive of USACE personnel, included

the following:

Tuesday February 13, 2001 — Tulsa (TTC Broken Arrow)

Name Affiliation
Allen Carter Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Deanna Hartly Chickasaw Nation
Dewayne Laxton Chickasaw Nation
Chad Morris City of Ponca City
Richard Smith Incog
Steve Taylor Johnstons Port 33
Paschall Eubanks Johnston Terminal
Manny Salcido Johnston Terminal
Jeff Jaynes Office of U.S. Representative Brad Carson
Glen Cheatham Oklahoma Dept. of Transportation — Waterways Branch
Hutchie Weeks Oklahoma Dept. of Wildlife Conservation
Kevin Anderson Self
Jack Dalrymple Self
Bob Hinton Self
Ned Sarty Self
Mr. & Mrs. Claybourn Seward Self
Jack Thirlon Self
Dick & Clara Sheffield Sheffield Farms
David Kannady Southwestern Power Agency
Ted Coombes Southwestern Power Resource Association
D.R. Stewart Tulsa World
Richard Stark U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service — Tulsa

Jim Hargrove

Wagoner County Commission
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Wednesday February 14, 2001 — Fort Smith (Westark)

Name Affiliation
Cliff Crowder Arkansas Bass Association
Randall Bullington Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Allen Carter Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Bob Limbird Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
David Wilson Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
John Urbanic Arkansas Tech University
Jim Wood Arkansas Wildlife Federation
Darrel Shanli Arkhaha S & G
Thurman Jordan Audubon Society
Van Lee City of Fort Smith
Patrick Horan Conservation
Buck Shell Five Rivers District
Tom Buchanan Self
Howard Carruth Self
Maureen Didion Self
Reuben Duane Hill Self
Jack James Self
Jane Lowry Self
Jon Rose Self
Joe Stoeckel Self
Joe & Mary Stroub Self
Sarah Stroub Self
John Paul Woolsey Self
Mark Allen Woolsey Self

Miles Sonstegaard

Univ. of Arkansas, Fayetteville
College of Business Administration

Charlie Croan

University of Arkansas Bass Fishing Club

Ellen Tynon

Western Arkansas Planning & Development District

Keith Blakemore

Yell County Wildlife Federation
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission

Thursday February 15, 2001 — Pine Bluff (Seark)

Name Affiliation
Doug Swann Arkansas Bass Association
George Burris Arkansas Bass Federation
Bobby Davenport Arkansas Bass Federation
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Thursday February 15, 2001 — Pine Bluff (Seark)

Name Affiliation
Andrew Lachowsky Arkansas Electric Cooperatives
Allen Carter Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Murry Witcher Entergy
Ronald Blankenship French Town-Auburn Levee District
Paul Latture Little Rock Port Authority
Bill Ruck Little Rock Port Authority

Garver Engineers

Susan Margrave

Pine Bluff Commercial

Rhonda Dishner Pine Bluff - Jefferson County Port Authority
Bill Ferren Pine Bluff - Jefferson County Port Authority
Phyllis Harden Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel Company

Scott McGeorge Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel Company

Ben April Self

Drew Atkinson Self

Roy Hunter Self

Sterling Williams Self

Marge Harney U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Conway

A combined list of attendees at all three Public Scoping Meetings, organized by affiliation
category is provided in the following table:

Combined list of attendees at all 3 Public Scoping Meetings February 13-15, 2001

Name Affiliation
Federal Government

Jeff Jaynes Office of U.S. Representative Brad Carson
Marge Harney U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Conway
Richard Stark U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service — Tulsa
State Government
Randall Bullington Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Allen Carter Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Bob Limbird Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
David Wilson Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Glen Cheatham Oklahoma Dept. of Transportation — Waterways Branch
Hutchie Weeks Oklahoma Dept. of Wildlife Conservation
Local Government
Van Lee City of Fort Smith
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Combined list of attendees at all 3 Public Scoping Meetings February 13-15, 2001

Name

Affiliation

Chad Morris

City of Ponca City

Jim Hargrove

Wagoner County Commission

Native Americans

Deanna Hartly

Chickasaw Nation

Dewayne Laxton

Chickasaw Nation

Regional Planning Organizations

Ellen Tynon

Western Arkansas Planning & Development District

Levee Districts

Buck Shell Five Rivers District

Ronald Blankenship French Town-Auburn Levee District
Colleges & Universities

John Urbanic Arkansas Tech University

Miles Sonstegaard

Univ. of Arkansas, Fayetteville
College of Business Administration

Commercial / Industrial Entities

Darrel Shanli

Arkhaha S & G

Richard Smith Incog

Paschall Eubanks Johnston Terminal

Manny Salcido Johnston Terminal

Steve Taylor Johnstons Port 33

Paul Latture Little Rock Port Authority
Bill Ruck Little Rock Port Authority

Garver Engineers

Susan Margrave

Pine Bluff Commercial

Rhonda Dishner Pine Bluff - Jefferson County Port Authority
Bill Ferren Pine Bluff - Jefferson County Port Authority
Phyllis Harden Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel Company

Scott McGeorge Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel Company

Dick & Clara Sheffield Sheffield Farms

Electric / Hydroelectric Organizations

Andrew Lachowsky Arkansas Electric Cooperatives

Murry Witcher Entergy

David Kannady Southwestern Power Agency

Ted Coombes Southwestern Power Resource Association

Newspapers

D.R. Stewart Tulsa World
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Combined list of attendees at all 3 Public Scoping Meetings February 13-15, 2001

Name

Affiliation

Environmental Organizations

Cliff Crowder

Arkansas Bass Association

Doug Swann

Arkansas Bass Association

George Burris

Arkansas Bass Federation

Bobby Davenport Arkansas Bass Federation
Jim Wood Arkansas Wildlife Federation
Thurman Jordan Audubon Society

Patrick Horan Conservationist

Charlie Croan

University of Arkansas Bass Fishing Club

Keith Blakemore

Yell County Wildlife Federation
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission

Individual Citizens

Ben April Self
Kevin Anderson Self
Drew Atkinson Self
Tom Buchanan Self
Howard Carruth Self
Jack Dalrymple Self
Maureen Didion Self
Reuben Duane Hill Self
Bob Hinton Self
Roy Hunter Self
Jack James Self
Jane Lowry Self
Jon Rose Self
Jack Thirlon Self
Ned Sarty Self
Mr. & Mrs. Claybourn Seward Self
Joe Stoeckel Self
Joe & Mary Stroub Self
Sarah Stroub Self
Sterling Williams Self
John Paul Woolsey Self
Mark Allen Woolsey Self
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B.2.2.10  Summary of Scoping Comments

Issues addressed in the public comments associated with the public scoping phase of the EIS can
be summarized by the following categories:

General government regulatory issues.

Threats to threatened and endangered species and other wildlife / wildlife habitat.

Wildlife habitat enhancement along the MCKARNS.

Benefits to recreation activities: fishing, hunting, and boating etc.

Concern over loss of riverfront parks and camping areas due to flooding or land acquisition.
Transportation benefits from Increased capacity and navigation days on barges which results
in reduced highway congestion and road repairs.

Economic benefits from Increased capacity on barges; increase in navigation days; increase
in jobs and public and private investments; benefits to trade and industry; and reduced fuel
consumption.

Pollution reduction: barges produce lower air emissions and less noise pollution compared
with truck and train transportation.

Concern over current or potential flooding and loss of agricultural land and private and
public property.

Increased flood control on the MCKARNS as a result of the study.

Hydroelectric power losses: releasing water would have a negative effect on hydroelectric
power generation.

Water supply losses and water treatment plant losses.

Erosion and bank stabilization

Increasing the river channel depth from 9’ to 12°.

The comments are summarized in the following categories:

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Local agencies

Elected Officials

Interest Groups

Commercial / Industrial Groups
Citizens

B.2.2.11 Federal Agencies

Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Agency Summary of Comment
U.S. Coast Guard - Memphis | No key issues at this time.
U.S. Department of No key issues at this time.
Agriculture
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Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Region 6

Letter with recommendations on the scope of the navigation
EIS. Comments cover the following areas:
Federal Regulatory Programs

Scope of Environmental Analysis
Cumulative Impact

Environmental Justice

Pollution Prevention

Water Quality — groundwater, wetlands
Air Quality — Clean Air Act

Pesticides

. Agricultural Land

10. Mitigation

11. Endangered Species

12. Historic Preservation

AR SRR Al S e

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Region 7

No key issues at this time, but would like to receive a summary
of initial scoping meetings.

B.2.2.12  State Agencies

Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Game & Fish Comments included specific concerns on the following topics:
Commission

Water Level Controls

River Bank Stabilization
Freshwater Mussels

Aquatic Vegetation

Access to Back Water Areas
Notching Dikes and Revetments
Fish Habitat Placement

Spadra Area on Lake Dardenelle
. Siltation

10. Moist Soil Unit Development and Land Purchases
11. Fish Migration

WO E WD =

Arkansas State Highway

Presented two key issues from AHTD perspective:

Commission

1. Need to maintain riverbed stability at bridge crossings.
Increased scour can result in bridge failures.

2. If adjustments to flowage easements are required it maybe
necessary to execute revised joint use agreements within
existing highway rights of way.
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Waterways Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
Commission the following comments. Water transportation is eight times

more fuel-efficient than trucks. The importance of this
transportation resource will only grow as highways and rail
lines become more congested. International trade expected to
double in the next 20 years.

Kansas Department of
Agriculture

No authorization is required under the Kansas Water
Appropriation Act or the Obstructions in Stream Act.

Kansas Department of
Wildlife and Parks

Letter addressing concern about how the COE reservoir
network in the Neosho, Verdigris, and Walnut river basins in
Kansas might be used to regulate flows in the MCKARNS, and
thus how natural resources within these basins could be
affected by proposed alternatives in the EIS. Expressed
concern about state-listed endangered, threatened, and species
in need of conservation (SINC) found in these basins and how
manipulated water levels could affect parks, campgrounds, and
wildlife areas on public lands in these basins. A list of Kansas
endangered, threatened and SINC species is enclosed.

Oklahoma Department of
Commerce

Letter supported the Arkansas River Navigation Study with the
following comments. By increasing the depth of the
navigation channel the capacity of a single barge would be
increased from 58 to 81 truckloads. This would mean less
congestion on the highways, reduced noise, increased safety
and reduced emissions.

Oklahoma Department of
Commerce,

International Trade and
Investment Division

Same as previous.

Oklahoma Department of
Transportation — Division
VIII

Waterways Advisory Board

Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study with the
following comments:

1. By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to
12 feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased
from 58 to 81 truckloads.

2. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year.

3. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

4. Additional benefits to recreation, flood control, fishing and
wildlife conservation also would be accrued.
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

Oklahoma Department of
Transportation — Division
VIII

Waterways Branch

Same as previous.

Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Conservation

Alan Peoples
Chief Wildlife Division

Letter identified 4 issues of concern:

1.

Changes in some Oklahoma reservoirs could negate
existing and planned benefit programs to waterfowl, fish,
and other wildlife species.

Low pool levels during the summer are essential for
establishment of vegetation on exposed mudflats, which
provide critical habitat during the fall/winter for migrant
birds.

During the fall/winter it is beneficial to have high enough
water levels to inundate established vegetation and provide
habitat for waterfowl.

The ODWC would like to meet with representatives of the
study to be updated on the status of the study and to
provide specific concerns.

Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Management

Ron Suttles
Natural Resources
Administrator

Letter identified 8 issues of concern:

1.

het

Requested that wetland, stream, mature hardwood, springs,
and rock outcrop habitats be avoided. These habitats are
limited in quantity and have wildlife value.

Recommended that clearing of vegetation be kept to a
minimum.

Recommend re-vegetation of all disturbed ground.
Indicated that all wetland losses be mitigated in accordance
with Sectios 404 and 401 of the CWA. This includes
losses to riparian/bottomland hardwood forests.
Recommended that undisturbed habitats be avoided. When
a net loss of undisturbed habitat occurs, mitigation for the
loss should be planned for.

Indicated the need for erosion control and BMP’s
associated with construction especially in the vicinity of
wetlands.

Revegetaion should only use native grasses and forbs.
Exotic species should not be used for revegetation.
Structural changes should not impede fish movement.
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Oklahoma Secretary of Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study with the
Transportation-ODOT following comments:

Director

1. By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to
12 feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased
from 58 to 81 truckloads.

2. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year.

3. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

4. Additional benefits to recreation, flood control, fishing and
wildlife conservation also would be accrued.

B.2.2.13  Local Agencies

Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Basin Development | Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
Association, Inc. the following comments:

(Glen L. Cheatham, Jr.)

1. By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to
12 feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased
from 58 to 81 truckloads.

2. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year.

3. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

4. Additional benefits to recreation, flood control, fishing and
wildlife conservation also would be accrued.
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

Arkansas River Basin
Interstate Committee
(Wallace A. Gieringer)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
deepening the navigation channel from 9 to 12°. Comments
include:

1. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year.

2. Barge transportation produces the lowest level of
emissions.

3. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Arkansas State Chamber of
Commerce and Associated
Industries of Arkansas, Inc.

Letter to Blanche L. Lincoln, U.S. Senate, supporting the
Arkansas River Navigation Study and encouraging an increase
in the channel depth to 12°. The 9’ channel disadvantages
users through Arkansas and Oklahoma. The increased depth
would increase cargo capacity per barge, which will enhance
the economy and the environment.

City of Claremore/Rogers

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

County Planning By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to 12

Commission feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased from 58

(Debra Renolds) to 81 truckloads. This would mean less congestion on the
highways, reduced noise, increased safety and reduced
emissions.

City of Ponca, Letter identified 6 issues of concern:

Kaw Reservoir Authority,
Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

Water supply at Kaw Lake.

Arkansas River water well field.

Operation of OMPA 36 Mg Watt Hydroelectric Plant.
Flooding

Lake & River Recreation

Wildlife — fishing (striped bass), bald eagles, & pelicans

S

Conway County Industrial
Development Corporation
(Barry McKuin)

Letter to Blanche L. Lincoln, U.S. Senate, supporting the
Arkansas River Navigation Study and encouraging an increase
in the channel depth to 12’ which would allow more cargo to
be shipped, enhancing Conway County’s economic growth.
The increased channel depth would also support a multimodal
industrial development site planned for development in a
neighboring community.
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

Conway County Industrial
Development Corporation
(Barry McKuin)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
the following comments:

1. Arkansas ranks near the top of the capacity of inland
waterways in the U.S.

2. Barge transportation emits fewer pollutants than trains or
trucks, and almost no noise pollution.

3. Barge transportation is more economical than trains or
trucks.

4. The locations on the Arkansas River not at 12’ should be
test deepened as part of this study.

Little Rock Port Authority
(Jesse Mason)

Letters supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
the possibility of creating a 12-foot channel on the system.
This would help job creation, energy conservation, and
maintain the environment by increasing the river’s capacity.

Little Rock Port Authority
(Paul Latture)

Same as previous.

Little Rock Port Authority
and Energy Teamwork
Arkansas economic
development program
(Mike Maulden)

Letter strongly supports the study and possibility of obtaining a
12’ channel for the Arkansas River, which will increase
economic competitiveness and decrease the number of trucks
on state and federal highways.

Morrilton Chamber of
Commerce, Arkansas

Letter to Blanche L. Lincoln, U.S. Senate, supporting the
Arkansas River Navigation Study and encouraging an increase
in the channel depth to 12’ which would make existing
commercial, forestry, and commercial movements out of the
port facilities at Marrilton and Eastern Conway County much
more competitive and benefit the local economy.

North Star Economic
Development Council, Inc.
(Robert F. Breuring)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study to
improve transportation and flooding problems in communities
north of Tulsa.

Office of the County Judge
Jack Jones, Jefferson County
Judge

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
deepening the navigation channel from 9 to 12’.

Office of the County Judge
for Jefferson County
Jack Jones, County Judge

Letter to Blanche L. Lincoln, U.S. Senate, supporting the
Arkansas River Navigation Study and encouraging an increase
in the channel depth to 12” which would allow more cargo to
be shipped, enhancing Jefferson County’s economic growth.

RedPi, Russellville Economic
Development Partnership,
Inc.

Letter to Tim Hutchinson urging him to express support for
increasing the Arkansas River Channel depth from nine to
twelve feet.
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
The Economic Development | Letter supporting the increase of the MCKARNS river channel
Alliance of Pine Bluff and to a 12’ minimum depth. Comments include:
Jefferson County

1. A 9’ channel disadvantage has contributed to the
Navigation Channel tonnage plateau in 1998 and 1999 and
decrease in 2000.

2. The 12’ channel would make barge transportation
competitive with other modes of transportation. Barge
transportation produces 10 times less emissions than truck
or rail.

3. The MCKARNS has attracted public and private
investments and jobs.

4. Volume on the nation’s ports is expected to triple by the
year 2020.

The State Chamber Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with

Oklahoma Association of the following comments:

Business and Industry

(Richard P. Rush) 1. By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to
12 feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased
to 86 truckloads.

2. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

3. Additional benefits to recreation, flood control, fishing and
wildlife conservation also would be accrued.

Tulsa Metro Chamber Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
(Mickey Thompson) deepening the navigation channel from 9 to 12°. Comments
include:

1. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year.

2. Barge transportation produces the lowest level of
emissions.

3. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Tulsa Metro Chamber Same as previous.
(T. A. Sembe)
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

Tulsa Port of Catoosa
City of Tulsa-Rogers County
Port Authority

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
possibility of creating a 12-foot channel on the system.
Indicated that If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost
navigation days could be recovered, the effective barge
carrying capacity would increase by a million tons per year.
This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

B.2.2.14

Elected Officials

Summary of Comments received from Elected Officials

Name

Summary of Comment

Asa Hutchinson,
United States House of
Representatives

Letter to Bud Shuster requesting that he include a provision in
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 that would
authorize the Arkansas River at the same depth as the adjacent
Mississippi River.

James M. Imhofe,
United States Senate

Letter encourages the Corps to immediately begin the study of
the 12’ channel depth starting at the mouth of the river. The
study should include test deepening at the few sites in the
Arkansas portion that are not 12’. This data is necessary to
determine if a deeper channel is feasible as WRDA 2000
mandates. This information will be crucial in order for the
study to be expedited to the Oklahoma portion of the river.

Carolyn McGee, Mayor,
City of Dardanelle, Arkansas

Letter addressing concerns with increased flows on the

Arkansas River. Comments include:

1. The City of Dardanelle has a Riverfront Park on the lower
elevation of the riverbank which is subject to flooding
during high flow. The park features recreational facilities
for the entire family.

2. The area between Dardanelle Dam and the City of
Dardanelle is used for fishing and camping and would be
affected by a higher river flow.

3. The city wastewater treatment plant is also located adjacent
to the river at an elevation of 320’.

John A. Riggs, IV
State Senator, Arkansas

Letter expresses support for authorization of a 12° channel for
the MCKARNS, which would allow businesses to compete
more effectively. It would benefit shippers and river
transportation users.
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Summary of Comments received from Elected Officials

Name

Summary of Comment

Jerry Taylor, Mayor
City of Pine Bluff, Arkansas

Letter expressing support for an increase in the channel depth
to 12’ because it would increase barge capacity and make river
transportation competitive with other modes of bulk
transportation.

Dutch King, Mayor
City of Pine Bluff, Arkansas

Letter expresses that the stabilized banks and dams of the
Arkansas River have brought many benefits to Pine Bluff,
including sport fishing and low cost river transportation. The
letter expresses support for a 12 foot channel in the river,
which would allow 30 percent more cargo in the same barge.
Letter encourages the USACOE to regulate flows to below
70,000 cfs.

B.2.2.15

Interest Groups

Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

Arkansas Bass Federation
(George Burris)

Oral comment indicating that backwater areas are filling in
quickly in recent years. Indicated that access to backwater
areas such as “Coalpile” needs to be created.

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
(Jim Wood)

Letter expressing concern over the emphasis on the navigation
element of the study when that purpose is underutilized due to
a lack of demand. During the past 35 years there has been a
noticeable demand increase in water supply, tourism, fish,
wildlife and other water related recreation. Comments made
on the following issues:

1. Lt. Gen. Robert Flowers 2001 White Paper directive.

2. ER 1105-2-100 requirements.

3. Analysis of public demand as a key element of benefits
from the MCKARNS.

4. Benefits and losses from high vs. low flows.

5. Flood easements.

6. Alternatives should be analyzed from a “watershed
perspective”.

7. Holla Bend National Wildlife Refuge.

8. T & E Species.

Conservationist
(Patrick Horan)

Written comment indicating opposition to the Pine Mountain
Dam / Lees Creek project. Letter also requested continued
timely public notification on all planned USACE projects in
the Ark-Okla Region.
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Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

Conservationist
(Patrick Horan)

Oral comment indicating opposition to the Pine Mountain Dam
/ Lees Creek project. Oral comment also requested continued
timely public notification on all planned USACE projects in
the Ark-Okla Region.

National Audubon Society
(Thurman Jordan)

Written comment indicating opposition to the Pine Mountain
Dam / Lees Creek project. Also indicated opposition to
damming any tributaries on the Arkansas River between
Oklahoma and the Mississippi River.

Southwestern Power
Resources Association
(Larry Watson)

Letter which included the following comments:

1. Too much emphasis on the alternative of speeding the
passage of high flows through the system by increasing
releases from upstream storage reservoirs. All alternatives
should be equally considered.

2. Consider another alternative of holding high flows longer
in the flood pools of upstream reservoirs until they can be
released through hydroelectric turbines.

3. Consider another alternative of employing towboats with
more horsepower.

4. Identify and quantify all impacts (costs and benefits) to
power benefits including impacts to federal revenues,
impacts on the power benefits received by power
customers, and environmental impacts.

B.2.2.16

Commercial/Industrial Groups

Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Advance Research
Chemicals, Inc.
(Dr. Dayal T. Meshri)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. If as
many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days per year
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year. This would mean
less congestion on the highways, less noise and less air
pollution. Letter encourages proceeding with the 12’ channel
study.

Automatic Vending of
Arkansas, Inc.
(F. Mac Bellingrath)

Letter supporting deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a
12’ minimum depth. This is necessary to allow barge
transportation on the river to be globally competitive and
reduce air pollution.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Bruce Oakley, Inc.
(Dennis Oakley, David
Choate)

Letter to Blanche L. Lincoln, U. S. Senate, supporting an
increase in the authorized depth of the navigation channel to
12°. Bruce Oakley, Inc. owns and operates river ports at
Dardanelle, Morrilton, and North Little Rock.

Cargill Steel and Wire
(Jim Ponton)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. If as
many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days per year
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year. This would mean
less congestion on the highways, less noise and less air
pollution. Letter encourages proceeding with the 12’ channel
study.

Catoosa Fertilizer Company
(Dick Barsness)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. The
12 million ton per year navigation system has a great potential
for growth and can be a major factor in reducing highway
volume and saving energy because barges are more fuel
efficient than trucks. Letter supports expanding the entire
navigation system to a 12’ channel.

Cornerstone Farm and Gin
Company
(W. O. Pearcy, Jr.)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Cornerstone Farm and Gin Co. sells soybeans and corn to grain
elevators in Pine Bluff, Arkansas which are shipped down the
Arkansas River in barges that have been light-loaded because
of the restricted nine-foot channel. As a result prices are
reduced to compete with shipments that originate on the
Mississippi River where the barges carry much larger loads,
and incur less transportation costs on a per bushel basis. Letter
strongly supports a 12-foot channel on the Arkansas River.

Cornerstone Farm and Gin
Company
(Drew Atkinson)

Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from
the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River from
9’ to 12’ to make water transportation competitive and promote
commerce in Arkansas.

Five Rivers Distribution
(N.M. (Buck) Shell II and
Henrietta Stewart)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. If as
many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days per year
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year. This would mean
less congestion on the highways, less noise and less air
pollution. Letter encourages proceeding with the 12’ channel
study.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

GEA Engine Cooling
Systems, Inc.
(Robert K. Rothenbucher)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. States
that increasing the channel depth to 12° will enable barges to
be loaded higher. This will result in fewer trucks on the
highways, which will reduce emissions and noise. Additional
benefits will accrue to recreation, flood control, wildlife, and
fishing.

Granite Mountain Quarries
(Gerald W. Majors)

Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from
the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River from
9’ to 12’ to make water transportation competitive and promote
commerce in Arkansas.

Intermodal Logistics Group
(John Pearson)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days could
be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity would
increase by a million tons per year. This would mean less
congestion on the highways, reduced noise, and reduced air
emissions.

J.A. Riggs Tractor Co.

Letter supporting an increase in the authorized depth of the
navigation channel to 12” which will increase efficiency in
shipping at a very low cost and help the state remain viable
competitors in the world economy.

Jeffrey Sand Company Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
North Little Rock, AR the following comments:
(Joe Wickliffe)

1. Jeffrey Sand Co. has been working on the river for 43 years
and transportation of sand and gravel is very important to
the business.

2. The McClellan-Kerr Navigation System has attracted $3
billion in private and public investments and has provided
some fifty thousand jobs.

3. The letter supports a 12’ channel to increase barge
transportation, which is cleaner than rail transportation.

Jeffrey Sand Company Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
North Little Rock, AR Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from
(Brenda Faulkner) the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives supporting the

Arkansas River Navigation Study and a 12’ navigation channel

on the Arkansas River.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Offices
(John B. Johnson, Jr.)

Group Summary of Comment
Johnson, Jones, Dornblaster, | Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
Coffman & Shorb Law the following comments. By increasing the depth of the

navigation channel from 8.5 to 11.5’, the capacity of a single
barge would be increased from 58 to 81 truckloads.

This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Johnston’s Port 33, Inc.

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. If as
many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days per year
could be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity
would increase by a million tons per year. This would mean
less congestion on the highways, less noise and less air
pollution. Letter encourages proceeding with the 12’ channel
study.

Kevin W. Anderson &
Associates
(Kevin W. Anderson)

Letter expresses the need to expand the scope of the study to
include all of the MCKARNS watersheds and tributaries.
Issues include:

1. Off-setting economic and environmental Impacts by
controlling water flow along the entire MCKARNS system.

2. Insuring National safety and security during floods, winter
storms, earthquakes etc. by controlling water flow.

3. Insuring military readiness and a fuel supply by having the
ability to move vast quantities of materials and fuel.

Knox Nelson Oil Company,
Inc.

(Nan Simmons, John
Simmons, Dennis Fitzgerald,
and Gordon Driskill)

Letters to Vic Snyder, Asa Hutchinson, Blanche Lambert
Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from the U. S. Senate and House
of Representatives supporting an increase in the authorized
depth of the navigation channel to 12°. The Arkansas River
Ports and terminals are inter-modal hubs that link the waterway
to rail, truck and airways, which is important to the petroleum
supply business. The current 9’ channel depth makes the
Arkansas system incompatible with barge capacity used on the
Mississippi system.

Logistic Services, Inc.
(Jack M. Long, Jr.)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways. Additional benefits will accrue to recreation, flood
control, wildlife conservation, and fishing.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group Summary of Comment

Logistics Services, Inc. Letter supporting deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a

(Terry Sims) 12’ minimum depth. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost
navigation days could be recovered, the effective barge
carrying capacity would increase by a million tons per year.
This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Michell Machinery Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay

(Jett Michell) Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from

the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River from
9’ to 12°. This would allow users shipping commodities
through Oklahoma and Arkansas to compete with the
Mississippi Ship Channel and the Intercoastal Waterway,
which are both 12°.

MidAmerica Industrial Park
(Sanders Mitchell)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways.

Mobley Construction
Company
(Bryce Mobley)

Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from
the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River to
12°. This will help the barges transport more tonnage of goods
on the river and compete with other forms of transportation,
which results in more economic growth for the state and
region.

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

Letter objecting to one alternative: the release of water from
upstream storage reservoirs to increase the navigational days
on the waterway. Issues of concern include:

1. Increased high volume releases from Kaw reservoir could
jeopardize and negatively impact this site as a source of
power for many Oklahoma citizens and industries.

1. High volume releases would have a negative impact on the
Arkansas River, economy in the region, and environment.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel
Co.
(W. Scott McGeorge)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Deepening the channel to a 12’ minimum would reduce the
cost of transporting goods, which could result in cheaper
products for consumers.

2. Proceeding with the test deepening in Arkansas would
provide the opportunity needed to maximize tonnage
shipped in 2001 on the Arkansas River after the recent
reductions in tonnage in 2000.

3. Barge transportation would reduce crowded highways,
greenhouse gases, fuel consumption, road repair and safety.

4. Waildlife habitat could be enhanced without sacrificing
navigation.

5. After a large amount of rain, river flows should be brought
down to 60,000 cfs, which would allow recreational users,
towboats, and others to use the river for more days.

Riceland Foods, Inc.
(Richard E. Bell)

Letters to Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay Dickey, Blanche
Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from the U. S. Senate
and House of Representatives. Letters support the proposal to
deepen the channel on the Arkansas River to 12°. Deepening
the channel would substantially improve service on the river
and enhance marketing.

River Mountain Quarries
(Ronald M. Madlen)

Letter supporting the Arkansas Navigation Study and
encouraging an increase in the channel depth to 12°. This will
improve river commerce competition with the Mississippi and
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Barge transportation is also
cheaper than rail or truck.

Sellers’ Enterprises
(Larry Sellers)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost navigation days could
be recovered, the effective barge carrying capacity would
increase by a million tons per year. This would mean less
congestion on the highways, reduced noise, and reduced air
emissions.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group Summary of Comment
Sheffield Farms Written comment on potential changes in flow rates and river
(Dick Sheffield) elevations. Indicates that increased flow rates probably would

not be too detrimental to agriculture, but an increase in the

river elevation would have several negative impacts:

1. The Grand River just upstream from the influx with the
Arkansas will spill over into the old Horseshoe and Ross
Lake areas during high flows and several hundred acres of
good farmland will go under water. Diking along the
Grand River would be necessary.

2. Soils will not dry down for planting or harvesting in
several areas in the river bottom.

3. Erosion has increased dramatically since the river was
raised to the present level and the banks have decreased in
elevation 2 to 3’ in some locations, allowing the river to cut
across good farm land during high flows.

Simmons First National
Corporation.
(J. Thomas May)

Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from
the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River to
12°. This will help the state remain viable competitors in the
world economy and take advantage of larger and more efficient
barges. The Port of Pine Bluff has been a deciding factor in
enabling Pine Bluff to attract and retain industry.

Sol Alman Company
(Larry Alman, member Little
Rock Port Authority)

Letter supporting an increase in the authorized depth of the
navigation channel to 12” which would allow barges to be
loaded to a greater capacity. This would lower the number of
trucks on the highways, reducing emissions, congestion, and
noise.

Souter Construction
Company, Inc.

Letters to Vic Snyder, Marion Berry, Asa Hutchinson, Jay
Dickey, Blanche Lambert Lincoln, and Tim Hutchinson from

(Carlton J. Melton)

(Billy Duffield) the U. S. Senate and House of Representatives. Letters support
the proposal to deepen the channel on the Arkansas River to
12’°. Souter Construction Co. is a lifetime builder and user of
the Arkansas River Navigation System.

SSA Mobile Letter supporting deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a

12’ minimum depth. If as many as 30 of the average 60 lost
navigation days could be recovered, the effective barge
carrying capacity would increase by a million tons per year.
This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS

B-28 Appendix B

Scoping and Comments Summary




Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Terra Nitrogen, Verdigris
Plant
(Richard S. Sanders)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12” minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways. Additional benefits will accrue to recreation, flood
control, wildlife conservation, and fishing.

Thermal Technologies
International L. L. C.
(Wolfgang Becker)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
the following comments. By increasing the depth of the
navigation channel from 8.5 to 11.5’, the capacity of a single
barge would be increased from 58 to 81 truckloads.

This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Tuloma Stevedoring, Inc.
(Terrence L. McDonald)

Letter supporting the deepening of the MCKARNS channel to
a 12° minimum depth. This would allow more barge
transportation on the river, reducing hydrocarbon emissions
and wear and tear on highways from trucks.

Valmont Coatings
(Richard S. Cornish)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
the following comments:

1. By increasing the depth of the navigation channel from 9 to
12 feet, the capacity of a single barge would be increased
to 86 truckloads.

2. This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

3. Additional benefits to recreation, flood control, fishing and
wildlife conservation also would be accrued.

B.2.2.17  Citizens

Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Drew Atkinson

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Barge transportation is the cleanest mode of transportation.
2. Authorization for a 12’ channel is essential in order to
realize the maximum growth potential of this river.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-29 Appendix B

Scoping and Comments Summary




Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Lloyd Baker

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Waterways infrastructure helps keep the United States
globally competitive and enhances regional economies and
quality of life.

2. More than 1000 miles of navigable rivers reach into all
sections of Arkansas.

3. Strongly support and encourage the development of a 12’
channel.

Jane Bettison

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. Barge
transportation is the most economical and efficient mode of
transportation compared with truck and rail transportation.

Kenneth Bolton

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
emphasizing the need for a 12’ navigation channel on the river.
Barge transportation produces less air and noise pollution
compared to trains and trucks.

Shirley Brock

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Water transportation moves commerce more cost
effectively with less fuel and less pollution.

2. Barge transportation provides an environmentally attractive
shipping option because of its high-volume capacity,
minimum cargo handling, and safety record.

3. Strongly support and encourage the development of a 12’
channel.

Howard L. Carruth

Letter expressing concern about flooding and the loss of
farmland. His property is north of Lavaca in Patterson
Bottoms. Says it used to flood about every three years and it
now floods almost every year, even in drought years. He is
concerned that the focus of the study is mostly on recreation
and barge traffic.

Ted N. Drake Letter supporting the increase of the MCKARNS river channel
to a 12” minimum depth. This is necessary to allow barge
transportation on the river to be competitive with other modes
of transportation.
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Brenda Faulkner

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and
encouraging an increase in the channel depth to 12’ in order to
maximize growth potential of the River and enable shippers to
be more competitive.

Roy W. Ferrell

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This is necessary to allow barge transportation on the river to
be competitive with other modes of transportation and support
economic development in Pine Bluff and southeast Arkansas.

Vaughn Harden

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Barge transportation is the cleanest mode of transportation.
2. Authorization for a 12’ channel is essential in order to
realize the maximum growth potential of this river.

Roy Hunter

Written comment inquiring which state agency monitors water
quality in the river. Also inquired as to the ability of water
treatment systems to relieve water demand on aquifers.

Connie H. Johnson

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

p—

River provides jobs and investments.

2. Future increases in volume of cargo moving through the
nation’s ports.

3. Support of 12’ channel to maximize foreign and domestic

trade.

Kathy Kenter

Letter supporting of the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. The McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System is
used to export products to the nation’s ports and
international ports. The 9’ channel hinders transportation.

2. America’s waterways infrastructure and barge
transportation help farmers compete in the global
marketplace.

Tammaria LaGrant

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Encourages adding an increase of 3’ to the channel depth,
which would reduce congestion on highways, greenhouse
gases, fuel consumption, and road repairs.
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Sharon Lawson

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways. Additional benefits will accrue to recreation, flood
control, wildlife conservation, and fishing.

Gerald W. Majors

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

1. Arkansas ranks near the top of states with navigable inland
waterways capacity.

2. Waterways infrastructure helps keep the United States
globally and regionally competitive.

Laure May

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. The Tulsa port of Catoosa is the largest, most inland port in
the nation and serves every state west of the Mississippi.
2. Barge transportation is the cleanest mode of transportation.

Clay McGeorge

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. Water transportation moves commerce more cost
effectively with less fuel and less pollution.

2. Barge transportation provides an environmentally attractive
shipping option because of its high-volume capacity,
minimum cargo handling, and safety record.

3. Strongly support and encourage the development of a 12’
channel.

Joann D. McGeorge

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. The Arkansas River is the most economical way to move
our farm products out of Jefferson County and to bring in
necessary fertilizer for productive crops.

2. The 9’ channel gives us a disadvantage compared to those

using the Mississippi River.

Encourage the development of a 12’ channel.

4. The stabilized banks produce cleaner water, which benefits
fisherman and recreation on the river.

het
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name Summary of Comment
Marie McGriff Letter supporting of the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Comments include:

1. The McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System is
used to export products to the nation’s ports and
international ports. The 9’ channel hinders transportation.

2. America’s waterways infrastructure and barge
transportation help farmers compete in the global
marketplace.

Margaret Murray Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Comments include:

1. Locations of the McClellan-Kerr Navigation System that
do not have a 12’ channel should be test deepened to see
how a 12’ depth holds.

2. The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of trade
with Louisiana.

3. Strongly support and encourage the development of a 12’
channel.

Mr. and Mrs. Don Mattix

Letter expressing concern over the status of water release from
Copan Dam south along the Caney River. They live south of
Bartlesville, OK and have seen much erosion. The Caney
River bank is only 113’ from the foundation of their home.
High water and flooding of the county roads isolates their
family. They would appreciate any information from this
study that could affect their home.

Mitchell C. Maurer

Letter from avid fisherman and boater supporting the Arkansas
River Navigation Study and the deepening of the MCKARNS
channel to a 12” minimum depth. This will increase barge
carrying capacity, which will reduce emissions, congestion,
and noise by having fewer trucks on the highways. The study
will also address better methods to control high river flows,
reducing navigation restrictions and enhancing wildlife and
recreation activities on the MCKARNS.

Dennis Phillips Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Comments include:

1. River provides jobs and investments.
Future increases in volume of cargo moving through the
nation’s ports.

3. Support of 12’ channel to maximize foreign and domestic
trade.
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Carol Roland

Written comment criticizing flow management and dams on
the Arkansas River. Discussed how her property, located
between Kibler and Alma on Highway 162, was damaged due
to flooding from a stream backing up in June 2000. Letter
questions putting recreation before farming and peoples’

property.

Marty Shell 11

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways. Additional benefits will accrue to recreation, flood
control, wildlife conservation, and fishing.

Dwight D. Skaggs

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study and the
deepening of the MCKARNS channel to a 12’ minimum depth.
This will increase barge carrying capacity, which will reduce
emissions, congestion, and noise by having fewer trucks on the
highways.

Karen 1. Skaggs

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with
the following comments. By increasing the depth of the
navigation channel from 8.5 to 11.5’, the capacity of a single
barge would be increased from 58 to 81 truckloads.

This would mean less congestion on the highways, reduced
noise, increased safety and reduced emissions.

Karen Smith Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Comments include:

1. Locations of the McClellan-Kerr Navigation System that
do not have a 12’ channel should be test deepened to see
how a 12’ depth holds.

2. The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of trade
with Louisiana.

3. Strongly support and encourage the development of a 12’
channel.

Malinda Smith Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Comments include:

1. River transportation has a direct impact on the prices
consumers pay for the things they buy.

2. A 12’ channel is necessary if barge transportation is to be
competitive with other modes of transportation.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-34 Appendix B

Scoping and Comments Summary




Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name Summary of Comment

Jack Story Letter expressing an urgent need to proceed with the 12’
channel depth study because the original locks of the
MCKARNS were built to be utilized with the 12 draft design.
The nation and region loses money and resources every day
that this facility is under-utilized.

Donna Ward Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
Comments include:

1. The Tulsa port of Catoosa is the largest, most inland port in
the nation and serves every state west of the Mississippi.
2. Barge transportation is the cleanest mode of transportation.

Mark Woolsey Oral comment indicating concern for the frequency and
duration of flooding of agricultural lands in Crawford County
(Ozark Pool). Indicated that levees are located upstream and
downstream of his land and that the construction of levees to
protect Crawford County agricultural lands should be
considered.

B.2.2.18 Comment Summary

Issues addressed in the public comments received during the public scoping phase of the
MCKARNS-EIS can be grouped into the following categories:

General government regulatory issues.

Threats to threatened and endangered species and other wildlife / wildlife habitat.
Wildlife habitat enhancement along the MCKARNS.

Benefits to recreation activities: fishing, hunting, and boating etc.

Concern over loss of riverfront parks and camping areas due to flooding or land acquisition.

AN

Transportation benefits from increased capacity and navigation days on barges which results
in reduced highway congestion and road repairs.

7. Economic benefits from increased capacity on barges; increase in navigation days; increase
in jobs and public and private investments; benefits to trade and industry; and reduced fuel
consumption.

8. Pollution reduction: barges produce lower air emissions and less noise pollution compared
with truck and train transportation.

9. Concern over current or potential flooding and loss of agricultural land and private and
public property.

10. Increased flood control on the MCKARNS as a result of the study.
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11. Hydroelectric power losses: releasing water would have a negative effect on hydroelectric
power generation.

12. Water supply losses and water treatment plant losses.
13. Erosion and bank stabilization

14. Increasing the river channel depth from 9’ to 12’.

A total of 119 comments were received during the public scoping phase of the Arkansas River
Navigation Study — Phase I EIS. The following table shows the number of comments received in
each category.
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Number of Comments received by Category*
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* Individuals/agencies/groups often had comments about more than one issue and, therefore, the totals above are larger than the number of letters/oral comments

received.
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B.2.3 Public Scoping Period 2

B.2.3.1 Introduction

The USACE invites full public participation in the NEPA process, and promotes both open
communication between the public and the USACE and better decision making. All persons and
organizations that have a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-
income, disadvantaged, and Native American groups, are urged to participate in the NEPA
environmental analysis process. The scoping process is useful in helping the USACE focus the
EIS on issues of importance to the public and other interested agencies and organizations.

Public participation opportunities, with respect to the proposed action that is the subject of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II EIS, are guided by the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for
Implementing NEPA.

The following is a summary of the scoping process that was conducted in support of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II. This
summary describes the scoping process, comments received from the public, regulatory agencies,
and special interest groups/organizations during the scoping period.

B.2.3.2 Public Scoping Meetings

The Public Scoping Meetings utilized a workshop format. The workshop format entailed a 3
hour time period that would provide a flexible schedule to allow the public to learn more about
the project and make comments. The workshop format included a series of “stations” focused on
key elements of the project:

Station 1 Registration & General Information (informational brochure)

Station 2 EIS Process & Proposed Action and Alternatives (series of informational boards)
Station 3 Major Issues (series of informational boards)

Station 4 Written Comments Station

Station 5 Verbal Comments Station (with Video Camera)

Station 6 Exit/Thank You

Each station was staffed with USACE and/or Parsons personnel to facilitate interaction and
information exchange with the public. The informational brochure and boards are included in
Appendices B.1 and B.2.

B.2.3.3 Notification Procedures

The public was notified of the Public Scoping Meetings in the following manner:
e Publication of the NOI in the Federal Register (May 31, 2002).

e Publication of the legal notice for a public scoping meeting. This legal notice was published
approximately 7 to 10 days prior to the meeting date in the following newspapers.
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PAID LEGAL NOTICE PUBLICATION

NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION DATE
Tulsa World Monday May 12, 2003
Muskogee Daily Phoenix Sunday May 11, 2003
Southwest Times Record Monday May 12, 2003

Courier

Sunday May 11, 2003

Arkansas Democrat Gazette

Wednesday May 14, 2003

Pine Bluff Commercial

Wednesday May 14, 2003

Dumas Clarion

Monday May 12, 2003

® Press releases inviting the public to express their views at the scoping meetings were
distributed to local/regional newspapers, television stations, and radio stations.

¢ Announcements (“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 Phase II. The flyers consisted of a description of
the purpose of the meetings including a map to the meeting sites, with an invitation to attend
the meetings and/or submit written comments identifying key issues that should be
considered as part of the EIS. These notices were mailed approximately two weeks prior to
the scheduled scoping meetings.

e Web Page. The USACE maintains a web page that periodically updates the status of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study. Information regarding the date, time, and location of the
Public Scoping Meetings was posted on the web page prior to the meetings. The web page
can be located at: www.swl.usace.army.mil/projmgt/arkriverstudy.html

B.2.3.4 Location, Time, and Date of Meetings
The Public Scoping Meetings were held from 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm at the following locations:

TULSA Monday May 19, 2003

OSU Tulsa Conference Center
B.S. Roberts Room, North Hall 151

700 North Greenwood
Tulsa, OK
FORT SMITH Tuesday May 20, 2003
Latture Conference Center
University of Arkansas — Fort Smith
Grand Ave. & 50" St.
Fort Smith, AR
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PINE BLUFF Wednesday May 21, 2003

Ramada Inn Hotel

Jefferson Room

Two Convention Center Plaza
Pine Bluff, AR

LITTLE ROCK Thursday May 22, 2003

Central Arkansas Library System, Main Library
Darragh Center Auditorium

100 Rock Street

Little Rock, AR

B.2.3.5 Meeting Attendees

Registration cards filled out by public meeting attendees are included in additional appendices
not included in this document but are available on file at the USACE Little Rock District. Public
citizens attending the Public Scoping Meetings, exclusive of USACE personnel, included the
following:
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003.

Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 | May 20, 2003 | May 21,2003 | May 22, 2003
(Tulsa) (Fort Smith) | (Pine Bluff) (Little Rock)
Federal Government

Eckhoff, Don Office of U.S. Representative Brad X

Carson (Oklahoma, District 2)
Pitcock, Jim Office of U.S. Senator Mark Pryor X

(Arkansas)
Lewis, Lindsey U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service X

State Government

Chouinard, Anita Arkansas Dept. of Parks and Tourism X
Carter, Allen Arkansas Game and Fish Commission X X X X
Quinn, Jeff Arkansas Game and Fish Commission X
Ivey, G. Frank Jr. Arkansas Waterways Association X
Garrison, Keith Arkansas Waterways Commission X
Williams, Joyce Arkansas Waterways Commission X
Cheatham, Glen Oklahoma Department of X

Transportation — Waterways Branch
Peek, Marla R. Oklahoma Farm Bureau X
Rousselot, Wade Oklahoma Farm Bureau X
Sivadon, Grant Oklahoma Farm Bureau X
Mathis, Mike Oklahoma Water Resources Board X
Sparks, Terri Oklahoma Water Resources Board X

Local/Regional Organizations

Crider, James V. Economic Development Alliance of X

Jefferson County
Schluterman, Michael | Logan County X
Sloan, Charles Sequoyah County Farm Bureau X
Wood, Fox III Tucker Bottom Farmers Association X
Wood, Regna Lee Tucker Bottom Farmers Association X
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003.

Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 | May 20, 2003 | May 21,2003 | May 22, 2003
(Tulsa) (Fort Smith) | (Pine Bluff) (Little Rock)
Levee Districts
Blankenship, Ronald | Frenchtown Auburn Levee District X
D.
Forst, Adolph B. McLain Bottoms Levee and Drainage X
District Number 3
Schluterman, Bernard | McLain Bottoms Levee and Drainage X
District Number 3
Commercial/Industrial Entities
Shamli, Darel Arkhola Sand and Gravel X
Verkamp, Brian Arkhola Sand and Gravel X
Cosner, Frank A. Consolidated Grain and Barge X
Shell, N. M. “Buck” | Five Rivers Distribution X
II
Smith, Richard INCOG X
Bolton, Kenneth Jeffrey Sand Co. X
McGeorge, Clay Jeffrey Sand Co. X
Wickliffe, Joe Jeffrey Sand Co. X
Hanenstem, G. Johnstons Port 33 X
Taylor, Fred Johnstons Port 33 X
Taylor, Josh Johnstons Port 33 X
Taylor, Steve Johnstons Port 33 X
Hastings, Paul Little Rock Harbor Service X
Metzler, Mike Little Rock Harbor Service X
Alman, Larry Little Rock Port Authority X
Latture, Paul Little Rock Port Authority X
Jansen, Alex Livestock Nutrition Center X
Long, Jack Jr. Logistic Services Inc., Port of Little X
Rock
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003.

Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 | May 20, 2003 | May 21,2003 | May 22, 2003
(Tulsa) (Fort Smith) | (Pine Bluff) (Little Rock)
Cruse, Lester Magnolia Marine Transport X
Harden, Phyllis Pine Bluff Sand and Gravel X X X X
McGeorge, Scott Pine Bluff Sand and Gravel X X X X
Bratton, Don Pine Bluff Sand and Gravel Co. X X
Newpapers/Television
Popa, John KPOM - TV X
Loftis, Scott Pine Bluff Commercial X
Levy, Larry Tulsa Daily Commerce X
Environmental Organizations
Wood, Jim Arkansas Wildlife Federation/Yell X
County Wildlife Federation
Thompson, Michael Oklahoma Bass Federation X
Individual Citizens/Farms
Beck, Albert Self X
Bedford, Keith Self X
Beilke, Marilyn Self X
Campbell, Marsha Self X
Carruth, Howard Self X
Cosner, Tom Self X
Crawford, David Self X
Didion, Maureen Self X
Gamble, Eloise P. Self X
Gamble, Othel Jr. Self X
Hanley, Mike Self X
Hanley, Rachel Self X
Harrison, John Self X
Hayes, Paul B. Self X
Henry, J. L. Jr. Self X
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003.

Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 | May 20, 2003 | May 21,2003 | May 22, 2003
(Tulsa) (Fort Smith) | (Pine Bluff) (Little Rock)
Herman, Forst Self X
Hill, F. J. Jr. Self X
Horan, Patrick Self X
Johnson, Foster S. Jr. | Self X X
Johnson, Jesse Self X
McGeorge, Brian Self X
McGeorge, William Self X
Monn, Steve W. Self X
Moore, Robert Self X
Owens, Frank Self X
Patterson, James N. Self X X
Patterson, Lynn Self X
Perry, Doris Sharp Self X
Rambo, Harold A. Self X
Rambo, Mike Self X
Ray, Jim D. Self X
Replogle, Blake Self X
Roberson, Gayle Self X
Roberson, Karen J. Self X
Rogers, Tony Self X
Rummage, Matilda Self X
H.
Schluterman, Self X
Kenneth J.
Sheffield, David Self X
Sheffield, Dick Self X
Stafford, Charles S. Self X
Stafford, Charley P. Self X
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003.

Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 | May 20, 2003 | May 21,2003 | May 22, 2003
(Tulsa) (Fort Smith) | (Pine Bluff) (Little Rock)
Stanton, Robert Self X
Stroub, Joe T. Self X
Stuart, Jack Self X
Thompson, L. E. Self X
Werschky, Carl and Self X
Sue
Dill, Ed Self (Ed Dill Farms) X
Gamble, Mike Self (Gamble Farms) X
Gist, Jim Self (J & K Farms) X X
Patterson, Jamie Self (Mud Town Farms Inc.) X
Roberson, Tommy Self (Roberson Farms) X
Joe
Robson, Joe Self (Robson Ranch) X
Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-45 Appendix B

Scoping Summary




B.2.3.6 Agency Coordination Meetings

Agency coordination meetings were held in Tulsa, Oklahoma and Little Rock, Arkansas
approximately 2 months following 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 a brief welcome and introduction, a Powerpoint presentation giving an
overview of the Arkansas River Navigation Study and describing scoping requirements for the
Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II EIS, followed by a questions and answer period.
USACE staff was present, representing relevant project disciplines to answer questions.

B.2.3.7 Notification Procedures

Invitations were sent to Federal Agencies in Arkansas and Oklahoma. The notification letters
were prepared and mailed by USACE Little Rock District staff. Notifications were mailed
approximately two weeks prior to the meetings.

B.2.3.8 Location, Time, and Date of Meetings

Agency Coordination Meetings were held as follows:

Tulsa, Oklahoma Tuesday July 15, 2003
9:30 am to 12 pm
Conference Room No. 464 (4™ Floor)
Federal Office Building
1645 S 101° East Ave.
Tulsa, Oklahoma

Little Rock, Arkansas Wednesday July 16, 2003
9:30 am to 12 pm
Conference Room No. 4507, (4th floor)
Federal Office Building
700 West Capitol
Little Rock, Arkansas

B.2.3.9 Meeting Attendees

Agency personnel attending the meetings, exclusive of USACE personnel, included the
following:
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AGENCIES ATTENDING AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS

July 15, 2003 — USACE Tulsa District

Weber, Stephen

Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality

Cheatham, Glen

Oklahoma Department of Transportation — Waterways
Branch

Hyler, Randy

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation

Ridge, J.D.

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation

Mathis, Mike

Oklahoma Water Resources Board

Kannady, David

Southwestern Power Authority

Robbins, George

Southwestern Power Authority

Elsener, Steve

USDA/NRCS

Collins, Ken

USFWS — Tulsa, Oklahoma Ecological Services Field
Office

Stark, Richard

USFWS — Tulsa, Oklahoma Ecological Services Field
Office

July 16, 2003 — USACE Little Rock District

Robison, Jay

Arkansas Department of Economic Development

Leonard, Bob

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission

Quinn, Jeff

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission

Brand, Phil

Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department

Imhoff, Steve

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program

Osborne, Cindy

Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission

Schmader, Jim

U.S. Coast Guard

Harney, Marge

USFWS — Conway, Arkansas Field Office

Lewis, Lindsey

USFWS — Conway, Arkansas Field Office

B.2.3.10 Summary of Scoping Comments

Issues addressed in the public comments associated with the public scoping phase of the EIS can

be summarized by the following categories:

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Local agencies

Elected Officials

Interest Groups

Commercial / Industrial Groups
Citizens
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B.2.3.11 Federal Agencies

Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies

Name Summary of Comment
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Letter outlining concerns identified at the Little Rock,
Service — Conway, Arkansas | Arkansas Agency Coordination Meeting and recommendations
(Alan J. Mueller, Field on measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for potential
Supervisor) impacts of the project.

Species concerns included the following:

1) Further channelizing of the river and reducing

2)

1y

2)

backwater flows may impact the interior least tern
island nesting habitat. Actions that should be
considered include:

A) continued dike notching

B) creation of islands using dredged material

C) stockpile large volumes of dredged material for

future island restoration

Loss of shoal habitat may impact paddlefish and
sturgeon populations. If main channel flows are
increased by channelization, there may be increased
siltation that would adversely affect water quality and
fish spawning. In addition, there may be a reduction in
backwater flows, increased channel turbidity, reduced
backwater turbidity, increased vegetation in backwater
areas, loss of gravel habitat, decreased gravel
recruitment, and loss of spawning habitat. Actions that
should be considered include:

A) continued dike notching

B) long-term monitoring of species and habitat

C) strategic placement of chevron dikes

Habitat concerns included the following:

Channel incision and the recession of backwater
shallows could occur. This could dry up backwater,
oxbow, and shallow water areas. Also, headcutting of
tributaries could increase. Actions that should be
considered include:
A) habitat and fluvial geomorphologic monitoring
over time
B) use hydrologic models to avoid/minimize
impacts
C) use a seasonally deeper channel rather than a
year-round 12-foot channel
Cumulative effects from the combined impact of
increased dredging on the White River and other
projects along the White River could exacerbate
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Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies

Name
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existing problems. The additional and continual
alteration of hydrology are altering the water quality
and biology of the system. Actions that should be
considered include:

A) predictive models should reveal the number of
navigation days that already meet or exceed 12
feet. Determine the amount of maintenance
dredging necessary to maintain a 12-foot
channel.

B) in the event that the completion of the
Montgomery Point Lock & Dam achieves a 12-
foot channel in the Arkansas Post Canal and
lower White River, no additional dredging
would be necessary.

Effects Assessment and Mitigation included the following:

1) The effects this project will have on fish communities,
fluvial geomorphology, and peripheral aquatic habitat
are uncertain. Their significance will not be able to be
predicted until they have already occurred. Therefore,
practical pre-project studies should be performed to
assess species composition, habitat associations and
trends, and water quality to provide baseline
information. Long-term monitoring will be necessary
and measures should be developed that would monitor,
prevent, minimize, mitigate, and correct for project
impacts throughout the life of the project. Actions that
should be considered include:

A) findings of current least tern and paddlefish
population studies and proposed paddlefish and
fisheries habitat studies should be considered in
the project design.

B) long term monitoring will be necessary to
determine need for mitigative measures.
Biological monitoring stations should be
established along the river, potentially at
USACE undeveloped parks.

2) Only intensive monitoring of the river will identify
impacts in time to implement corrective measures.
Corrective actions may include reducing maintenance
dredging, reducing the 12-foot navigational season,
additional habitat restoration, and/or project reversion.

A) biological monitoring stations should be
established.
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B) closed and underdeveloped USACE parks along
the river should be set up as biological
monitoring stations, nature areas, riparian
buffers, and recreational areas. They
recommend USACE commit to assist with
operations and maintenance of a biological
monitoring program.

C) if monitoring is not instigated, a less efficient,
haphazard approach to identify and mitigate for
project impacts would be used.

The Service appreciates these early coordination efforts and
looks forward to working with USACE staff on this project.

B.2.3.12 State Agencies

Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Game & Fish Letter expressing that the following issues should be addressed
Commission regarding the creation of a 12-foot channel within the

(Scott Henderson, Director) MKARNS:
1) effects on wetlands, uplands, fish habitat, and wildlife
habitat,
2) spoil discharge/placement if dredging is required,
3) effects on user access to the system,
4) mitigation features available if fish and wildlife habitat
is destroyed or altered,
5) restoration features of presently degraded fish and
wildlife habitat,
6) maintenance of developed fish and wildlife features,
7) amount of dredging required to construct and maintain
the deeper channel,
8) positive and negative effects on
endangered/threatened/candidate species.
They state that the Arkansas Game & Fish Commission and
USACE have cooperated well in the past and they are looking
forward to working with USACE on this project.
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(Michael D. Gibson, Chief of
Fisheries)

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Game and Fish The following comments are provided based on the
Commission interagency meeting held to discuss the Arkansas River

Navigation Study — Phase II:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

7)
8)

A National Ecosystem Restoration plan should be
developed for the study that would identify
opportunities for backwater restoration and dike
notching.

A fisheries study should be conducted for this project.
It would examine the amount of shallow, slow water
habitat available to fishes at various flows.

Impacts of dredging on the amount of gravel substrate
available for fish spawning should be discussed.

The Arkansas River Navigation Study — Phase 11
should address how a 12-foot channel would impact
backwaters, including old river cutoffs and dike field
habitats.

They would like to arrange a meeting to discuss
impacts to ecologically sensitive areas.

Impacts of increased barge activity on fish populations
should be addressed.

A freshwater mussel survey should be conducted.
They request a copy of maps showing proposed
dredging sites.

They look forward to working with USACE on this project in
order to improve fish and wildlife resources on the MKARNS.
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(Michael D. Gibson, Chief of
Fisheries)

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Game and Fish The following comments are provided based on the
Commission information provided at the November 19, 2003 Arkansas

River Navigation Study Feasibility Scoping Meeting:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

9)

They encourage development of a National Ecosystem
Restoration Plan at 100% federal expense.

Impacts to river access should be addressed in the EIS.
Specifically sedimentation of access areas.

Address how backwaters will be impacted and
mitigated. Determine pre- and post-project rates of
backwater sedimentation.

Address impacts of increased barge traffic on fish
populations.

They request location of proposed and existing
dredging sites, substrate composition, quantity of
dredged material, dates, and existing and proposed
disposal sites.

Evaluate moving navigation channel to existing deeper
areas, such as near mouth of Mulberry River.

Evaluate potential for head cutting in tributaries.
Mutually agreed upon contractor should perform
mussel survey from Dardanelle Dam to mouth of
Arkansas River.

Reduce impacts of dredging, especially in dike fields
improved by dike notching, by following
recommendations in Dr. Tom Buchanan’s report
entitled “An Evaluation of Dredging Within the
Arkansas River Navigation System, Volume V —
Effects Upon the Fish Population, Publication No. 47.”

10) A meeting should be arranged between Jan. 19-30,

2004 to discuss Little Rock District fisheries study
details.

Arkansas State Highway and
Transportation Department
(Robert L. Walters, Chief
Engineer)

Letter expressing concern over the following issues:

1)

2)

3)

Deepening the channel via dredging may cause bridge
foundations to become vulnerable to scour.

This would also reduce the vertical clearance, change
the point of application of barge impact on a pier, and
reduce the effectiveness of existing pier protection.
Additional piers may become vulnerable to barge
impact and the approach embankment protection may
be compromised.

Channel widening would reduce the horizontal
clearance to a pier and may cause bridge foundations to
become vulnerable to scour.
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Arkansas Waterways
Association
(G. Frank Ivey, Jr.)

Written comment enthusiastically supporting a 12-foot
navigation channel within the MKARNS.

Arkansas Waterways
Association

(Harvey Joe Sanner,
President)

Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II
with the following comments:

1) In Arkansas, more than 95%, and in Oklahoma, more
than 88%, of the navigation channel is already of
sufficient depth to accommodate vessels with 12-foot
drafts.

2) Barge tows are more than eight times more fuel
efficient than over-the-road trucks and more than two-
and-one-half times more fuel efficient than rail
transport. Fuel efficiency translates to dramatic
reductions in air pollution in terms of particulates and
greenhouse gasses.

3) Increased barge shipping capacity will result in less
wear and tear on highways and fewer truck or rail
accidents resulting in environmental damage.

4) Only economically robust economies can afford to fund
environmental studies, research, and projects to protect
the environment.

5) Both inbound and outbound shipments from Arkansas
businesses and industry would become more
economically viable due to a 43% increase in shipping
capacity.

6) Significant shipments of road building materials, rock
and sand, are shipped on the MKARNS, and the
resulting savings in shipping costs would accrue to
taxpayers.

Additionally, current benefits provided by the MKARNS to
business commerce, hydropower, and recreation are listed.
They believe the study will demonstrate that the cost/benefit
ratio of the project will be very positive and that the project
will generate environmental, economic, and social benefits far
into the future.
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3)

4)

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Waterways Letter strongly supporting increasing the depth of the
Association MKARNS channel to 12 feet for the following reasons:
(Harvey Joe Sanner, 1) Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft would increase
President, and G. Frank Ivey, cargo capacity on barges by 43%
Jr., Executive Director) 2) MKARNS already has a 12-foot channel in 95% of the

Arkansas portion and 88.5% of the Oklahoma portion.
A 12-foot channel would make the river compatible
with the lower Mississippi and with the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.

Farmers in six states will be able to compete globally
by more efficiently exporting their products.

Barge transportation is the most environmentally
friendly transportation, emitting 35-60% fewer
pollutants into the air than locomotives or trucks. River
transportation also creates no noise pollution and
creates 10 times less emissions than trucks and 2 %2
times fewer than trains.
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(Keith E. Garrison, Executive
Director)

Agency Summary of Comment
Arkansas Waterways Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase 11
Commission with the following comments:

1) In Arkansas, more than 95%, and in Oklahoma, more
than 88%, of the navigation channel is already of
sufficient depth to accommodate vessels with 12-foot
drafts.

2) Barge tows are more than eight times more fuel
efficient than over-the-road trucks and more than two-
and-one-half times more fuel efficient than rail
transport. Fuel efficiency translates to dramatic
reductions in air pollution in terms of particulates and
greenhouse gasses.

3) Increased barge shipping capacity will result in less
wear and tear on highways and fewer truck or rail
accidents resulting in environmental damage.

4) Only economically robust economies can afford to fund
environmental studies, research, and projects to protect
the environment.

5) Both inbound and outbound shipments from Arkansas
businesses and industry would become more
economically viable due to a 43% increase in shipping
capacity.

6) Significant shipments of road building materials, rock
and sand, are shipped on the MKARNS, and the
resulting savings in shipping costs would accrue to
taxpayers.

Additionally, current benefits provided by the MKARNS to
business commerce, hydropower, and recreation are listed.
They believe the study will demonstrate that the cost/benefit
ratio of the project will be very positive and that the project
will generate environmental, economic, and social benefits far
into the future.

Oklahoma Department of
Transportation

(Phil Tomlinson, Cabinet
Secretary of Transportation)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
Phase II because he believes a 12-foot draft along the
MKARNS would return many times the initial cost in
economic and environmental benefits. The decrease in
hydrocarbon emissions would be obvious. He encourages
USACE to move forward with this project as expeditiously as
possible.
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Oklahoma Department of
Transportation — Waterways
Branch

Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II
with the following comments:

1) In Arkansas, more than 95%, and in Oklahoma, more
than 88%, of the navigation channel is already of
sufficient depth to accommodate vessels with 12-foot
drafts.

2) Barge tows are more than eight times more fuel
efficient than over-the-road trucks and more than two-
and-one-half times more fuel efficient than rail
transport. Fuel efficiency translates to dramatic
reductions in air pollution in terms of particulates and
greenhouse gasses.

3) Increased barge shipping capacity will result in less
wear and tear on highways and fewer truck or rail
accidents resulting in environmental damage.

4) Only economically robust economies can afford to fund
environmental studies, research, and projects to protect
the environment.

5) Both inbound and outbound shipments from Arkansas
businesses and industry would become more
economically viable due to a 43% increase in shipping
capacity.

6) Significant shipments of road building materials, rock
and sand, are shipped on the MKARNS, and the
resulting savings in shipping costs would accrue to
taxpayers.

Additionally, current benefits provided by the MKARNS to
business commerce, hydropower, and recreation are listed.
They believe the study will demonstrate that the cost/benefit
ratio of the project will be very positive and that the project
will generate environmental, economic, and social benefits far
into the future.

Oklahoma Farm Bureau
(Wade Rousselot)

Written Comment favoring the deepening and widening (where
necessary) of the MKARNS channel in order to increase
tonnage moved up and down the river. Suggested quarries as
one possible dredge disposal site. He hopes channel widening
will not further deteriorate the shaky relationship rural
Oklahoma has with EPA concerning endangered species.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-56 Appendix B

Scoping Summary




Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
Oklahoma Farm Bureau Written Comment supporting the improvement and deepening
(Marla Peek) of the channel because MKARNS is important to the

agricultural industry in Oklahoma. She expressed concern
about raising the water level because there would be increased
flooding of valuable farmland. She offered her assistance in
setting up a local outreach meeting, if needed.

State of Oklahoma, Secretary
of Agriculture
(Terry L. Peach)

Letter supporting deepening the MKARNS channel to 12-feet
because it will facilitate further benefits to Oklahoma’s
agricultural industries. Each year over 1 million tons of wheat
travels from Oklahoma to New Orleans for shipment to other
countries. Over 1.7 million tons of fertilizer reaches farmers
via the navigation system. He believes deepening the channel
will increase the system’s efficiency and usefulness for larger
barge traffic and that this will allow the system to realize its
fullest potential.
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Waterways Advisory Board — | Letter supports the Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase II
Oklahoma Department of with the following comments:
Transportation

1) In Arkansas, more than 95%, and in Oklahoma, more
than 88%, of the navigation channel is already of
sufficient depth to accommodate vessels with 12-foot
drafts.

2) Barge tows are more than eight times more fuel
efficient than over-the-road trucks and more than two-
and-one-half times more fuel efficient than rail
transport. Fuel efficiency translates to dramatic
reductions in air pollution in terms of particulates and
greenhouse gasses.

3) Increased barge shipping capacity will result in less
wear and tear on highways and fewer truck or rail
accidents resulting in environmental damage.

4) Only economically robust economies can afford to fund
environmental studies, research, and projects to protect
the environment.

5) Both inbound and outbound shipments from Arkansas
businesses and industry would become more
economically viable due to a 43% increase in shipping
capacity.

6) Significant shipments of road building materials, rock
and sand, are shipped on the MKARNS, and the
resulting savings in shipping costs would accrue to
taxpayers.

Additionally, current benefits provided by the MKARNS to
business commerce, hydropower, and recreation are listed.
They believe the study will demonstrate that the cost/benefit
ratio of the project will be very positive and that the project
will generate environmental, economic, and social benefits far
into the future.
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Summary of Comment

Arkansas-Oklahoma Port
Operators Association
(Brian Verkamp, President)

Letter strongly supporting a 12-foot channel along the
MKARNS that would enable shippers to increase cargo
capacity, improve efficiency, and regain a competitive edge in
the world transportation market. They enclosed a copy of a
Resolution adopted by their Board of Directors expressing
support of a 12-foot channel on the MKARNS. Reasons for
their support include:

1) MKARNS has brought $5-million in federal and
private investments, many jobs, and an expanded tax
base in Arkansas and Oklahoma.

2) Commodity shipments on the system reached a plateau
in 1998.

3) A 12-foot channel means up to a 43% increase in cargo
capacity in each barge and would increase efficiency of
the MKARNS.

4) A 12-foot channel would not cause a need for physical
change to the existing locks and dams.

5) More than 95% of the Arkansas portion and 88% of the
Oklahoma portion already has a 12-foot channel.

McClaine Bottom Levy and
Drainage District

(Bernard J. Schluterman,
Board Member)

Written comment opposing raising the water level in the
MKARNS. Rising water would create additional ponds and
sloughs, limiting the amount of land that can be farmed. This
also opens more area for the breeding of mosquitoes. The river
is even now too close to the levy at Stations 408 and 427 and
increasing the water table would heighten this problem. He
supports dredging the river to create a 12-foot channel.

Stations 408 and 427 may be ideal locations to pump the
excess dredged material.

Muskogee County Farm
Bureau

Letter supporting a 12-foot draft channel along the MKARNS,
if it is cost effective. He does not support raising the pool

(Claybourn Seward, elevation levels within the MKARNS. This would be

President) devastating for thousands of acres of farm land along the river
and tributaries.

OSU Extension Written comment opposing any change in water levels or river

(Tony Yates) flow because of their affects on agriculture production and

crop land acreage.
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2)

3)

4)

Agency Summary of Comment
Spiro Mounds Email correspondence expressing concerns about the proposed
Archaeological Center changes to the MKARNS. His concerns are as follows:
(Dennis Peterson, Historic 1) Deepening the channel 3 feet will impact subsurface
Property Manager) and shoreline environments. The massive increase in

siltation due to intensive, long-term dredging would be
detrimental to shellfish and other bottom-feeding
animals. Siltation within the impoundments would
greatly change the gate and dam clearing process.
Extracting dredged material that is older than most
channel sediments and that has higher concentrations of
heavy metals and contaminants from upstream
industries could cause contamination of the land
surrounding the areas where this material is deposited.
If pool height is increased, flooding would occur more
often and would increase costs to USACE and local
land owners.

A pool elevation increase would also impact
fluctuations of the lakes and tributaries of the river.
This increase in fluctuations would negatively impact
water quality, plant communities, and archaeological
resources which are already impacted and unmitigated
by USACE. The Arkansas River basin is extremely
rich in historic and prehistoric sites and pool changes
would directly damage these fragile and non-renewable
resources.

He requests notification of any changes in the river that would
impact the site of the Spiro Mounds Archaeological Center.
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Administrator)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The City of Fort Smith Letter objecting to raising the Arkansas River pool elevation or
(Van W. Lee, Director of a combination of dredging and raising the pool elevation for
Engineering and Floodplain | the following reasons:

Any increase in the water level at Fort Smith would
reduce the capacity of the existing drainage systems
and increase local flooding within the city

Any increase in the base flood elevation (BFE) would
increase the flooding potential and subsequently
insurance rates to owners of structures which were
constructed at or above the BFE in compliance with
FEMA regulations.

Several residential structures and possibly several
municipal facilities, such as parks and recreational
areas, would experience flooding more frequently at
lesser flows

The impact of raising the water level in the river on the
P Street wastewater treatment plant discharge is
uncertain and would require further study

Raising the pool level would potentially reduce the
available head at the Lee Creek dam hydropower
facility, resulting in reduced power generation.

A rise in river water level would cause groundwater to
rise in adjoining lands. This could potentially cause
additional sanitary sewer line and pump station failures.

In evaluating dredging as an alternative, the city’s wastewater
effluent line from the Massard wastewater treatment plant that
discharges upstream of Lock & Dam 13 should be considered.

Directors)

The Economic Development | Letter supporting the deepening of the MKARNS to 12 feet.
Alliance of Jefferson County | He believes this will significantly increase the barge tonnage
(Ted N. Drake, Board of handled by the river system.
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(James V. Crider, Executive
Director)

Agency Summary of Comment
The Pine Bluff/Jefferson Letter praising USACE in the maintenance of the MKARNS
County Port Authority over the past 30 years. They strongly support channel

dredging in order to increase the depth of the channel to 12 feet
for the following reasons:

1) The current 9-foot channel may be restricting growth
by limiting towboat loads.

2) A 12-foot channel would maximize trade with Mexico
and growing worldwide markets.

3) The Arkansas River already has a 12-foot channel in
88.5% of the Oklahoma portion and 95% of the
Arkansas portion.

4) Lock chambers were built to accommodate a 12-foot
channel.

5) A 3-foot draft increase would provide a 43% increase
in cargo capacity per barge, thus justifying the
cost/benefit ratio.

They do not support raising water level elevations due to
subsequent flooding of homes adjacent to Pool #4 in Pine
Bluff.

Tucker Bottom Farmers
Association
(Fox Wood III, President)

Letter strongly opposing raising the water level within the
MKARNS, especially along Tucker and Redland Bottoms
below the Kerr Lock & Dam. Due to bad weather and
unfavorable markets, it would take very little to push their
members into bankruptcy. Raising the water levels will put
thousands of additional acres at risk for flooding.

They support dredging the river to allow for deeper draft
vessels, although they question who will be paying for
dredging and maintenance of the 12-foot channel.

They attached a document that outlines agricultural losses from
floods on the Arkansas River. In addition to these losses, there
are many additional consequences of flooding that are not
included within this document.

B.2.3.14 Elected Officials

Summary of Comments received from Elected Officials

Name Summary of Comment
Adair, Larry E. Letter supporting a 12-foot channel along the MKARNS
Oklahoma House of because it would greatly help commerce in Oklahoma and
Representatives increase its competitive edge in the international market place.

Eighty plus percent of the channel is already 12 feet deep and
the cost to complete the project would not be excessive.
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Bradford, Jay
State of Arkansas
House of Representatives

Letter stating that thousands of jobs in Jefferson County,
Arkansas would not exist without the MKARNS. He
encourages USACE to deepen the system’s channel to 12 feet
because economic benefits to the region would be substantial.
The project is especially feasible because most of the Arkansas
River is already 12 feet deep so a comparatively small amount
of dredging would be required.

Henry, Brad
Governor of Oklahoma

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
Phase II because he believes a 12-foot draft along the
MKARNS would demonstrate a cost/benefit ratio that is very
positive and would increase economic activity for the state of
Oklahoma. The resulting decrease in hydrocarbon emissions
would make this an environmentally friendly project. He
encourages USACE to move forward with this project as
expeditiously as possible.

Jones, Jack
(Jefferson County, Arkansas
Judge)

Letter supporting a 12-foot channel along the MKARNS
because it is critical to keeping Arkansas and Jefferson County
globally competitive and economically sound.

Nickles, Don
United States Senate

Letter opposing any effort that involves raising the river level
of the MKARNS because it will do untold damage to
surrounding farms. Instead, he would encourage dredging as
the method to achieve a 12-foot draft authorization in
Congress.

B.2.3.15 Interest Groups

Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
(Jim Wood, Chairman)

Email correspondence expressing confusion about the
application of the NEPA process to each phase of the Arkansas
River Navigation Study separately rather than as one
connected activity. In order for them to adequately represent
their interests and understand NEPA boundaries for scoping,
they need a thorough understanding as to how USACE plans to
separate Phase I and I EIS’s based on 40 CFR 1500-1508
procedural guidance. The Arkansas River Navigation Study
has become confusing due to the following:
1) Addresses flow regime and navigation channel
enlargement
2) Conducted by both Little Rock and Tulsa Districts
3) Mixed up with the previous Arkansas River Land
Impact Study (1990)
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4) Additional 49,410 acre flood easement
acquisition/expanded in 1993 to include Arkansas
River tributary streams
5) 1997 Report — Effects on the Environment From the
Operation of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River
Navigation System.
In addition, he requests a copy of the Declaration of Intent for
the Arkansas River Navigation Study — Phase II.

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
(Jim Wood, Chairman)

Email correspondence questioning whether the lower
Mississippi River is authorized to maintain a 12-foot draft
navigation channel, as stated on the scoping meeting flyers.

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
Yell County Wildlife
Federation

(Jim Wood, Chairman)

Letter expressing the following concerns regarding the
Arkansas River Navigation Study — Phase II:

1) In preparing these comments, they relied upon NEPA
procedural guidance at 40 CFR 1500-1508, ER 200-2-2
USACE supplement to CEQ guidance, ER 1105-2-100
Planning Principles and Guidelines along with some
other regulatory guidance.

2) The USACE’s two-phase, separate EIS approach for
studying the same interrelated resource is confusing
and may not be appropriate under the NEPA process.

3) The precise measure of the interrelationship between
resource impacts studied in Phase I and Phase II should
be quantified and included in an Appendix to the EIS.

4) They question whether raising pool elevations would
meet the NEPA test of qualifying as a realistic
alternative due to the unavoidable interactions with
property rights.

5) The public scoping material limits the Phase II EIS to
evaluating impacts resulting from deepening the
channel, whereas the Expedited Reconnaissance Study
(1999) identified a broader array of 8 proposed
alternative solutions for the water resource and
navigation problems along the MKARNS.

6) Current USACE Arkansas River water flows are
regulated solely to meet navigation needs, despite being
declared as a “multi-use waterway”. This water
management strategy is part of the No Action
Alternative and should be quantified and thoroughly
described in the EIS analysis.

7) A copy of all navigation industry complaints, cited in a
1999 Reconnaissance Report to support need for
channel enlargement/deepening, should be included in
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the EIS appendix. In addition, the EIS should provide
(for the last 10 years) dates, duration, and site-specific
barge traffic shutdowns and describe how each
situation was affected by channel depth.

8) Alternatives evaluated should describe accounting
formulas used to establish all data supporting flowage
easement needs resulting from deepening the channel.
Each affected land parcel should be specifically
identified and consequences described.

9) How much will the $ per ton mile cost to maintain and
provide a 12-foot channel increase or decrease?

10) A past 10-year barge tonnage analysis should be
developed that compares changes to shipping levels or
growth in demand displayed in % of inbound and
outbound commodities for all types of transportation
modes.

11) Specific analysis of affects to farmland, private owned
wildlife habitat, various wetland types, base floodplain
functions, and state-owned Wildlife Management Areas
should be included in the EIS.

12) What additional dredging would be required to
maintain a 12-foot channel and how will adverse
dredging impacts to the aquatic food chain be
quantified and in-kind mitigation provided that fully
compensates for the impacts?

13) The model used for the economic analysis should be
validated, reliable, and fully documented through
USACE Independent Technical Review Process.
Modeling must account for loss of mode where
transportation is shifted away from truck/rail to water.

14) The EIS should provide evidence supporting the
declared assumption that 12-foot draft barges will be
more compatible with other connected parts of the
inland waterway system. The Mississippi River
channel, although authorized for 12 feet, actually
continues to be maintained at a 9-foot draft.

15) What will be the cost sharing arrangement for funding
of the project and what agency will assure that
mitigation compensates for adverse impacts?

16) How will the least tern and other endangered species be
impacted and how will impacts be mitigated?

17) Channel enlargement/deepening impacts upon each of
the recently planned or completed environmental
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restoration projects (dike notching, etc.) should be
discussed.

18) Any increase in the White River entrance channel
dredging regime must be considered a Phase II expense
in the EIS economic analysis. A cumulative impact
analysis must address the Mississippi River
scouring/lowering trend of the White River entrance
channel and future costs it poses to 12-foot channel
maintenance.

19) What criteria or decision-making rationale being used
on the Arkansas River deepening proposal would also
apply to the White River navigation feasibility study
now being developed?

Arkansas Wildlife Federation | HR 2557, Sec. 5024, that authorizes construction of the 12-foot
(Jim Wood, Chairman) channel within the MKARNS, short-circuits the current on-
going Arkansas River Navigation Study — Phase II and EIS
alternative selection process. They urge USACE to alert
Congress that this proposed legislation conflicts with NEPA

regulations.
Arkansas Wildlife Federation | Letter commenting on issues discussed at the Nov. 19, 2003
(Jim Wood, Chairman) Arkansas River Study Feasibility Scoping Meeting. Issues

discussed in the letter include pre-feasibility study
Congressional authorization of a 12-foot channel, water quality
issues including contaminants in dredged material and
sedimentation, biological assessment issues such as
endangered species and impacts to the aquatic food chain,
National Economic Development (creating unfair competition
to those companies located along 9-foot channels, assessing
transportation demand, and willingness of port owners to
deepen facilities to 12 feet), flood control vs. flow regime
management, and independent review (to ensure project is not
biased towards special navigation interests).

The letter concludes by stating that many unanswered
questions remain regarding how impacts will be determined
and whether USACE can objectively apply the study process to
all interests. They stress that recent special navigation interest
actions attempted to derail the study through congressional
authorization of the 12-foot channel.
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Interest Group

Summary of Comment

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
(Jim Wood, Chairman)

Email correspondence to USACE headquarters asking for
clarification about what measure of influence navigation
special interest production of HR 2754, Sec. 136 (authorization
of 12-foot channel) influences the ability of USACE to meet
General Flowers 2001 White Paper Directive (that USACE
will not favor any special interest) and full compliance with the
NEPA process.

B.2.3.16 Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Arkansas Electric
Cooperative Corporation
(Andrew Lachowsky, Senior
Planning Engineer)

Letter stating they are an electric generation and transmission
cooperative engaged primarily in the business of providing
wholesale electricity to its rural electric distribution
cooperative members. They have invested over $325 million
in three hydroelectric generating plants on the Arkansas River.
They believe that deepening the MKARNS channel via
dredging and widening the Verdigris River channel would
have no impact on flows or net head at the Arkansas Electric
plants and thus would not impact power generation.
Deepening the channel via raising pool elevations has the
potential to directly affect generation at Dams No. 9 and 13,
either positively or negatively, at Arkansas Electric plants,
depending on whether net head increases or decreases. Raising
the pool at Dam No. 2 would increase power generation at the
plant and have economic benefits to Arkansas Electric and
ultimately to 420,000 consumers in Arkansas.

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation is willing to
provide any information that USACE may need to assist in
analyzing affects on hydropower plants.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

B-B-F Oil Company, Inc.
(William L. Ferren, Chairman
of the Pine Bluff/Jefferson
County Port Authority

Letter praising USACE in identifying and addressing the needs
on the Arkansas River. He supports deepening the MKARNS
channel to 12 feet for the following reasons:

1) The Arkansas River already has a 12-foot channel
along 88.5% of the Oklahoma portion and 95% of the
Arkansas portion.

2) This task will improve the economy along the
MKARNS.

They are available to support USACE on this project.

Consolidated Grain & Barge
(Frank A. Cosner)

Written comment supporting dredging to maintain a 12-foot
channel in the Arkansas River for the following reasons:

1) A deeper channel would contain more volume in times
of excess flows and local flooding could be prevented
to some extent.

2) Water shipper freight could be cut by 1/3 and this
benefit could be passed on to farmers by way of better
shipping prices.

Five Rivers Distribution
(N.M. “Buck” Shell II)

Written comment supporting a 12-foot navigation channel on
the Arkansas River. Benefits include:

1) 43% increase in transportation at a low cost.

2) Environmental benefits include less trucks and rail cars
(one barge load = 60 truck loads and 15 rail cars) which
means reductions in air pollution in terms of
particulates and greenhouse gases.

3) A 12-foot channel would make the Arkansas River the
same depth as the Mississippi River channel.

Jeffrey Sand Company
(Joe Wickliffe, President)

Letter strongly supporting the Arkansas River Navigation
Study — Phase II for the following reasons:

1) The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of
trade with Louisiana, where Mississippi River barge
cargo is shipped to and from oceangoing vessels.

2) In order to be compatible with the lower Mississippi
River and to ensure that economic potential is realized,
MKARNS must be authorized to a 12-foot channel
depth.

3) MKARNS already has a 12-foot channel in 88.5% of
the Oklahoma portion and 95% of the Arkansas
portion.

Johnston Enterprises
(Lew Meibergen, President)

Letter stating that he is in full concurrence with the comments
of the Oklahoma Waterways Division and strongly supports
deepening the MKARNS channel to 12 feet.
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Group

Summary of Comment

President/General Manager) 1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Logistic Services Inc. Email correspondence supporting a 12-foot channel along the
(Jack Long, Jr., Vice MKARNS in order to be competitive for future growth.

The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of
trade with Louisiana, where Mississippi River barge
cargo is shipped to and from oceangoing vessels.

In order to be compatible with the lower Mississippi
River and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, MKARNS
must be authorized to a 12-foot channel depth.
MKARNS already has a 12-foot channel in 88.5% of
the Oklahoma portion and 95% of the Arkansas
portion.

Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft will allow barge
users to transport 43% more cargo per barge.
According to the EPA, towboats emit 35-60% fewer
pollutants than locomotives or trucks and river
transportation creates almost no noise pollution.

1)

2)

3)

Mitchell Machinery Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
(Jett Mitchell) Phase 1II for the following reasons:

Commodities shipped by users through Arkansas and
Oklahoma are distinctly disadvantaged by a 9-foot
channel along the MKARNS since the Lower
Mississippi and the Intercoastal Waterway are
authorized to 12 feet.

Lock chambers at locks and dams on the MKARNS
were built to accommodate a 12-foot channel so no
physical modifications would be required.

Deeper draft would allow larger cargo capacities per
tow.

He hopes this project will move forward as quickly as possible.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

(Bryce Mobley, President)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Mobley Construction Letter supporting a 12-foot channel depth on the MKARNS
Company, Inc. based on the following information:

One estimate has our nation’s ports handling triple the
current volume by 2020.

A 12-foot channel is consistent with the connecting
Mississippi River, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, and
international markets.

Costs are minimal since 95% of the Arkansas portion
and 88% of the Oklahoma portion already have a 12-
foot channel.

A 3-foot depth increase would gain about 43% in cargo
capacity per barge. This efficiency increase would
stimulate the economy and improve air quality.

The Russellville area is near to obtaining authorization
for a slack water harbor as part of a true intermodal
transportation center and industrial park. Increasing the
channel depth would make economic growth in this
area more likely.

1)

2)

3)

4)

Ozark Transportation Letter in support of the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
Company, LLC Phase II for the following reasons:

The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of
trade with Louisiana, where Mississippi River barge
cargo is shipped to and from oceangoing vessels.

Since the Lower Mississippi and the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway have a 12-foot channel authorization, users
of the MKARNS are severely disadvantaged by a
channel of only 9 feet.

The Arkansas River has an estimated capacity of 35-45
million tons per year but has currently reached a
plateau of 12 million tons due to the restrictive 9-foot
channel

Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft with 43% increase
in cargo capacity per barge would increase economic
benefits to local communities, plus it would contribute
to the nation’s economic recovery as commerce is
moved more cost effectively saving energy and
reducing pollution.
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Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel
Company

(Phyllis Harden, Executive
Assistant)

Letter supporting a 12-foot navigation channel on the
MKARNS for the following reasons:

1) Since the opening of the MKARNS in 1971, this $2
billion federal investment has attracted another $3
billion in public and private investments, some fifty
thousand jobs and world trade.

2) The importance of river commerce to Arkansas and
Oklahoma can be seen by the volume and value of
trade with Louisiana, where Mississippi River barge
cargo is shipped to and from oceangoing vessels.

3) Since the Lower Mississippi and the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway have a 12-foot channel, users of the
MKARNS are severely disadvantaged by a channel of
only 9 feet.

4) If costs of river transportation are reduced, there would
be increased economic activity for the entire region.

5) Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft with 43% increase
in cargo capacity per barge could insure the Arkansas
River is not included in funding cuts for underutilized
rivers.

6) More than 95% of the Arkansas portion and 88% of the
Oklahoma portion of the Arkansas River already have a
12-foot or greater channel depth.

7) The lock chambers at the locks and dams were built to
accommodate a 12-foot channel, so no physical
modification would be necessary.

Please proceed with the 12-foot channel study in the most
expeditious manner possible.

Simmons First National
Corporation

(J. Thomas May, President
and Chief Executive Officer)

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
Phase II. He believes that the potential returns will far
outweigh the costs, especially since only approximately 5% of
the riverbed impedes passage of vessels loaded to a 12-foot
draft. Three additional feet of draft would increase cargo
capacity by 43% per barge and thus improve the efficiency of
our national transportation system.
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Southwestern Power
Resources Association
(Ted Coombes, Executive
Director)

Email correspondence stating that they represent the rural
electric cooperatives and municipally-owned electric systems
in six states that purchase the hydroelectricity generated at 24
USACE multipurpose projects, 8 of them along the MKARNS.
They would like to be kept informed of the progress on both
phases of the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

To the extent that navigation can be improved without
negatively impacting other authorized purposes of the
MKARNS, they endorse the goals of the study. Deepening the
MKARNS channel through dredging would appear to have the
least impacts on hydropower and other project purposes that
depend on storage in the reservoirs of the region. Deepening
the channel by raising pool elevations could impact
hydropower because of the increased flows necessary to
support higher pool elevations. They encourage USACE to
work closely with Southwestern Power Administration as the
study proceeds, and they should make use of readily available
actual market prices for energy when quantifying any impacts
on the hydropower purpose.

They can foresee no impacts to hydropower from widening the
Verdigris River channel.

They believe it would be a grave mistake to provide a 12-foot
channel for only part of the MKARNS.

The Strong Company, Inc.
Larry Porter, President

Letter supporting a 12-foot channel and the addition of the
Montgomery Point construction along the MKARNS. They
are an Arkansas business that imports a key raw material. A
12-foot channel would assure that they can receive and ship
without low water impacting receipt and delivery of products.
They do no support raising water levels in the Pine Bluff
navigation pool as they believe this pool is already 12 feet
deep.
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Group

Summary of Comment

Trish Ferrell Photography
Greater Pine Bluff Chamber
of Commerce Transportation
Committee

(Roy W. Ferrell)

Letter praising USACE in the maintenance of the MKARNS
over the past 30 years. Pine Bluff has benefited tremendously
from commercial activity on this waterway. He strongly
supports channel dredging in order to increase the depth of the
channel to 12 feet for the following reasons:

1) The current 9-foot channel may be restricting growth
by limiting towboat loads.

2) A 12-foot channel would maximize trade with Mexico
and growing worldwide markets.

3) The Arkansas River already has a 12-foot channel in
88.5% of the Oklahoma portion and 95% of the
Arkansas portion.

4) Lock chambers were built to accommodate a 12-foot
channel.

5) A 3-foot draft increase would provide a 43% increase
in cargo capacity per barge, thus justifying the
cost/benefit ratio.

Western Kentucky
Navigation
(Cecil D. Duncan)

Email correspondence supporting a 12-foot channel depth on
the MKARNS because it will increase the economic
development of the region by allowing major grain exporters to
use the system as an alternative to the aging upper Mississippi
system. He praises USACE for its past involvement in
enhancing many of the United States waterways systems.

B.2.3.17 Citizens

Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Beck, Albert

Letter that supports a 12-foot draft channel on the Arkansas
River, but only if dredging is the alternative selected. If
navigation pools are raised, existing gas wells and equipment
will be in jeopardy and future development would not be
possible. He would like to be informed of future decisions
regarding this project.

Boatright, Danny

Email correspondence expressing concerns that the Arkansas
River Navigation Study will make a straight ditch out of the
Arkansas River and will destroy the ecology of the river
system. If this is the case, he disagrees with the project. He
requests more information about the project.
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Bolton, Kenneth

Letter strongly supporting the Arkansas River Navigation
Project — Phase II for the following reasons:
1) The number of miles one ton can be carried per gallon
of fuel is 514 miles by barge, 202 miles by rail, and 59
miles by truck
2) A 12-foot channel would make MKARNS compatible
with the lower Mississippi River
3) Lock chambers and depths over sills would require no
physical modifications in accommodating a 12-foot
channel.

Bratton, Don

Written comment supporting al2-foot channel along the
MKARNS for the following reasons:

1) It will increase the efficiency of moving bulk
commodities and will reduce “greenhouse gases” by
moving more cargo on less barges.

2) Surveys indicate that most of the channel is already 12
feet deep. Where dredging is required, dredged
material can be used to create Interior Least Tern
islands.

3) Less barges on the system will positively impact other
uses of the waterway, such as fishermen and
recreational boaters.

4) The useful lives of the locks would be extended by
fewer lockages for fewer barges.

Brown, Edward A.
Campbell, Chris
Campbell, Jim
Davis, Curt R.
Davis, Donna
Deaton, Bill
Deaton, Randy
Deaver, Bill
Deaver, William
Gregory, David
Gregory, James
Gregory, Kelli
Gregory, LaVonna
Gregory, Rusty
Martin, William
Moore, Nick
Pettingill, Randy
Walter, Hal

Letter opposing raising the Arkansas River pool elevations due
to potential increased flooding. They farm and depend on
occasionally flooded farmland between Ormond and Toadsuck
Locks and Dams for income and way of life.
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Cosner, Tom

Written comment from a farmer/rancher/independent gas
producer that supports dredging as the best option for
increasing the depth of the MKARNS. He believes that more
efficient navigation on the MKARNS would benefit the
farmers.

Dill, Ed — Ed Dill Farms

Written comment expressing concern about flooding and the
loss of farmland. He farms 1500 acres above and below Lock
18 along the Verdigris and its tributaries. Says it would
probably put him out of business if the pool level was raised 3
feet. He hopes another alternative can be found.

Faulkner, Brenda

Letter strongly supporting the Arkansas River Navigation
Project — Phase 1II for the following reasons:
1) The number of miles one ton can be carried per gallon
of fuel is 514 miles by barge, 202 miles by rail, and 59
miles by truck
2) A 12-foot channel would make MKARNS compatible
with the lower Mississippi River
3) Lock chambers and depths over sills would require no
physical modifications in accommodating a 12-foot
channel.

Foster, W.F. Email correspondence stating that they live at Island Harbor in
Pine Bluff on the Arkansas River and they oppose raising the
water levels in the MKARNS. They do support dredging to
increase channel depth.
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Gieringer, Wallace A.

Letter strongly supporting a 12-foot navigation channel along
the MKARNS because of the following beneficial
environmental impacts:

1) Minimal dredging will be required to achieve a 12-foot
channel since 95% of the Arkansas portion and 88% of
the Oklahoma portion of the MKARNS already has this
depth.

2) Dredge disposal material can be used to strategically
place least tern islands that will improve river habitat.

3) Notching of dikes will greatly enhance game fish
spawning habitat and fishing access.

4) Bank stabilization will maintain channel alignment,
preventing erosion.

The efficiency of the navigation system will increase due to a
43% increase in cargo capacity per barge.

1) This increased efficiency will stimulate the local
economy and allow for a more competitive position in
world trade. This will aid in the nation’s economic
recovery.

2) A 12-foot channel would allow the nation to realize the
potential invested in the $5-billion MKARNS.

Gregory, David
(David Gregory & Sons
Farms)

Email correspondence opposing deepening the MKARNS
channel via raising pool elevations. They farm between
Ormond Lock & Dam and Toadsuck Lock & Dam and already
are frequently flooded. They depend on these lands for income
and way of life.

Harrison, John

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level in the MKARNS because high water would negatively
affect the cattle crossings over a stream on his property. He
believes raising the water level 2 feet would severely slow the
rate of runoff and that there are already plenty of wildlife on
his land, such as deer, raccoons, coyote, beaver, etc. Dredging
the MKARNS would have the least impact on the
environment, adjacent farm land, and recreation. Spoil could
be used to create dikes or for fill.

Hester, Vernon

Letter in support of deepening the MKARNS channel via
dredging. He opposes widening the Verdigris River channel
because it would encroach upon his property. According to his
property survey, he owns, and pays taxes on, part of the county
road, the levee, and the Verdigris River. USACE does not
want to pay him for this property that they took. He enclosed a
copy of a Uniform Certificate from the Oklahoma Land Title
Association and the title page of his abstract.
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Hill, Fred

Written comment supporting the deepening of the channel for
commerce and to increase the capacity of the MCKARNS for
flooding.

Horan, Patrick

Written comment discussing the possible adverse impacts of
the study including the following:

1) The proposed raising of the depth of the river by 3 feet
would have negative impacts on the adjacent riverside
lowlands including parks such as the Holla Bend
National Wildlife Refuge.

2) Many communities and landowners alongside the
Arkansas River would oppose raising the river depth to
3 feet.

3) He would want to know the cost of maintaining and
operating a 12-foot draft channel as opposed to the
existing 9-foot draft channel. Is the project
economically feasible?

4) Will the water quality decline because of continuous
dredging to maintain a 12-foot channel and will it still
be considered a viable water supply option for Arkansas
River valley communities?

5) Will this project adversely affect hydropower
generation?

He also indicated opposition to the Pine Mountain Dam / Lees
Creek project.

Horan, Patrick

Oral comment — Same as above

James, Barton C.

Email correspondence stating he has a home in Swan Lake on
the Arkansas River. Questions whether USACE has done a
study on how changing the depth of the river would affect
home owners along the river and requests a copy of the study.
He asks USACE to consider the impact this would have on
residents, such as flood insurance, increased duration of floods,
etc.

Johnson, Foster S. Jr.

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level in the MKARNS because it would potentially cause more
of his land to flood. He supports dredging the channel.

Johnson, Foster S., III

Written comment supporting the Arkansas River Navigation
Study if increasing the depth of the MKARNS would not
impact private land owners in any way. He does not want
flooding on his land or the government to take any of his land
away. He would support dredging if the spoils would be
deposited on land the government already owns.
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Johnson, Robert

Written comment expressing opposition to anything that would
affect private land owners along the Arkansas River. He does
not want any flooding, regulations, or government ownership
of more land.

McGeorge, Clay

Letter strongly supporting the Arkansas River Navigation
Project — Phase II for the following reasons:
1) The Arkansas River has an estimated navigation
capacity of 35-45 million tons per year but has reached
a plateau at 12 million tons. The restrictive 9-foot
channel is preventing growth.
2) Gaining an additional three feet of draft would provide
a 43% increase in cargo capacity per barge.
3) Lock chambers and depths over sills would require no
physical modifications in accommodating a 12-foot
channel.

McGeorge, Scott

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study —
Phase II. He recollects that the 12-foot channel effort began
with an official from Tyson Foods, the number one
manufacturing employer in the state of Arkansas, stating that
Tyson could only bring underloaded barges of corn to the
Arkansas River due to the 9-foot channel. A 12-foot channel
would provide additional cargo capacity of 43% over the 9-
foot channel.

He asks that the fuel savings in gallons of diesel fuel and the
reduction in greenhouse gases in tons that would be brought
about by the project be calculated and included in the study.
He states that USACE is very important to the country, as
manufacturers such as Whirlpool look to the river to bring in
the steel they use. The more economically the river can bring
in raw materials, the better chance jobs will be retained in the
United States. He attached a list of several of the largest
employers in Arkansas, noting those that rely on the river for
economical transportation.

He urges that the project be rapidly concluded since it is
already more than 90% complete.

Moreland, Bart III

Letter strongly opposed to deepening the MCKARNS channel
via raising the pool elevations. When USACE secured
easements on his land, he was told it was a flood easement to
deal with “crisis situations”. He did not agree to long term
flooding of his property. His land would be of little value for
farming, etc. if water levels on the river are raised. Please
consider other alternatives besides raising the pool elevations.
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Owens, Frank

Written comment supporting a 12-foot depth along the
MKARNS. He then states that 3 additional feet of water
would give them problems in the Island Harbor Addition.

Patterson, J.C.

Letter that supports a 12-foot draft channel on the Arkansas
River, but only if it is economically justified and dredging is
the alternative selected in Arkansas. Dredging would have no
adverse impacts, whereas raising pool levels could be a
catastrophe for the environment and adjacent land owners. He
believes that silt should be contained where it currently is
within small lakes such as Courthouse Slough. He would like
to be apprised of future decisions regarding this project.

James Patterson

Oral comment supporting dredging along the MKARNS
because he would like to see the area receive the benefit of
tonnage. He owns a large amount of farmland within the
floodplain of the MKARNS and would oppose raising the pool
levels 3 feet because of flooding. He believes that if silt is kept
out of the channel and dredged material can be used to build
habitat for animals, than dredging would be good for everyone
involved. He would like to be apprised of future decisions and
information regarding this project.

Patterson, Jamie

Letter that supports a 12-foot draft channel on the Arkansas
River, but only if dredging is the alternative selected. Much of
his family’s land is in the flowage easement of Pool 12. When
the easement was taken, he was told to expect “occasional”
flooding. He believes that flooding has become more frequent
and of longer duration than expected, due to management for
hydropower generation.

He believes that if the river level is raised, his land will be
permanently flooded and he should be compensated for his
losses. In addition, widening the navigation channel would
require more expensive maintenance dredging.

As more data becomes available and decisions are made, he
would like to be informed.

Perry, Doris Sharp

Written comment supporting dredging to deepen the
MKARNS channel to 12 feet. She also believes that the banks
along the river should be stabilized to reduce erosion of
farmland.
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Robson, Joe — Robson Ranch

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level in the MKARNS because it would potentially cause
flooding on his farmland. He owns land in the Big Bottom of
the Verdigris River, Wagoner and Rogers County. He fully
supports navigation in the MKARNS and any enhancements
that would not create flooding problems. Due to storm water
from development upstream of Salt and Adams Creek,
flooding will increase on his land regardless of the project, but
would be exacerbated by raising the pool level in the
MKARNS.

Ross, Robert

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level within the MKARNS. This would cause more flooding
of the river and tributaries of the Arkansas River and thus
impact his farmland in the Arkansas River bottoms at Webbers
Falls, Oklahoma. He would prefer that the channel be dredged
to obtain a 12-foot draft.

Schluterman, Michael

Written comment opposing raising the water level in the
MKARNS. Rising water would create additional ponds and
sloughs, limiting the amount of land that can be farmed. This
also opens more area for the breeding of mosquitoes. The river
is even now too close to the levy at Stations 408 and 427 and
increasing the water table would heighten this problem. He
supports dredging the river to create a 12-foot channel.

Stations 408 and 427 may be ideal locations to pump the
excess dredged material. He believes that higher water may
weaken the levee, also.

Sheffield, David

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level in the MKARNS for the following reasons:

1) The Webber Falls river pool level greatly influences the
water table under the land that he farms in Ft. Gibson,
Oklahoma. At times when the river is running high, he
experiences soil saturation even when there has been no
precipitation.

2) The already slow drainage rate will be further
decreased.

3) Some of his property would likely become unusable if
the pool level is raised.

4) Current erosion problems will increase.

He believes that geotube jetties filled with dredge material
could be used in his area.
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Sheffield, Dick

Written comment questioning whether the benefits of
increasing tow capacity are greater than the costs of the
proposed alternatives. If so, he supports deepening the river
channel for the following reasons:
1) Navigation efficiency will increase.
2) The amount of flowage will increase during high water
flows.
3) Dredged material used as dikes would benefit adjacent
land areas.
4) These dikes could be designed for hay production.
5) Some of the dredged material could be used on county
roads.
He does not want use of dredged material to create wildlife
habitat to increase nuisance wildlife species such as deer,
coyotes, beavers, etc. These species are already out of control
in many areas.
He strongly opposes raising the water levels in the MKARNS
for the following reasons:
1) Slower drainage from the fields.
2) It will raise the water table making fields dry even
slower than they already do.
3) Bank erosion on river and tributaries will increase.
4) It will decrease amount of water flow when river and
tributaries are at maximum flow.
5) Mosquito and other insect populations may increase
due to wetter floodplain areas.

Sloan, Charles A.
(Sand Town Farms)

Written comment opposing raising the river water level
because he would lose the land that he farms to flooding. He
supports dredging where needed, and he believes that some of
the banks need to be stabilized to control erosion.

Stafford, Charley D.

Written comment expressing concern about raising the water
level in the MKARNS because it would potentially cause
additional flooding of his farmland. He maintains that Salt and
Coal Creeks currently hold more water year round than before
the channel was built. Therefore, they drain slowly and raising
the water level in the MKARNS would cause more flooding
from these creeks.

He submitted two photographs taken May 18, 2003 of
agricultural flooding near Lock & Dam 18.
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Stephens, Neal

Letter supporting a 12-foot draft channel along the MKARNS
for the following reasons:

1) The 9-foot channel limits river traffic coming onto the
Arkansas System from the 12-foot Mississippi River
channel.

2) 95% of the Arkansas portion and 88.5% of the
Oklahoma portion of the MKARNS already have 12-
foot channels.

3) With a little adjustment, the MKARNS can continue to
grow and help this region compete with the rest of the
nation’s waterways.

4) He urges that USACE will quickly move forward with
the EIS.

Stroub, Joe T.

Written comment asking the following questions:

1) Will the project cause additional flooding over the
original hydrology and would this be outside the scope
of the original project?

2) Will additional land be acquired?

3) Will there be disposal easements?

4) What is the time line of the project?

Thompson, L.E.

Letter supporting a 12-foot draft channel along the MKARNS
because the system is currently only carrying 12 million tons
of cargo per year with a capacity for 36 million tons per year.
A 3-foot channel depth increase would increase capacity of
barges by 40% with virtually the same towing cost and this
would improve efficiency of the system and increase the
economic value to the region.

He believes that this project should be constructed in a way
that the end result is positive for all of the waterway users and
improves the environment. Therefore, the project should be
considered pool by pool; dredging, raising the water level, or
leaving alone where appropriate. If the upper end of the
project is not suitable for a 12-foot channel, the entire project
should not suffer.

Werschky, Carl and Sue

Written comment stating that if the water level of the Arkansas
River is raised, every hard rain will produce flooding of their
farm land and their expensive irrigation system. This
additional burden could end their farming operation as well as
many others in the area. In addition, they have installed
drainage ditches that would no longer work if the river water
level is raised. They ask USACE to consider other options to
improve navigation on the system.
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name Summary of Comment

Wilson, Neil A written comment expressing that he missed the scoping
meetings and would like to know what impact the proposed
12-foot channel would have on agriculture use and flood
control on specific properties in Oklahoma.

B.2.3.18 Comment Summary

A total of 85 comments were received during the public scoping phase of the Arkansas River
Navigation Study — Phase II EIS. Issues addressed in the public comments received during the
public scoping period can be grouped into the following categories:

1. Threats to threatened and endangered species and other wildlife / wildlife habitat, including
water quality issues.

2. Wildlife habitat enhancement and maintenance along the MCKARNS.

3. Concern over loss of riverfront parks, boating access, and camping areas due to flooding or
land acquisition.

4. Economic benefits from increased capacity on barges; increase in navigation days; increase
in jobs and public and private investments; benefits to trade and industry; and reduced fuel
consumption.

5. Compatibility of MKARNS with 12-foot channel on lower Mississippi River and the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.

6. Pollution reduction: barges produce lower air emissions and less noise pollution compared
with truck and train transportation.

7. Concern over current or potential flooding, government land acquisition, and/or channel
widening causing loss of agricultural land and private and public property.

8. Concern about dredged material disposal sites.
9. Use of dredged material for additional dikes, fill, or wildlife habitat.
10. Concern that costs of deepening/maintaining the channel will outweigh benefits.

11. Hydroelectric power losses: reducing available head at hydropower facilities would have an
impact on power generation.

12. Water supply losses, water treatment plant losses, sanitary sewer line and pump station
failures.

13. Erosion and bank stabilization.

14. Most of the MKARNS channel depth is already at 12 feet and lock chambers were built to
accommodate a 12-foot channel.

15. Dredging and/or channel widening may increase vulnerability of bridges and piers.
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16. Overlap between Arkansas River Navigation Study Phase I and II and NEPA procedural
concerns.

17. Bias in the study towards special interests.
18. Underused capacity of MKARNS.

The following table shows the number of comments received in each category.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-84 Appendix B
Scoping Summary



®10],

<

30
21

36

74

181

SNV A Jo Loedes pasniopuny 8|

sysexayur [e10ads spreamo) Apnis oy ur serg /L[

SUISOU0Y [BINPIO0IT VAN PUE [ PUT | 358Ud
ApmS uonNeSIABN JOARY SeSUBYIY Usamiaq de[roaQ 91

SISTQ PUE SI5PII] JO ANIEISUNA
9seaIoul Aew SUTUSPIM [QuUUBYD JO/pue JuISpai( ‘S

[euueyo
100J-Z ] & 9JepOWIWIOddE 0) J[ING dIoM SIOqUIBYD JOO[ pue
109§ [ Apearfe st yidop [ouueyo SNV MIA 2 JO IS0 “¢1

25

uonezI[Iqe)s Jueq pue UOISOIT ‘¢

SaIM[Te} UONE]S aUWNd pue Jul[ JoMmaS ATeIIUES
‘sasso[ jue[d Juounean 19jem ‘sassof Ajddns 1018 M 7T

TOTTEIOUSS JoA0T JOBdWT PIIOA SSNITOe) JOAMOTOIPAY
e peay 9[qe[reAr SUIONpal :sassof Jomod J11o9[Q0IpAH 1

STAUR] USTIAITIO [[TA [SUUBD
oy Sururejurewr/3uruadaap JO SISO Jey) UIDUOD) (O

Jeyqey ofIpim
IO ‘T[Y ‘SSYIP [EUONIPPE IO [BIId)EWI PASPaIp JO S °6

10

[esodsIp [erIojetw pagpaip JNOQe UIAOU0D) ‘S

K1adoid o1qnd pue syeand pue pue [einnoLge
JO SsO[ Sursned JuruopIm [Quueyd Jo/pue ‘uonisinboe puey
JUSWUIIAOS ‘FUIPOO[J [e1U0d JO JUILIND JOAO UIIOUOD) “/,

27

37

uoneyodsuen
urex) pue yonn s pareduros uonnyjod 9SIou SS9[ pue
SUOISSTUIQ ITe I9mO] 2onpoid sagreq :uononpax uonnjod ‘9

13

KemIaye A\ [eISeodenu] JINL) oY) pue JOATY IddISSISSIA] JoMOo]
UO [oUUBYD 100J-Z WIM SNV N Jo Lniquedwo) ¢

11

uondwnsuod [ony paonpal

pue ‘Ansnpur pue open) 03 SIJUSq ‘SIUAUNSIAUL dJeALd

pue o1iqnd pue sqof ur aseaour ‘sAep UONeBIIABU UL 9SBIIOUL
¢so31eq uo Ajoeded pPasLaIoUT WOIJ S)JOUaq JTWOUOIH ‘f

14

12

42

TONISINDOE PUE[ JO SUIPOO[J OF SN SEale SUTaued
pue ‘ssadoe Suneoq ‘sspred JUOIJIOALL JO SSO[ JOAO UIOUOD) °¢

SNAVIIN
9y} SuoTe 9OUBUUILW PUE JUSTUAOUBYUD JBIIqey JIPIIM T

—

1e)IqRY/QJIPIA IOYIO puUE SA10ds F %9 I 03 SIaIYL, [

1

3
1

1

Number of Comments received by Category*

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Local Agencies

Elected Officials
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* Individuals/agencies/groups often had comments about more than one issue and, therefore, the totals above are larger than the number of letters/oral commentS
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B.2.4 Public Scoping Period 3

B.2.4.1 Introduction

The USACE invites full public participation in the NEPA process, and promotes both open
communication between the public and the USACE and better decision making. All persons and
organizations that have a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-
income, disadvantaged, and Native American groups, are urged to participate in the NEPA
environmental analysis process. The scoping process is useful in helping the USACE focus the
EIS on issues of importance to the public and other interested agencies and organizations.

Public participation opportunities, with respect to the proposed action that is the subject of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study Combined Phase EIS, are guided by the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for
Implementing NEPA.

The Arkansas River Navigation Study was originally a two-phase project. Phase I concentrated
on river flow management aspects while Phase II focused on deepening and widening the
Arkansas River navigation channel. Comments from the public, government agencies, and
private organizations during the Phase I and Phase II public scoping periods were key in the
decision by the USACE to combine the two phases into a single comprehensive EIS addressing
all the issues of the navigation study. The following is a summary of the scoping process that
was conducted in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Combined Phase
Arkansas River Navigation Study. This summary describes the scoping process and comments
received from the public, regulatory agencies, and special interest groups/organizations during
the scoping period.

B.2.4.2 Public Comment Period

Because public scoping meetings were held for both Phase I and Phase II of the Arkansas River
Navigation Study EIS, no meetings were held for the combined phase. A third scoping period is
being held, though, to address the combined EIS. 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 public was notified of the Public Comment Period in the following manner:

e Publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to combine Phase I and Phase II into one EIS in the
Federal Register (July 16, 2004).

¢ Announcements (“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 Combined Phase. The flyers consisted of a
description of the purpose of the combined phase and the public comment period, with an
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invitation to submit written comments identifying key issues that should be considered as
part of the EIS. These notices were mailed on approximately the same date that the NOI was

published.

e Web Page. The USACE maintains a web page that periodically updates the status of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study. The date that the NOI was published in the Federal
Register for was posted on this site. The web page can be located at:
www.swl.usace.army.mil/projmgt/arkriverstudy.html

B.2.4.3 Summary of Scoping Comments

Issues addressed in the public comments associated with the public scoping phase of the EIS can
be summarized by the following categories:

Federal Agencies
State Agencies
Local agencies
Elected Officials
Interest Groups

Citizens

B.2.4.4 Federal Agencies

Commercial / Industrial Groups

Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies

Name

Summary of Comment

United States Department of
the Interior, National Park
Service

(Ernest Quintana, Regional
Director)

Letter addressing the NOI. The NOI identifies preliminary
issues to be included in the analysis; however, air quality was
not included. The NPS recommends the EIS consider potential
impacts to air quality. These potential impacts should be
considered because air quality is often impacted by dredging
projects and air pollutants are persistent and travel great
distances. Specifically, the document should address impacts
from transport of supplies, equipment, personnel, and the raw
material to and from sites during the construction, as well as
the air impacts from construction/dredging equipment. The
post construction actions, primarily increased boat traffic
should be addressed as they could have a significant long term
impact on air quality.
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B.2.4.5 State Agencies

Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Conservation
Wildlife Conservation
Commission

(Greg D. Duffy, Director)

Letter addressing the following:

1) Increased frequency and duration of flooding in reservoirs
associated with the MKARNS as a result of increased lake
level elevations over longer periods of time could have
negative effects on upland, big game, and migratory bird
habitat. Higher spring and summer pool elevations could also
have detrimental effects on the production of annual wetland
vegetation in seasonal wetlands that provide critical food
resources for waterfowl and other migratory birds. Lake level
management plans should be developed that consider wildlife
benefits.

2) Increased frequency and duration of flooding of agricultural
lease lands could decrease the value of lease to the lessee,
decrease long term revenue of leases, and discourage lessees
from planting wildlife-valuable crops in order to minimize
financial risk.

3) Increased frequency and duration of flooding could
accelerate degradation of habitat types within Wildlife
Management Areas (WMAs and reduce the recovery period
between flood events.

4) The USACE has indicated that decreasing the flow in the
navigation system from 75,000 cfs to 60,000 cfs during certain
stages would ultimately allow for more long-term storage in
the reservoirs associated with the MKARNS. Because lake
levels could increase as a result of decreased flow in the
navigation system, the ODWC recommends that USACE
coordinate with state and federal wildlife agencies to develop
and implement lake level management plans that would benefit
both fish and wildlife. Angler surveys should also be
conducted to assess the economic impacts of these changes for
a period of at least five years. Fish entrainment studies should
be conducted to assess impacts to these systems. These
modifications could affect the morphology and the dissolved
oxygen concentrations in the rivers below the dams and the
affects should be well documented.
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

5) Habitat manipulation could reduce available microhabitat,
refugia, potential food sources for aquatic, terrestrial and avian
species, and decrease habitat diversity due to substrate
homogenization

6) Economically valuable species such as striped bass, walleye
and sauger could be impacted by removal of shoal areas below
the dams. Removal or disturbance of areas utilized by these
species could result in the destruction of the fisheries and have
negative impacts on the local economy.

7) Increased water velocity due to dredging and channelization
in localized stretches could result in head cutting in the
tributary streams which could affect mussel beds in the
Verdigris River and adversely impact species of concern such
as the blue sucker, alligator gar and alligator snapping turtle.
This portion of the river contains a very stable and self-
sustaining population of paddlefish. A self-sustained
population of this species is an important resource and
dredging projects could disturb valuable habitat. Headcutting
could also affect water temperature, which could have
deleterious effects on the trout in the lower Illinois River,
which is a tributary to the Arkansas River. Additionally, these
morphological changes could affect striped bass and walleye
fisheries that occur at the confluence of the lower Illinois River
during the summer months.

8) Habitat modification within the navigation system and
tributaries could have negative impacts on invertebrate
assemblages resulting in the loss of ecosystem services. The
USACE should use invertebrate assemblages to assess impacts
to gravel bars and other habitat types potentially affected by
the project.

9) Seasonal or long term monitoring by the USACE for both
game and nongame species in the MKARNS is an important
mitigation aspect and should be given adequate time for
planning and outlining guidelines for future assessment.
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies

Agency

Summary of Comment

10) Mitigation for the loss of habitat and ecosystem services
should be considered in the EIS. Adequate time should be
afforded to the appropriate state and federal wildlife agencies
so that they can coordinate with the USACE to develop a
meaningful mitigation plan.

11) Threatened (T), endangered (E), or candidate species (C)
that have been known to occur along the Arkansas River have
not been documented by the USACE. These species include
the interior least tern (E), bald eagle (T), piping plover (T),
whooping crane (E), Neosho mucket (C), and Arkansas
darter (C).

B.2.4.6 Local Agencies

Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies

Agency Summary of Comment
City of Ponca City, Email correspondence stating the belief that this EIS would not
Oklahoma (Craig affect the city of Ponca City, Oklahoma. A request was made
Stephenson, Director of to be emailed if this was not the case.
Public Works)

Metroplan

(Mayor Paul Halley, City of
Bryant, President Metroplan;
Jim McKenzie)

Letter from the Metroplan Board of Directors that represents
five counties and twenty municipal governments in the Little
Rock-North Little Rock Metropolitan area. On July 28™ the
Metroplan Board unanimously voted to support the deepening
of the Arkansas River navigation channel to twelve feet from
the mouth to the Little Rock at a minimum. It is believed this
improvement is necessary to get the full economic benefit from
the substantial investment the public has already made in the
MKARNS. By making the Arkansas River compatible with
the Lower Mississippi Rive in terms of depth of navigation
channel, we expect to relieve strained roadway and rail
systems in this region and open the area more fully to
international goods movement through the Port of New
Orleans.
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B.2.4.7 Elected Officials

Summary of Comments received from Elected Officials

Name

Summary of Comment

Office of the Mayor, North
Little Rock, Arkansas
(Patrick H. Hays, Mayor)

Letter stating that the North Little Rock City Council supports
the channel depth of the MKARNS being increased to 12 feet.

B.2.4.8 Interest Groups

Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

Arkansas Wildlife Federation
(Jim Wood, Chairman of
Arkansas River Study
Committee)

Letter proposing the USACE should dispose of the entire
MKARNS Study and start over due to concerns about the
following:

1) Third Scoping Period: USACE’s decision to re-scope and
narrow the entire MKARNS study to focus on only structural
solutions. It seems this decision was made without public
involvement. They propose the USACE conducts an
additional round of public information meetings directed at this
revision of the scope proposal.

2) Expanding Scope to Basin Wide Analysis: Propose
changing the current scope to a more watershed approach. The
current analysis looks at a six segment geographic structure
while they feel that a basin wide analysis is needed. They feel
USACE policy is to use a watershed approach, and Brig. Gen.
Robert Crear’s proposed this as well. Also propose public
meetings (as described in #1) be held at locations within the
Upper Arkansas River Basin in Kansas.

3) Economic Analysis and Accounting Methodolgy: State that
ER 1005-2-100 Planning Principles identify National
Economic Development as, “increases in the net value of those
goods and services that are marketed and also of those that
may not be marketed.” Describe that according to the USACE
the benefits of a deeper channel must be actually marketed or
used in order to be analyzed economically and similarly
developments of additional unused barge capacity should not
qualify as a benefit.

4) Using Van Buren as Flow Model for MKARNS?: Concern
that flow model is flawed because it ties the navigation flow
regime benefits solely to how quick flows can be reduced
below 60,000 cfs at Van Buren, just one location along the 445
miles. They do not believe this meets NEPA’s requirements
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Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

(1502.24 Methodology and Scientfic Accuracy). Also they
believe the model does not consider water quality, endangered
species, fish, wildlife, recreation, public health, wetlands,
floodplain management, or ecosystem restoration.

5) National Ecosystem Restoration: Propose this study to
incorporate all of USACE Environmental Operating Principles
into accounting methodology so that sportsmen and local
sponsors do not have to pay the majority of restoration costs.
Do not believe dredging and disposing of dredge material
should be in any way considered beneficial. Propose that each
dredge disposal site should have an individual NEPA analysis
[NEPA Sec. 102(2)] as supporting documentation for the FEIS
and other review processes.

6) Revision of the Scope/Purpose and Need: Believe that that
two of the proposed actions, flow management at 175,000 and
200,000 cfs would result in landowner lawsuits and would
therefore not be a reasonable alternative as required by NEPA.
Concerned that the USACE is considering proposals that are
incompatible with the design of the Arkansas River System.
Concerned that the use of the Van Buren situation alone for
methodology does not best serve the public interests of all
those along the 445 mile system. Also see Van Buren as a
“bottle neck” where the USACE could address channel
restoration/maintenance at this site instead of the entire
MKARNS. This should be considered in the EIS as a more
cost effective alternative.

7) Updating the Scope of Issues: Propose either a separate EIS
be written for PBS&G Permit No. 06795, or that the USACE
evaluates this quarry situation under each channel deepening
alternative and how the permit is influencing the study. They
are proposing these actions because significant new
circumstances that have arisen. In 2003 information surfaced
as to the success that navigation interests had achieved in
securing congressional authorization to construct a 12-foot
channel along the entire length of the MKARNS (HR 2754,
Sec. 136). This action occurred midway through the
feasibility/EIS development and therefore interfere with the
NEPA process. This action seemed to be primarily driven by
the Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel Company.

8) Inaccurate Information: Concern that the USACE is
providing questionable information regarding the current No
Action situation upon which they base need for modifying

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-92 Appendix B

Scoping Summary




Summary of Comments received from Interest Groups

Interest Group

Summary of Comment

MKARNS. Disagree with the USACE statement (pg 44 BA),
“Commercial navigation on the MKARNS is not possible
when flows are above 100,000 cfs.” Also disagree with
implications about the Lower Mississippi River’s authorized
12-foot draft channel. State that it is only maintained as a 9-
foot channel. Although annually 89% of the time flows are
sufficient to produce a 12-foot channel, during the months of
August through October the percentage drops to 65% of the
time.

9) Endangered Species/Biological Assessment: Concern that
the creation of islands for Interior Least Tern habitat may not
be a practical way to mitigate impacts. Past experience along
the MKARNS found that islands quickly became revegetated
and unsuitable. Island maintenance costs for keeping the
desired habitats must also be considered. Also any revisions of
the scope must ensure that “to the fullest extent possible”
consequences of dredge disposal upon the whole aquatic food
chain is analyzed.

Law Offices of Goodell
Stratton Edmonds & Palmer
(N. Larry Bork)

Letter to remind the USACE that there has been a factual
determination that adequate easements were not purchased for
the operation of Pensacola Dam and Grand Lake O’ The
Cherokees. This determination was made in Dalrymple v.
GRDA in 1998.The USACE is encouraged to always keep in
mind that there are inadequate easements purchased above the
Pensacola Dam. As it is elevating river flow management,
which directly impacts releases from above, many people who
do not have flowage easements on their property are being
flooded because of the operation of Pensacola Dam.
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B.2.4.9 Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Summary of Comments received from Commercial/ Industrial Groups

Group

Summary of Comment

City Corporation,
Russellville, Arkansas
(Craig Noble, General
Manager)

Email correspondence supporting any efforts by the Corps of
Engineers to improve (raise) dissolved oxygen (DO)
concentrations in the Arkansas River near the Dardanelle Lock
and Dam. They would like to move the location of their
discharge for treated municipal wastewater from Whig Creek
to the main channel of the Arkansas River below Dardanelle
Lock and Dam. The EPA recently denied their request for a
permit to do so. They are also concerned about water quality
impacts on the residents and visitors of Russellville.

(Joe Ward, Executive
Director)

Lake Eufaula Associate, Inc.

Letter asking the following questions. Have you done any
studies concerning the impact of the proposed changes on Lake
Eufaula, which is fed by the Canadian River upstream from the
navigation system? How will the proposed changes impact the
conservation pool and water contracts on Lake Eufaula? How
will the changes effect wildlife habitat, the least tern in
particular, and migratory habitats of various birds not to
mention the potential adverse effect on tourism in the region?
The National Geododetic Vertical Datum elevation for Lake
Eufaula is currently set at 585 feet. However, the USACE has
been unable to maintain that pool level for any extended period
of time since the creation of Lake Eufaula in 1964.

B.2.4.10 Citizens

Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name

Summary of Comment

Gregory, G. David

Email correspondence opposing deepening the MKARNS
channel via raising pool elevations or increasing flow. He and
his wife and sons favor the 12-foot channel alternative. They
own and lease 2500 acres of farmland in the area between
Ormond Lock & Dam and Toadsuck Lock & Dam and they
depend on these lands for their income.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-94 Appendix B

Scoping Summary




Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens

Name Summary of Comment
Gregory, David; Gregory, Letter stating that the under signed are opposed to any action
James; Gregory, LaVonna; that would increase the flow of the Arkansas River. They are
Gregory, Kelli; Gregory, in favor of the Flow Management-No Action Alternative and
Rusty; Gregory, Robert opposed to deepening the channel via raising the pool

elevations. They also favor the 12-foot alternative. Flooding
of their properties currently occurs during periods of heavy
rain locally or from areas further upstream with heavy rains or
snow melts. It has stayed at flood level for months at a time.
Concerned about what may happen if the water level is raised,
and they receive heavy rains. They farm this area and depend
on it for their income and way of life. They feel that they,
located between Ormond Lock and Dam and Toadsuck Lock
and Dam, already have floodwater problems and are used as a
holding pool.

B.2.4.11 Comment Summary

Issues addressed in the public comments received during the public scoping phase of the
Arkansas River Navigation Study — Combined Phase EIS can be grouped into the following
categories:

1. Threats to threatened and endangered species and other wildlife / wildlife habitat, including
water quality issues.

2. Concern that some threatened, endangered, or candidate species have not been documented
by the USACE.

3. Impacts to air quality should be considered in the EIS.

R

Concern about potential headcutting, changes in water temperatures, and changes to levels of
dissolved oxygen.

Mitigation for loss of habitat and ecosystem services should be considered.
Concern that scope was too narrow and should be expanded to a basin wide analysis.
Concern over potentially low water levels in lakes.

Concern of potential negative impacts to wildlife and their negative effects on tourism.

A S R

Economic benefits to local industry from increased capacity of barges.

10. Compatibility of MKARNS with 12-foot channel on lower Mississippi River and the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.
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11. Concern over current or potential flooding, government land acquisition, and/or channel
widening causing loss of agricultural land and private and public property.

12. Concern about dredged material disposal sites.
13. Concern that costs of deepening/maintaining the channel will outweigh benefits.
14. Inadequate easements were purchased above the Pensacola Dam.

15. Bias in the study towards special interests.

The following table shows the number of comments received in each category:

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-96 Appendix B
Scoping Summary



1101,

23

S1S0I0)UI [B10adSs spIemo) Apmis o) ur serq ‘G

[weq
B[00BSUQ] 9A0Qe paseyoind a1om sjuowases djenbapeuy § |

'sjijouaq ySromino
I/ [ouueyd oy Sururejurews / Suruadadp JO S3S00 JeY) UIAOUOD) "¢

'S9IS Tes0dSIp [BrI9)ew PaSpaIp INOQe UIDUOY) 7]

‘K11adoid oriqnd pue ojeand pue puef [eInynoLise
Jo ssof Sursned Suruopim [uuRYD JO/pue ‘UONISIboe pue|
JuawIuIoA0S ‘Surpoor [enuelod IO JUSIIND JOAO UIJUOD) T |

"AemIae A\ [RISEOD BIUT JINL) oY) pue ISATY IddISSISSIA
IOMO] UO [2UURYD JOJ-7 [ PIM SNV JO Aiqnedwo) 01

'so31eq Jo
Kyoedeo pasearoul wolj A)snpur [ed0] 0} S}IJOUQ OTWOUOIH "6

"WISLINO} UO $)091J0 aAnesau
JI9Y) pue J1[p[iM 03 syoedwr oAneSau [enusjod Jo uIOUO)

"soye|
ur S[AQ] Jayem ySIy Jo/pue Mo A[[enusjod IOA0 UIOU0D) °/

‘SISATeUR 9pIM UISeq 0)
popuedxa 9q p[noys pue Moireu 00} sem 2dods Jey) UIOU0) ‘9

“PRISPISU0D 9q
PINOYS SIOTAISS WIISAS0I PUE JBIIqRY JO SSOJ J0J UOLBIDIIN 'G

"“U93AXO0 PAAJOSSIP JO S[9AQ] 0 Saueyd pue ‘arnjerodus)
I9)em ur seSueyd ‘Surynopesy [enusjod JNOge UIDUOD)

"SI Y} Ul paIopIsuod aq pnoys Aypenb are 03 syoedwy ¢

—

"HOVSN o £Q PAIUSWNIOP JOU 919M SA10ds H 29 T, SWOS 7

JeIIqey/QJI[P[IM JOYI0 pue SA10ads g 29 [, 03 sjeary], ']

Federal Agencies
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Citizens
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* Individuals/agencies/groups often had comments about more than one issue and, therefore, the totals above are larger than the number of letters/oral commentS
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B.3 DEIS COMMENTS AND COMMENT RESPONSES

Public meetings were held at Little Rock, Arkansas, Fort Smith, Arkansas, and Tulsa, Oklahoma,
on May 3, 4, and 5" of 2005. These meetings were held to solicit public comments about the
DEIS. All oral comments received during these meetings and all written comments received
during the comment period are included in the following pages. The original comment period
April 8 to May 24 was extended to June 23 at the request of the USFWS. This information is
addressed below in five parts:

DEIS Comment and Response Summary Table,

USFWS, AGFC, ADEQ, and ODWC Comments, and USACE Responses,
Key Areas of Concern Identified by Commenters, and USACE Responses,
Transcript of the three DEIS public meetings — including oral comments,
Written comments received during the DEIS comment period.
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DEIS Comment and Response Summary

Affiliation Commercial/Industrial

clzeleelee]ezleelee] e 2 ¢ 65 ¢ ¢ 52 ¢ £ g5 5= 2% 7F ZF iF EF 7 £5F £ £ E B
ElSE|l>r|zx|oo|loo|mm| 2 & 5§ S5 5 E5 Ez = § 23 53 €3 Jg & me ®5 &3 E&L E 3 £ £
Ble 2|l 2l 2lgz2l=s]= & g Q g 3 23 ~% < 5 65 .5 5% o® g wE =% a2as 5232 = gz % 2
Slze |z &2 |2 223 = = < 2= 2 &2 Z_ % £ ¢g 3£ 28 58 T8 g8 55 ®5% I & & &
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SSlzelia|lialiel: s > EE2 ® ZF5 &% 5§ 25 ¥E 5% S §F F s &) & % o

Commenter Name 2 a & 2 2 ¢ = v, = z% = ® 3 £ | Other Substantive Comments  Section Addressed

AcmeManufacturingC()rp_ 62 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11, 5.11, 6.13,7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Bruce Oakley, Inc. 57 (8 A1 e s e e e e e s s e e e s e s s e A B O O [ 4.12,5.12,6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Cornerstone Farm and Gin 117 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Co.

Dal-Italia eo L1 LI I OO OO0 ML g o o o oOoood4d o o0 o oo oo [] L] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11,5.11, 6.13, 7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Five Rivers Distribution 20 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D No response required.

Five Rivers Distribution X2 N e e e e et e s I R O L1 [ [] 4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Great Lakes Carbon LLC 65 LI L O OO OO MU I e e s e e et et e It I D B L] L] 4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11,5.11,6.13,7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

International Chemical 76 UL OO OO OO OO MU I e e s e e et et e It I D B 0 O L] 4.2.2,5.2, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12

Company (economics)

Jantran, Inc. 134 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comment noted. No response required.

Johnston Enterprises 70 UL OO OO OO OO MU I e e s e e et et e It I D B 0 O L] 4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics)

Little Rock Port Authority 5o LU LILT LID) DJ0O) DI WL I e I e 0 I N B I I O o oo o o o L] 0 O L] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7
(infrastructure); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Logistic Services, Inc. 133 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Long, Ed - Johnston's Port 73 L) LIL) LI0) IO I WL g o o o oOoood4d o o0 o oo oo 1 O ] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12

33 (economics)

MidAmerica Industrial e LI IO OO0 OO OO MO g o o o oOoood4d o o0 o oo oo [] L] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11,5.11, 6.13,7.11

Park (sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Norit Americas, Inc. 7 O OO OO OO0 0 &« OO0 o o o ododgno oo-4d o o0 o o OO L] 4.12,5.12,6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Peavey Company o1 UL L O O OO MU I e e s e e et et e It I D B L] L] 4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11,5.11, 6.13,7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel 118 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. 8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological

Company resources - mitigation); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

River System Logistics, 7 U0 OO OO OO OO MO g o o o oOoood4d o o0 o oo oo 1 O L] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12

Inc. (economics)

Russellville Chamber of wo LIV IO OO0 OOy 0 oy oo o o0 o o oo oo L] L] 0O 0 0o 4.8.4,5.8,6.10,7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -

Commerce aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological
resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics)

Solvay Flourides o3 UL UL U0 O OO & O O O o [ I A I e N R U] 10 U] 422,52, 6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11,5.11, 6.13, 7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Story&ASSOCiateS 123 DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. No response required.

Syntroleum Corporation 124 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. No response required.
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Terra Nitrogen

Tulsa Port of Catoosa

Tulsa Port of Catoosa

Venture Coke Company
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4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11, 5.11, 6.13, 7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Addressed in duplicate comment.

8.3.2.1.2, 8.3.2.1.1, Appendix C (biological resources -
mitigation); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 4.11, 5.11, 6.13, 7.11
(sociological); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
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c g3l r|lmx|loo|logo| @ o 2 = = = T @ &~ & 88 w2 Q0FT Z3 EZ T ®5 g3 Sg. £ F 3 g
S e |2 212 3 - = S = o s © o ao 2 =2 = a - &L =9 v cx 2 o ® TUr =x T8 =28 3 S ¢ 5
Elez |12 2% 828138 2% 2 £ E g® &8 48 28 £ % o5 =5 5% 2% FE L% 2% E2 S22 £ g § 2
Sl Zlearleas|eac)las) e = o S = S= == ¢ 8§ SE 2& o8& 2 g8 TE S8 85 B = & & =5
# |2 T T T T T T T T T < = ==t S S 3 5 = = =24 = w =X 3= 2= w 3 = ©» = aQ v
2|zl 222|323 2 2 & 2 EZz Etf E &8 UE =7 %% =% 7 5 g g = o
c 3| xle 2l ol sl 7 v 2 2 <2 e o =0 5‘- ER7 G v v » 4 2 =g 2 @
T a |~z &5 - &5 &g e =g @ “ = I Z ! s Iz | | 2= 3 2
@ ) o I ) 7 Sz ! c ! = — o o o
a a a a a = 2 73 : v =] Other Substantive Comments  Section Addressed
Commenter Name ! - “
Hays, Pat 47 100 OO0 OO0 OO0 ony O Oodd O o o O e A e A L] O] L] 4.7,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics)
Henry, Brad 28 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources -
mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9, 8.3.2.1.2 (recreation and
aesthetics - dike notching/fishing); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics)
Johnson, Burch 96 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Wilkinson, Ed - The 82 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Request Vache Grasse Creek at Funding for the Arkansas River Navigation Study is
Arkansas Senate NM 288 be dredged for limited to navigation channel improvements and
construction of a port and marina. associated mitigation and does not include dredging for
adjacent ports or marinas. The USACE, Little Rock
District Planning Branch should be contacted to discuss
authorities and requirements for this type of proposal.
Affiliation Federal Agencies
clzolzelzelezlezelez]l 2 2 0 ve v =0 =2v © 5 =I5 o 2z SE »T 2T Z@ »Z ZrZ O ¢ B O
Slgs|=E|e=s|l55|2=|5=| &8 & ¢ ¢ 5 5 85 5 £ zZ 2% F£ gz £f Zf ES 32 g3F = § g ¢
c 8 = W @ a O o © o e} o 2z = = = o ® eI o & & e S c = 0 S O c 0% O [l SR = c 2 =T
E S e |2 212 3 - = S = o = D o ao o = e = a - &L =9 v cx 2 o ® TUr =x T8 =28 3 = ¢ 5
Elez|= 82 EBf=E 22 E|E 2 g £ g% ¢ pd =z F 5 of =5 27 %75 &7 vs g3 2 g2 2 ¢ 2 F
= BaviE o & o~ o o~ o~ o & = N = = = 2z c c e 3 £ & 54 — =] [FIRS =5 n g %, = 5
o s < 2= ® I 8 a o R = = 5 8 & o 5] = = =
x| ¥z ]|lTe|lme]|T = < = fg £ E£EF 3E 2 22 22 = EBEZ 32 82 TZ ©s T g g & =
ST == = N == == = R & 22 & =& g8 E 25 9E& =% %7 2% % 5 7 g = o
cslezlerlerlerle v 2y 2 <2 g2 c =0 gc ERA c v 24 4 5 oo < @
- a [SPEY Qs Qs o e Qe o] =C 17 3 v | B| IS 7 | | e = 1 5 =
B 2 2 2 2 a @ g& - ’ : ‘ = "F g = | Other Sub c Section Addressed
a a a a a = 73 : v £ | Other Substantive Comments ection resse:
Commenter Name ! - “
Bureau of Indian Affairs 92 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D The Eastern Oklahoma Regional ~ No response required. Attached tribes were added to

Bureau of Land
Management

U.S. Department of Energy

7 00O OO OO 0o 0o oo

e LI DL OO OO OO @

RN

HRERN

(N U R T e I

e N

L)

vl [

Office has no comments
regarding the Arkansas riverbed
modifications. It is
recommended that the USACE
coordinate directly with the five
affected federally recognized
tribes on any of their
environmental concerns.

USACE and USFWS should
quickly identify locations to build
interior least tern islands with
maintenance and deepening
dredged material once the
Biological Opinion is finalized.

project mailing list. The USACE is in consultation with
the SHPO, State Archeologist, and interested tribes, in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.

No response required.

4.7.7,5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure); 8.3.2.1.3 (biological
resources - T & E species); 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C
(biological resources - mitigation); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics). Potential locations for building tern islands
have been identified and they can be found in Chapter 8.
Building of the tern islands would be in concert with the
proposed maintenance and deepening construction
schedule.
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U.S. Department of the 77 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Potential Land and Water Comments noted. 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3 (biological

Conservation Fund Act Section resources - aquatic impacts); 4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8,

6(f)(3) issue? 8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T & E species); 8.3.2.1.1,
8.3.2.1.2, 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources -
mitigation); Mitigation feature costs are included in the
final mitigation plan and are incorporated into the current
economic analysis and feasibility study. These costs and
benefits are summarized in the FEIS (5.12, 6.14, 7.12)
(economics); There would be no conflicts with the “no
conversion” provisions of Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act (P.L. 88-578). See 4.6.2.4
and 6.11.3 of the FEIS (recreation and aesthetics).

U.S. Environmental 78 DD DD DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Wetlands impacts. See section 8.3.2.1.2 and Appendix C (biological

resources - mitigation); Initial comments, including the
DEIS rating, noted. No response required. Regarding
wetlands impacts, see section 5.8.2.2.2 and Table 8-1.

Interior

Protection Agency

Affiliation Individual Citizens
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[oR=T = BT =S N (NS BT B S [ S = 5= 3 S8 ®me 5 S5 g5 5o 57 o o ERE g o
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R IR N S S R & E2¢& o ©w g LB 2 z I | 2= 2 e
o @ o o @ w S@ ! 2! = = o o) =
a a a a = = 2 @ ’ 4 = | Other Substantive Comments ection Addressed
Commenter Name ! = @ Other Substantive C Section Add
Alman, Larry 3 U0 OO OO OO o e e e e e A A R A L] O] L] 4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
Bown, Ken and Mary 81 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 4.5,5.5,6.7, 7.5 (surface waters); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C
(biological resources - mitigation)
Bratton, Donald G. 103 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D The DEIS says that the basis for Comments noted. 8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological
the mitigation plan is a "worst resources - mitigation). The assessment methodology is
case" condition that maximizes based on worst case scenario to ensure that all of the
the amount of mitigation impacts are captured. Through implementation of the long
required. The plan assumes that  term monitoring and adaptive management plan,
all of the dredging indicated on mitigation would be adjusted based on results of the
the base survey will be done. studies. The base bathymetry survey for the navigation

channel is the best available information we have, so that
is the number the USACE has to use.

Brisco, Bob 43 0] IO O 0 o ol O OO U] U] U] 0 0O 0 U] 0 O U] L] L] U] L] L] [0 [J [ Pine Mountain Dam Projectand ~ Comments noted. A Feasibility Report, Plans and

Vache Grasse Creek Project Specifications, and a Reconnaissance Study have been

(cumulative impacts). prepared for the referenced Pine Mountain Dam. The
majority of this work was completed in the 1970s-1980s.
At the present, a Reevaluation Report has been funded, but
has not been conducted. Since the ongoing study,
approval, funding, and timing of actual construction of
this dam is extremely speculative, it does not meet the
criteria for "reasonably foreseeable" and will not be
considered for cumulative impacts. In reference to the
Vache Grasse Creek Project, funding for the Arkansas
River Navigation Study is limited to navigation channel
improvements and associated mitigation and does not
include dredging for adjacent ports or marinas. The
USACE, Little Rock District Planning Branch should be
contacted to discuss authorities and requirements for this
type of proposal.

Broadaway, J.P. ge LI LIL) OO0 OO OO O OO O O I A N N A I e I B B B [ N N 45,5.5,6.7, 7.5 (surface waters); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8,

8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources - aquatic impacts);
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Carter, Allen 49 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Addressed in duplicate comment. Comments noted.
4.8.4,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
aquatic impacts); 4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.3
(biological resources - T & E species); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix
C (biological resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9
(recreation and aesthetics); 4.9,5.9,6.11, 7.9, 8.3.2.1.2
(recreation and aesthetics - dike notching/fishing); 4.12,
5.12,6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Carter, Allen 4 U OO OO OO DO OO0 OO0 O OO0 OO0 O . 0 O Addressed in duplicate comment. 4.8.5, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8

(biological resources - terrestrial impacts)
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Carter, Allen

Carter, Allen

Cauley, Tommy

Chesser, David and Carol
Christopher, J. Clif
Cooper, TW and Margie

Cosner, Tom

Cosner, Tom F.

Crombie, Pat

de la Houssaye, Jon and
Robyn

Douglas, C. A.

Epperson, Robert
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[ ] Seems Oklahoma is capturing
more of the benefits than
Arkansas and most of the
dredging is in Arkansas.
Concerned that the deepening
project will cause more sediments
to build up at mouths of shallow
water areas.

<

OO 0

L] Dredged sediments should be
disposed of on least valuable land
and disposal site should not just
be based on cost of disposal.

]

[ Concerned that the flow
management plan will impact
wetlands. How many feet will it
change the tail water flow on pool
14? As compared to now, how
much of the high water days
would be decreased?

Comments noted. 4.8.4,5.8,6.10,7.8, 8.3.2.1.2
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10,
7.8, 8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T & E species);
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
47,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11,
7.9, 8.3.2.1.2 (recreation and aesthetics - dike
notching/fishing); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Comments noted. 4.8.4,5.8,6.10,7.8, 8.3.2.1.2
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10,
7.8, 8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T & E species);
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
47,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11,
7.9, 8.3.2.1.2 (recreation and aesthetics - dike
notching/fishing); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

4.4.4,54,6.6,7.4 (geology and soils); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7
(recreation and aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics). USACE, in coordination with other resource
agencies, made every attempt to identify mitigation
measures to offset the impacts expected by pool within
each state. Measures such as dike notching, maintaining
openings to backwaters, and opening side channels have
been included in the mitigation plan to offset adverse
impacts and maintain the current fishery within each state.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Addressed in duplicate comment. 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5
(surface waters - water management); 5.6.2, 5.6.3, 6.8,
7.6, Appendix A (land use); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7
(infrastructure); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

4.5,5.5,6.7,7.5 (surface waters - water management);
5.6.2,5.6.3, 6.8, 7.6, Appendix A (land use); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9,
7.7 (infrastructure); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics).
Concur. Sites proposed for dredge disposal are based on
proximity to dredge location on the river. Locations are
then prioritized based on lands currently owned by
USACE, type of habitat and habitat quality. If disposal
could not be located on lands owned by USACE, habitat
types and habitat quality became a deciding factor in the
final disposal location.

See section 8.3.2.1 and Appendix C for threatened and
endangered species mitigation.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

4.8.4,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
aquatic impacts); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (recreation and
aesthetics)

4.5,5.5,6.7,7.5 (surface waters and biological resources);
5.1.3.1, Tables 5-2 and 5-3 (surface waters - water
management). The proposed flow management plan
would not measurably impact any wetlands. In terms of
flow of tail water at Pool 14, there should be a reduction of
flow during bench operations, with a decrease from 75,000
cubic feet per second (cfs) at the Van Buren stream gage
to 60,000 cfs as part of bench operations (releases after a
flood event). As compared to current conditions, there
should be 12 or fewer days at or above 60,000 cfs.
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Epperson, Robert

Geddes, Gerald

Gieringer, Suzanne C.

Gieringer, Wallace A.

Gieringer, Wally
Gray, John W.
Gray, Willis A.

Hardy, B.J.

Horan, Patrick

Horan, Patrick

James, Stephen

Jett, Bill and Wanda

Jones, Greg

30 L) OO OO OO OO D4
o U OO OO OO OO 0O
o U0 OO OO UOOd U &«
121 U0 00O 00 oo g »i
s7 U0 OO OO OO O oo
gs UL U OO OO OO g
s LU U OO OO OO
15 UV OO OO0 OO 0D 4o

D0 0o gu oD oo

q U0 OO OO OO 00 4o

16 U0 OO0 OO OO O o

o8 LJLJ L) OO IO OO OO
37 OO OO OO 00O 0o g

[]

L)
L)

<]

L)

)
]
]
)

I N I A B A N

L)

O
O

O odoo o oo

O odoo o oo

O odoo o oo

N Y e O B Y B

<

O odoo o oo

<

oo o o

O odoo o oo

O odoo o oo

O odoo o oo

O ogoodog g oo

(N I A I O B I

<

<

O ogoodog g oo

1K

<

0 R R O

O odoo o oo

O ogoodog g oo

O odoo o oo

O odoo o oo

O O o0

L)

<l [

[]

<
N Y e O B Y B

[ 1 [ 1have submitted my comments

N
Vi []

Concerned that the flow
management plan will impact

wetlands. How many feet will it
change the tail water flow on pool
14? As compared to now, how

much of the high water days
would be decreased?

[ Addressed cumulative impacts of
Proposed Action, Pine Mountain

Dam and Interstate 49 bridge
over the Arkansas River.

on a number of issues that

concern the MKARNS in Ark.
and Oklahoma. The answers to

my questions involving the
proposed Pine Mt. Dam in

Crawford County have not been
forthcoming from the USACE.

Several of the historic shipwrecks
on the MKARNS would be under
the purview and/or ownership of

the U.S. Navy or the GSA.

Mitigation Plans and PAs should

include consultation with the

Naval Historical Center for Phase

I and IIT investigations.

4.5,5.5,6.7, 7.5 (surface waters); 4.5.1.2, 3.2.2 (surface
waters - water management). The proposed flow
management plan would not measurably impact any
wetlands. In terms of flow of tail water at Pool 14, there
should be a reduction of flow during bench operations,
with a decrease from 75,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) at
the Van Buren stream gage to 60,000 cfs as part of bench
operations (releases after a flood event). As compared to
current conditions, there should be 12 or fewer days at or
above 60,000 cfs.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

comments noted. 4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12,
5.12,6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Comments noted. 8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological
resources - mitigation)

4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

4.8.4,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
aquatic impacts)

4.5,5.5,6.7,7.5 (surface waters - water management);
47,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8,
8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources - aquatic impacts); A
Feasibility Report, Plans and Specifications, and a
Reconnaissance Study have been prepared for the
referenced Pine Mountain Dam. The majority of this work
was completed in the 1970s-1980s. At the present, a
Reevaluation Report has been funded, but has not been
conducted. Since the ongoing study, approval, funding,
and timing of actual construction of this dam is extremely
speculative, it does not meet the criteria for "reasonably
foreseeable" and will not be considered for cumulative
impacts. Interstate 49 is proposed to extend through
Texarkana, Fort Smith, and on to Kansas City, Missouri.
This routing is proposed to include the proposed I-130 and
the Alma-to-Bentonville part of I-540 in Arkansas, and
will parallel U.S. Highway 71 for this portion of the route.
An interstate 49 bridge over the Arkansas River would be
built near Fort Smith, Arkansas, most likely in the vicinity
of the Highway 71 corridor. The construction of Interstate
49 and its associated bridge over the Arkansas River was
added to the list of "reasonably foreseeable" future
actions. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to consider the
cumulative impacts on navigation safety of specific bridge
alignments. A bridge crossing was considered for its
cumulative construction impacts in section 7.4, 7.5, 7.7,
7.8, and 7.10.

Addressed in duplicate comment. 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5
(surface waters - water management); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7
(infrastructure); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological
resources - aquatic impacts)

Comments noted. 4.10, 5.10, 6.12, 7.10, 8.3.2.2 (cultural
resources); Cultural resources programmatic information is
included in Appendix D of the FEIS. The Programmatic
Agreement includes a clause for consultation with the
Navy for civil war era ships, should they be discovered.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Comments noted. 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
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Keltner, Ron
Kuhn, Clarence J.

Leone, Frank J.

Leslie, Stephen A.
Limbard, Bob

Limbird, Bob

Limbird, Bob
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The Corps has a 3-foot overdraft;
50, actually, to maintain a 12-foot
channel, it would probably be
dredged 15 feet initially. Fishing
opportunities in backwater areas
will be lost due to areas filling in
50 years. Specific mitigation
sites are not listed in the DEIS.
Concern for increased flooding
due to constricted channel.
Doubts that gravel bar relocation
will be successful. Concerns for
loss of backwater habitat to
dredge spoil even if it is low
quality. USACE has not
sufficiently investigated the
impacts to mussels. Mitigation
should include restoring
backwater habitat, regeneration
of native aquatic plants, and
installation of woody cover.

The proposed plan is for a 12-
foot navigational channel,
however, the system is allowed
for a 3-foot overdraft, so actually
the channel will probably be
dredged to 15 feet initially to
maintain a 12-foot depth.
Fishing opportunities in
backwater areas will be lost due
to areas filling in 50 years.
Specific mitigation sites are not
listed in the DEIS. Concern for
increased flooding due to
constricted channel. Doubts that
gravel bar relocation will be
successful. Concerns for loss of
backwater habitat to dredge spoil
even if it is low quality. USACE
has not sufficiently investigated
the impacts to mussels.
Mitigation should include
restoring backwater habitat,
regeneration of native aquatic
plants, and installation of woody
cover.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Comments noted. 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters)

4.8.4,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
aquatic impacts); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Comment noted. No response required.

Addressed in duplicate comment. Comments noted.
4.4.4,54,6.6,7.4 (geology and soils - sediment
contamination); 4.5.1.4, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters -
water quality); 4.7, 5.7, 5.8.3.2.3, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure);
4.7.3,5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure - locks and dams); 4.8.4,
5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C - Section C.8
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.1,
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
4.9,59,6.11,7.9 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12,
6.14, 7.12 (economics); Regarding the dredging of the
river to 15 feet initiallly, additional text has been added in
section 5.1.3.2. See comment responses to questions from
the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Oklahoma
Department of Wildlife Conservation, and USFWS
(Appendix B, Section B.3.2).

Comments noted. 4.4.4,5.4, 6.6, 7.4 (geology and soils -
sediment contamination); 4.5.1.4, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface
waters - water quality); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7, Feasibility Study
(infrastructure); Chapter 8 (infrastructure - locks and
dams); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C -
Section C.8 (biological resources - aquatic impacts);
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
47,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12,
6.14, 7.12 (economics); Regarding the dredging of the
river to 15 feet initiallly, additional text has been added in
section 5.1.3.2 of the FEIS. See comment responses to
questions from the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission,
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation, and
USFWS (Appendix B, Section B.3.2).
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Limbird, Bob

Lynch, John

McKiever, Kevin

McSwain, Betty

McWater, Harry

Parker, Linda
Parker, Rebecca

Plate, Ron

Plate, Ron
Prater, Larry
Renaud, Betty

Sachse, Nick

Sarna, Alan
Scott, Steven H.

Scott, Steven H.

Seaman, Donald

Sexton, Phillip W.
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backwater areas will be lost due
to areas filling in 50 years.
Specific mitigation sites are not
listed in the DEIS. Concern for
increased flooding due to
constricted channel. Doubts that
gravel bar relocation will be
successful. Concerns for loss of
backwater habitat to dredge spoil
even if it is low quality. USACE
has not sufficiently investigated
the impacts to mussels.
Mitigation should include
restoring backwater habitat,
regeneration of native aquatic
plants, and installation of woody
cover.

USACE should use dredged
material to create parks/camping
areas and open levees/dikes for
fish spawning areas.

I would like to see the USACE
and the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission work together to
ensure fishing is protected in
Arkansas. Dredge backwater
areas downstream from Murray
Park.

Deepening the channel would
turn the river into a ditch that
would most likely need continued
yearly dredging to keep the
channel at depth.

Comments noted. 4.5.1.3, 5.5, 6.7 (Geology and Soils and
Surface Waters); 5.1.3.2.2, 5.4 (geology and soils -
sediment contamination); 4.5.1.4, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface
waters - water quality); 4.8, 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, Appendix
C (biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2,
8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
4.9,59,6.11,7.9 (recreation and aesthetics). See
comment responses to questions from the Arkansas Game
and Fish Commission, Oklahoma Department of Wildlife
Conservation, and USFWS (Appendix B, Section B.3.2).

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
49,5.9,6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)

Comments noted. 4.5.1.4,5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters -
water quality)

49,5.9,6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics). USACE has
considered beneficial use of dredged materials and plan to
create tern island and wetland habitat where feasible and
practical to do so. USACE is not at this time considering
the development of additional parks or camping areas with
dredged material. The mitigation plan described in
Chapter 8 and Appendix C includes opening many
slackwater areas to improve fisheries.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
4.9,59,6.11,7.9 (recreation and aesthetics). Concur - the
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission has and continues to
actively participate in the development of methodology to
determine impacts and mitigation measures. They will be
invited to participate throughout the construction and
implementation of mitigation measures and have a
member on the executive committee overseeing the long
term monitoring, implementation and adaptive
management of the mitigation measures. There are no
proposed backwater dredging projects immediately
downstream of Murray Park. There is one small
backwater area adjacent to the park and the USACE does
have dike notches proposed for this area, but no dredging.

4.9,59,6.11,7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)
4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

4.5,5.5,6.7,7.5 (surface waters); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C
(biological resources - mitigation)

4.7,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (recreation and aesthetics)
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

4.5,5.5,6.7,7.5 (surface waters - water management);
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Comments noted. No response required.

Comments noted. 4.7, 5.1.3, 5.2.3, tables 5-6 and 5-9,
5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7
(recreation and aesthetics)
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Snyder, Kerry W. 127 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Speakes, Darrell 12 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 49,5.9,6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)
Stehle, Daniel 90 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Strode, Joseph A. 101 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Refer to section 3.2.3 of the DEIS and FEIS. This section
explains that raising the pool level was eliminated from
consideration early in the NEPA process.
Stroub, Joe 39 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 4.7,5.7,6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure - flood control)
Vanhaute, Hans L. 94 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Ware, Mary Ellen 115 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Williford, Doug 105 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Zweifler, Michael D. 83 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters)
Affiliation Interest Groups
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~|lez|ss|zs|gs|ge |28 ° 8 E: F OEE :E g 2f CE U Iz Bz ozt s oad B i 07
= 3 2 = 3 P = S Z £ g . iy g e
Commenter Name 2 2 2 & = ’ s v. | % I @ - ° v Z | Other Substantive Comments  Section Addressed
Bowles, Jim - Saturday's » OV OO OO OO0 OO0 00 oy o o o oo4god oo . OO [ 4.8.4,5.38,6.10,7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
Bass Club aquatic impacts); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
Cathcart, Robbie - Grant 122 10 D0 OO0 o) g oo L] 10 [] [] [] L O O U [] L1 [ [] [] RN 4.8.4,5.8, 6.10, 7.8 (biological resources - aquatic
County B.AS.S. Club impacts); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources -
mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)
Davenport, Bobby - AR 99 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
B.A.S.S. Federation
Davenport, Bobby - AR 55 0 OO0 OO0 U0 oo ¢gd ) OO U] U] U] O O O O U] 0 O U] L] U] L] 0O 0 0o 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
B.A.S.S. Federation
Finch, Toby - AR B.A.S.S. 102 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Concerned about impacts to Comments noted. 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological
Federation fisheries. Mitigation identified in resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
DEIS is incomplete and aesthetics). See comment response provided to Arkansas
inadequate. Game and Fish Commission in Section B.3.2 of Appendix
B.
Gordon, Shawn - Mill 60 LI e I s I D I O O L] O O L] 4.8.4,5.8,6.10,7.8,8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -
Creek B.A.S.S. Club aquatic impacts); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
Horton, Chris - B.A.S.S. 116 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Comments noted. 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, Appendix C
Outdoors (biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2,
Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)
Horton, Chris - B.A.S.S. 54 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D Initial comments from the Game  8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);

Outdoors

Murphy, Phillip - Alma
Bassmasters

1< 172 1 e Y e e e e e et s e e e e e e A B O

O ot

and Fish Commission and the
Oklahoma Dept. of Wildlife
Conservation were not

incorporated into the mitigation
component. As it's written, we
certainly can't speak favorably for

this EIS. Methods used to

calculate benefits is unrealistic
and over optimistic. Mitigation

funding in the DEIS is not

adequate. (Letter included a list
of specific mitigation items to

consider).

Complete mitigation plan is included in the FEIS, see
Chapter 8 and Appendix C. Many of your recommended
mitigation items are proposed for this project. See
comments provided to the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission (Appendix B, Section B.3.2) concerning
terrestrial disposal.

No response required.
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Phillips, Betty - Citizens
for Resp of Yesterday

Samet, Melissa - Corps
Reform Network

Sanner, Harvey Joe - AR
Waterways Association

Stoeckel, Joe - AR
Chapter, American
Fisheries Soc

Swann, Doug - AR Natural
Heritage Commission

Swann, Doug - AR Natural
Heritage Commission
Tullas, Bob - ARRC

Ward, Joe - Lake Eufaula
Association

‘Wood, Fox III - Tucker
Model Farmers Assoc

Wood, Fox III - Tucker
Model Farmers Assoc
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L] [ cConcerned for impacts to
cemetary along the river bank in
Barling, Arkansas. The
backwash from the dam has
caused damage to the gravesites.

L] Public involvement reproduction
fee and restriction of document
distribution

vl [

L] Mitigation is not adequate to
maintain recreation and fish and
wildlife habitat. Insufficient
mitigation is planned for the
inevitable long term negative
impacts on aquatic habitat.
Mitigation expenditures of 11.5
million is inadequate. Need an
ecosystem recovery plan. More
terrestrial disposal sites in
Arkansas are needed. Plans to
ensure long term persistence of
gravel bars and high quality
habitat are maintained. Impacts
encompass more than local area.
Concerns for headcutting. The
12-foot channel will accelerate
the loss of backwater habitat.
Project is trading quality main

channel habitat for backwater and

edge habitat. Monitoring should
not be considered mitigation.

Constant efforts will be necessary

to maintain quality fish and
wildlife habitat. Impacts to loss
of braided channels, edge
habitats, and backwater habitats
should be considered in
mitigation plan.

RN
[]
L] [ How will the proposed changes

impact the conservation pool and
water contracts on Lake Eufaula?

HEN

HEN

Comments noted. 4.10, 5.10, 6.12, 7.10, 8.3, 2.2 (cultural
resources). The Archaeologist with the USACE has been
made aware of your comments.

Distribution of the EIS is compliant with 40 CFR 1506.6
(©)(2)(f), the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA. In
addition, please see the Corps response letter by Steven L.
Stockton, P.E., Deputy Director of Civil Works, included
with original comment letter in Appendix B.3.

Comments noted. No response required.

4.5.1.3,5.5, 6.7 (Geology and Soils and Surface Waters);
8.3.2.1.1, 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources -
mitigation); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological
resources - aquatic impacts); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12
(economics). See comment responses to questions from
the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Oklahoma
Department of Wildlife Conservation, and USFWS
(Appendix B, Section B.3.2).

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
49,59, 6.11,7.9 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12,
6.14,7.12 (economics)

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

4.5,5.1.3.1, Tables 5-4 and 5-5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface
waters - water management); 4.8.5, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, Tables
5-4 and 5-5 (biological resources - terrestrial impacts);
4.8.1,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T &
E species); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics);
The proposed action would have no impacts on water
contracts on Lake Eufaula.

5.6.2,5.6.3, 6.8, 7.6, Appendix A (land use); 4.7, 5.7, 6.9,
7.7 (infrastructure - flood control); 4.8.5, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8,
8.3.2.1.1 (biological resources - terrestrial impacts)

No response required.
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L] O] L] The Corps should apply IPR to

the Study and prepare a revised
draft EIS (40 CFR 1502.9(a)).
The Corps' predicted benefit/cost
ratio is unrealistic and impossible
to attain, given that MKARNS
O&M annual navigation
component budget alone is now
substantially greater than the
benefits. 1) Cost/availability of
DEIS hard copies is
discriminating, 2) special
navigation interference during
this study has evolved into a
noticeable Corps/navigation
conflict of interests partnership
arrangement, 3) The flow regime
study/Reconnaissance began to
search out solutions to flooding
downstream in Arkansas which
was, is, and continues to be an
alleged "takings" without
compensation situation under the
US Constitution 5th
Amendment. 4) The rushed
study avoids quantifying aquatic
impacts and mitigation "before
decisions are made", shifting the
Corps' responsibility to U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and State
Agencies at some unknown
future time and under a proposed
aquatic "adaptive habitat
management" functionally equal
formula yet undetermined. This
is noticeably contrary to CEQ 40
Asked Questions 19a & b.

Independent technical review was provided by subject
matter experts from the Galveston and Nashville Districts
of the Corps of Engineers. Coordination and resolution of
technical issues were conducted between the reviewers and
Little Rock and Tulsa District personnel. Policy review
was conducted by Headquarters, Department of the Army.
Coordination and resolution of policy issues were
conducted between the reviewers and Little Rock and
Tulsa District personnel. 1) Distribution and availability
of the DEIS are outlined in section 1.3.4 of the FEIS, 2)
Comment noted, 3) The development of the Arkansas
River Navigation Feasibility Study Report and its
associated EIS are discussed in sections 1.1 and 1.3.2 of
the FEIS, 4) Mitigation is described in Chapter 8 of the
FEIS. Also see 8.3.2.1.2 and Appendix C. The Mitigation
Plan in the FEIS is consistent with CEQ guidance. Refer
to the Arkansas River Navigation Feasibility Study Report
for information about the calculation of benefit/cost
ratios. In addition, please see the Corps response letters
and email correspondence by John Paul Woodley, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and
Project Manager Ron Carman, included with original
comment letter in Appendix B.3.

Tuesday, August 02, 2005
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L] O] L] 1) Quantification of baseline; 2)
Purpose and need for the project;
3) Public involvement
reproduction fee; 4) NEPA
procedural issues; 5)
Quantification of baseline and
mitigation; 6) Paragraph 1: see

comment 3, Paragraph 2: impacts

analysis. 7) Corps response
required (economics); 8)
Alternatives development; 9)
Alternatives development; 10)
Public involvement and scoping
of EIS; 11) No comment
provided; 12) Corps response
required (economics); 13)
Practical and reasonable
alternatives issues and mitigation
14) Corps response required
(economics); 15) Lock safety
issues.

5

1) The description of the affected environment is
consistent with 40 CFR 1502.15. With the exception of
the additional studies provided in Appendix C, the
description of the affected environment was developed
from existing information acquired from its original
sources. 2) Refer to section 1.1 of the FEIS. 3)
Distribution of the EIS is compliant with 40 CFR 1506.6
(©)(2)(f), the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA. 4)
Comment noted. 5) All project purposes were considered
in the preparation of the EIS. Refer to Chapters 5, 6, and
7 for discussions of potential impacts to the environment
and other project purposes. It is beyond the scope of the
EIS to conduct a comprehensive inventory of the aquatic
ecosystems of the Arkansas River. 6) Paragraph 1: refer to
redundant comment 3 above; Paragraphs 2 and 3:
comment noted. 7) The rate of future growth was
developed based on economic and demographic forecasts
for the study area obtained from the Department of
Census, USDA, and other government/private agencies.
The specific method of linking waterborne traffic to these
macro-level forecasts is the same as used in the Upper
Miss/Ohio River Studies. The method involves
developing separate indices of growth or decay for each
major commodity group and for each regional area that
ships or receives MKARNS traffic. Since, as stated by the
commenter, the Upper Miss study underwent a particularly
thorough review by NAS and others, it seemed prudent to
use the same forecasting method. To reflect the
uncertainties in future traffic volumes, a range of forecasts
was developed with the low being "no growth" and the
high being the amount of traffic moving on a similar but
more mature tributary river - the Tennessee. This was
intended to bound the forecasted traffic within some
reasonable range, although there is always the possibility
of a decline in traffic or a growth in traffic that exceeds
even the high traffic forecasts. Most of the other 95% of
freight shipped in the MKARNS corridor is expected to
continue to move via rail or truck. All of the modes are
part of a transportation network and each has its own
logistical function in transporting different commodities.
8) As noted in section 1.2.2.1 of the FEIS, navigation
improvement is defined as making the navigation channel
deeper and/or wider. Refer to section 3.1 for a discussion
of the development of alternatives. No non-structural
measures were identified that would produce a condition
that would accommodate a 12-foot draft vessel. Since
much of the MKARNS is already deeper than 9 feet, one
of the benefits of dredging a channel of increased depth is
better predictability and dependability of the System. 9)
The EIS preparers developed the range of alternatives
considered in the EIS in order to be compliant with 40
CFR 1502.14. This is not inconsistent with 40 CFR
1500.1(b). 10) In response to public and resource agency
comments received in the initial scoping period, the flow
management, navigation channel depth, and navigation
channel maintenance actions were combined for analysis
in a single EIS. As the commenter notes was requested, re-
scoping during an additional scoping period was
conducted. Refer to section 1.3.3.2 for details of the three
scoping efforts accomplished. The incremental cost of
implementing the flow management component is $0. No
additional real estate or construction is required in order to
implement a change in bench flow operations. In
economic analysis, the flow management feature and
channel depth feature are independent. The costs are
separable, due to the above statement. The benefits are
also separable. Benefits from the flow management
feature come from efficiencies in tow configuration by tow
operators. Benefits from the channel depth feature come
from deepening efficiencies. The standard depth for most
of the inland navigation system is 9' with the exception
being the Lower Miss from Cairo, Illinois which is
generally 12'. As noted in the comment, 12'is not always
available due to weather conditions, a fact that was
recognized and accounted for in the study. Water depth
readings were obtained from gages set along the Lower
Miss that indicated that 12' is available about 96 percent

Tuesday, August 02, 2005
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0 O "easement problems”

of the time. To reflect the occasional depth restrictions,
the benefits of a 12-foot channel were reduced by 4.0
percent. 11) No comment #11 provided by commenter.
12) The analysis for the flow management feature included
more than 20 possible components. Initially, components
were screened to meet planning constraints. Components
that targeted only high flows failed to meet other planning
constraints. These constraints are listed in Feasibility
Report Section 3.4. Only four components of the flow
management feature passed the initial screening. 13)
Paragraph 1: Reasonable options of locations for dredged
material disposal differ between the states of Oklahoma
and Arkansas due to differences in state laws and
regulations. A difference between what options are
practical and/or reasonable and what options are preferred
for environmental, regulatory, engineering, or economic
reasons must be recognized. Paragraph 2: It is difficult to
determine at the beginning of the life of a 50-year project
all the specific impacts that a project may have.
Therefore, it is in the best interest of protecting natural
resources to monitor for impacts and utilize a program of
adaptive management. In this way, a more efficient and
effective design and application of appropriate long-term
mitigation can be conducted. Appendix C contains such a
plan coordinated between and agreed on by federal and
state resource agencies and the Corps of Engineers. 14)
The flow management feature costs and benefits and
channel depth feature costs and benefits are independently
calculated in the economic analysis. The flow
management components' incremental costs are separable.
No additional real estate or construction is required in
order to implement a change in bench flow operations, as
represented in the flow management operations
component. While the annual cost of currently operating
and maintaining MKARNS is large, the incremental, or
additional, cost of implementing the flow management
component is $0. The incremental benefits of the flow
management operations component are also separable.
Incremental benefits from the flow management operations
component come from efficiencies in tow configuration by
tow operators, as compared to current operations and tow
configuration. The navigation channel deepening
components' incremental costs and benefits are separable.
The incremental costs and benefits for the channel
deepening components can be found in Chapter 4 of the
Feasibility Report and in its Economic Appendix, Table
11-14. The interest rate for discounting is set each fiscal
year in accordance with Section 80 of Public Law 93-251.
The Corps obtains the rate from the Treasury Department.
The federal discount rate for FY 2005 is 5.375%. Local
port facility operators are assumed to make additional
investments to deepen their facilities. As shown by their
response in the survey described in the Feasibility Report
Economic Appendix section B.6.7.5 and under the
competitive economic forces of shipping, ports will
deepen to receive the more heavily laden barges so that the
port does not lose traffic to another, deeper facility. 15)
Comment noted.

Comments noted. 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - water
management); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics); The
Arkansas Additional Land Acquisition Project is not
funded and is defunct. Accordingly, it does not meet the
criteria for being "reasonably foreseeable" and will not be
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.

Tuesday, August 02, 2005
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Wood, Jim - AR Wildlife 74 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D In order for the Draft EIS to meet  4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10, Chapter 7, Table 8-1 (biological
the NEPA Sec. 102(2)(c) resources - T & E species); Regarding the federally
completeness test at 40 CFR endangered ivory-billed woodpecker, see sections 4.8.1.1,
1502.9, USACE must invest the 4.8.1.2,5.8,6.10,7.8.

time and resources necessary to

inventory the current baseline

situation, quantify potential

impacts, develop mitigation and

monitoring that each Arkansas

River flow regime alternative

presents to Ivory Billed

Woodpecker habitat "takings".

Federation

Affiliation Local Agencies

that could impact National
Pollutant Discharge and
Elimination System (NDPES)
permits of regulated facilities.
Alternation of 7Q10 flows, base
flows, and/or volume, and
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Commenter Name ! - ’
City of Coweta 106 0 OO0 OO0 U0 oo ¢gd O OO U] U] U] O O O O U] 0 O U] L] L] U] L] 0O 0 0o City of Coweta water supply Comment noted. Contact the Tulsa District Corps of
issue (not related to EIS). Engineers about a Continuing Authorities Project to
Request dredging of sediment address this issue. In the final mitigation package the
plug to old river channel at NM USACE is proposing to dredge and rework the culvert
416. structure at NM 414.7 and NM 416.7 to allow water to
flow through the old river channel. The proposal includes
maintaining the openings by dredging every 5 years (see
Chapter 8 and Appendix C).
City of Fort Smith 58 0] Discuss and analyze activities 4.5.1.4,5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - water quality); 4.8.1,

5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T & E
species); 8.3.2.1.1, 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological
resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and
aesthetics); Changes to river flows would be minor and are
documented in Tables 5-2 and 5-3. There would be no
alteration of 7Q10 flows (section 5.5.1.2).

dissolution of pollutants could
impact facilities.

Fort Smith Port Authority 14 10 100 O 0 0 ML L] [ U] U] U] 0 0O 0 U] 0 O U] L] L] U] L] O 0O O No response required.
Oklahoma Archeological -3 1 Y e e e s s Y s e e s Y s s N B 0o Comments noted. 4.10, 5.10, 6.12,7.10, 8.3.2.2,

Executive Summary, Appendix A (cultural resources)

56 D DD DD DD DD D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 4.8.5,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.1 (biological resources -

terrestrial impacts); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2,
8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation);
4.12,5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

34 1 e e e e e A I e 0 O A 0 0O o o O VU 4.8.4,5.8,6.10,7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources -

aquatic impacts); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Survey

The Economic
Development Alliance

The Economic
Development Alliance

Wagoner County Rural 131 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D City of Coweta water supply Comment noted. Contact the Tulsa District Corps of

Water Dist. #5 issue (not related to EIS). Engineers about a Continuing Authorities Project to
Request dredging the channel address this issue. In the final mitigation package the
that connects the navigation USACE is proposing to dredge and rework the culvert
system to the old river channel structure at NM 414.7 and NM 416.7 to allow water to
where their water intake is flow through the old river channel. The proposal includes
located. maintaining the openings by dredging every 5 years (see

Chapter 8 and Appendix C).

Affiliation State Agencies
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Arkansas Dept of
Environmental Quality

Arkansas Game & Fish
Commission

Arkansas Natural Heritage
Commission

Arkansas Waterways
Commission

Oklahoma Dept of
Wildlife Conservation

Oklahoma Historical
Society

The Dept. of Arkansas
Heritage

26

93

126

52

137

125

N

10

10

10

N

10

N

10

10

10

N

10

N

10

10

10

N

10

N

10

10

10

N

10

L]

0]

0]

0]

L

0]

0

0]

0]

0]

0

0]

L)

N

N

N

N

3 W e e e e e s e e s e s I D O B B

O ot

I A N O 0 I ™ agency would like a National

O ot
vi [ v L]
v O 0

Ecosystem Restoration Plan and
an Environmental Management
Program to be developed.

Existing approved dredged
material disposal site at
approximate River Mile 123
supports state sensitive plants.
We request coordination in
advance should site be need for
disposal of material.

4.5.14,5.5,6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - water quality)

Comments noted. 4.8.4,5.8,6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2,
Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation); Contact
the Little Rock District, Corps of Engineers for
discussions of a National Ecosystem Restoration Plan and
Environmental Management Program separate and
independent of the MKARNS NEPA effort.

4.8.2.1 (biological resources - terrestrial impacts); 4.8.2.1
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.3,
Appendix C (biological resources - T & E species and
mitigation); The Corps will coordinate with state resource
agencies concerning the use of the disposal site at
approximate River Mile 123.

4.2.2,5.2,6.4,7.2 (air quality); 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C
(biological resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9,
8.3.2.1.2 (recreation and aesthetics - dike notching/fishing)

Comments noted. 4.4,4.5,5.1.3.2.2,5.4,5.5,6.7,
Appendix E (geology and soils - sediment contamination
and surface waters - water quality); 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2,
Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

See Arkansas Programmatic Agreement in Appendix D
(cultural resources). The USACE, Oklahoma SHPO, and
the OAS agreed that a PA was not necessary for the
USACE to satisfy Section 106 and 110 responsibilities for
activities proposed as part of this project. In Oklahoma,
the USACE would follow normal Section 106 procedures
(as detailed in 36 CFR 800) for all undertakings that may
have an effect on historic properties. If necessary,
mitigation of historic properties that may be adversely
affected by a project activity would be determined on a
case-by-case basis in consultation with the Oklahoma
SHPO and the OAS.

4.10,5.10, 6.12, 7.10, 8.3.2.2, Appendix D (cultural
resources)
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B.3.2 USFWS, ADEQ, AGFC, and ODWC Comments, and USACE
Responses

USFWS

Comment: Develop a final mitigation plan through interagency coordination that would
minimize, avoid, and compensate for all project impacts.

Response: The Corps has prepared such a plan with interagency coordination that will minimize,
avoid, and compensate for all project impacts that were identified in the course of this study. As
part of the mitigation plan, the Corps plans to implement monitoring and adaptive management
to ensure that all adverse impacts are mitigated.

Comment: Utilize the authorities under section 906(b) Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) 1986 and section 306 WRDA 1990 to seek full Congressional authorization and
funding for an “Environmental Management Program” in order to perform the long-term studies
and monitoring of the fish and wildlife resources associated with the navigation system.

Response: The mitigation plan for this project has fully integrated monitoring and adaptive
management measures to ensure that all adverse impacts resulting from the project will be
minimized, avoided, or compensated for. The authority to mitigate Corps projects as stated in
section 906(b) WRDA 1986 has been used in preparing the mitigation plan for this project.
Section 306 WRDA 1990 which gives the Secretary of the Army the authority to provide
environmental protection as part of the Corps mission has been complied with by considering the
environmental impacts resulting from this project and minimizing or avoiding any such impacts
where applicable. These impacts as well as those that are unavoidable, which will be
compensated for, are addressed in the projects mitigation plan.

Comment: Corps should establish a mitigation fund that would be utilized to address mitigation
needs identified through the long term monitoring program.

Response: Mitigation costs have been estimated and are part of the costs of the project. The
Corps has no authority to establish an additional mitigation fun. The estimated cost for the
mitigation plan is approximately $23.6M dollars and of this, approximately $6.6M dollars has
been allocated for long term monitoring and adaptive management. ER 1105-2-100 does not
provide guidance specific to navigation project and monitoring or adaptive management.
However, it does provide guidance for cost-haring projects and includes the following:

= Post implementation monitoring must be clearly defined, justified.
= The period of monitoring should not exceed five years following completion of construction.
= The cost of monitoring should be included in the total project cost.

= Monitoring should not exceed one percent of the total first cost of ecosystem restoration
features.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-114 Appendix B
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= The cost of the adaptive management action should be limited to 3 percent of the total project
cost, excluding monitoring costs.

= [f monitoring of mitigation measures has been adopted in accordance with 40 CFR 1505.2(c)
and 1505.3, the estimated cost of monitoring is included in the O&M cost.

ADEQ

Comment: ADEQ requests that the Corps consider the option that will have the least impact on
the environment and still provide an improvement in the river system for barge traffic and safety
and also that Best Management Practices be used to reduce impacts of turbidity and siltation in
the Arkansas River.

Concur — Although the preferred alternative has more adverse impacts to the environment it is
the only alternative that is economically justified and meets the study purpose. Adverse impacts
to water quality will be short in duration and localized to the disposal area. Best management
practices such as floating silt curtains will be utilized in all open water disposal areas and in
dredging areas that are near known mussel beds. The method of dredging, cutter-head suction
dredge, does not create a large sediment plume and will have minor short term impacts.

AGFC
Comment: Draft mitigation plan does not fully mitigate for all impacts.
Response: Concur — HEP analysis showed a 429 AAHU deficit.

Comment: Mitigation should be in the same funding cycle with construction and prorated in
proportion to construction.

Response: Concur — Mitigation will be funded annually through funds appropriated for the
construction budget and would be performed concurrently with construction.

Comment: $11.6M dollars is inadequate for mitigation.

Response: Concur — The revised mitigation costs are estimated to be $23.6M.

Comment: Request considering terrestrial sites for disposal.

Response: Concur — LRD is investigating and will continue to look for opportunities to utilize
terrestrial sites, however, options are limited due to logistics (sites close to the river), costs, and
availability of willing sellers.

Comment: AGFC requires mitigation for all impact to mussels.

Response: Concur — Mitigation for mussels is included in the plan.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-115 Appendix B
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Comment: AGFC request annual maintenance for openings to backwater chutes.

Response: Partially Concur — USACE feels that maintenance every 5 years is adequate.

Comment: Side channel and old channel cutoff restoration projects should be included as
mitigation.

Response: Concur — If projects are feasible and practical, they would be considered.

Comment: Water level management plans for fisheries should be developed for each pool.

Response: Partially Concur — Current operations could be reviewed to determine optimum levels
for fisheries, however, it would likely require a separate study due to all the variables and
competing interests such as navigation, hydropower, adjacent landowners, endangered species,
etc.

Comment: AGFC would like for Corps to evaluate possibility of redistributing woody debris
that is removed from channel into backwater areas.

Response: Partially Concur — Corps would work with AGFC and sports groups to remove
debris, however, due to the large size of Corps equipment it would be difficult to access and
place debris into backwater areas where it would stay.

Comment: Mitigation is needed for construction of nursery ponds and moist soil units.

Response: Do not concur — The idea of nursery ponds was considered as part of the mitigation
plan, however, no sites were identified and some of the agencies stated that they preferred to
spend money on habitat improvements rather than stocking fish. Moist soil units and wetlands
areas would only be considered as mitigation if enough aquatic mitigation could not be
identified.

Comment: Long term monitoring plans and associated costs need to be revised based upon
recommendations from resource agencies and a scientific review panel.

Response: Concur -- The long term plans and costs have been revised since the DEIS and are
now included in the Final EIS. The AGFC should review and comment.

Comment: AGFC requests a clear explanation of the mechanisms and procedures that will allow
mitigation funding for unanticipated impacts identified by long term monitoring.

Response: The only mechanism that the corps has to mitigate unanticipated impacts is through
adaptive management and this has been included in the mitigation plan.
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Comment: Calculations in original HEP were not accurate and backwater mitigation credits
were unreasonably high due to large acreages.

Response: Partially concur — calculations were accurate according to the methodology being
utilized at that time and backwater acreages were reduced to more accurately reflect mitigation
credits.

Comment: AGFC would like to see a National Ecosystem Restoration Plan be developed at
100% federal expense.

Response: The Corps could potentially identify all restoration opportunities along the Arkansas
River, however, implementation of the plan would have to be cost shared.

Comment: AGFC request that Corps seek congressional authorization and funding for an
Environmental Management Program (EMP) to perform long term studies and mitigation.

Response: See same response to USFWS Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA)
comments.

ODWC

Comment: Specific concerns addressed to USFWS for the Coordination Act Report. (Copy of
letter to USFWS attached to comment letter)

1. Designation of Pool 15 as a mussel sanctuary.

Response: Concur - This request is outside the Corps authority, however, we will work with the
executive committee organized through the Long Term Monitoring and Adaptive Mgmt Plan
(LTMAMP) to assist in making this designation a reality.

2. Mitigation plan should include a fully funded long-term monitoring effort for the life of the
project and modeled after the concept paper attached to the Coordination Act Report.

Response: Partially Concur — A LTMAMP is part of the final mitigation plan and is funded.
Monitoring is planned to occur over a six year interval, but not necessarily consecutive years.
Depending on the goal of the specific monitoring activity, monitoring would occur once every
couple of years for a total of 6 years of monitoring. It is outside of the Corps policy to monitor
for the full project life of 50 years. See response to AGFC.

(2a) Restore Gravel Habitat Impacted; unlikely Corps will be able to maintain quantity and
quality to fully mitigate for losses.

Response: Partially Concur — Corps proposes to monitor and conduct studies to establish
baseline conditions and then through modeling select relocation sites that mimic the baseline
conditions. Monitoring will occur over a period of six years (not consecutive) to determine
viability of the habitat. Through adaptive mgmt restoration measures will be fine tuned
according to the data obtained through monitoring. Funds are budgeted to adapt restoration
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measures based on monitoring results. It is outside the Corps authority to establish a mitigation
bank to be held for anticipated failure of restoration measures.

(2b) Long-term monitoring should be held throughout the life of the project.

Response: Do not Concur — Long term monitoring for the full life of the project is outside the
Corps policy and guidance. Monitoring is proposed over a 6 year period — specific details to be
determined by the proposed establishment of an Executive Committee. The 6 years of
monitoring could include monitoring after a 50-year flood event. See comments to AGFC.

(2¢) Long-term monitoring for life of project.
Response: See response provided in 2b. See response to comments made to AGFC.

(2d) A MOU between ODWC, USFWS and USACE and others should be used to ensure funding
for mitigation and long-term monitoring.

Response: Do not concur - The final mitigation plan and budget are part of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement and are included in the Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD
is a legally binding document and should be sufficient to ensure mitigation is funded and
implemented as proposed.

(2e) USACE should obtain AG land and license to ODWC for dredge material disposal sites.

Response: Do not concur — Sites proposed for dredge disposal are based on proximity to dredge
location on the river. Locations are then prioritized based on lands currently owned by USACE,
type of habitat and habitat quality. USACE coordinated with and received input from ODWC
Northeast Regional office concerning proposed disposal pit locations and made adjustments
based on input from ODWC. Disposal pits that are proposed for lands owned by USACE but
licensed to ODWC will contain water pumps and control structures for waterfowl management
by ODWC, as requested by ODWC. Operations and maintenance funds are budgeted for ODWC
for these items.

(2f) Operation and maintenance of constructed wetlands and bottomland hardwood forest should
be funded annually by the USACE.

Response: Concur — funds have been budgeted for O&M for ODWC.

3. Recommend further contaminant analysis of dredge material by USACE. CAR should request
a short and long term monitoring plan for dredging activities and an emergency response
protocol for sites located near the Sequoyah Fuels Corporation (SFP) and other areas within
project boundaries. Response: Do not concur — USACE has conducted a sediment analysis of
the proposed dredge locations. Specific details are located in Sections 4.4.4,5.5.2, 5.5.3, 6.7 and
Appendix E of the EIS. Results of the analysis indicate there are no contaminants above
regulated levels to warrant further sampling. Additional sampling is not proposed unless
conditions change in the future to warrant the need for additional sampling. A report prepared
by the University of Oklahoma, “Evaluation of Sampling and Test Methodologies, Report of
Levels of Radionuclides present and toxicity testing of Sediments and Water from Roberts S.
Kerr Project Lands”, dated December 1988 indicate there is no reason to believe the sediments
are contaminated proposed to be dredge at the confluence of the Illinois River with the Arkansas
River indicate a diluting effect on the radionuclide concentrations downstream. Uranium
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concentrations downstream in the waters of the Illinois and Arkansas Rivers are within the limits
specified in the Oklahoma Water Quality Standards.

A letter was written to Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) dated January 27, 2005 advising
of our determinations. To date no response from the NRC has been received. Through ODEQ
request, we researched the facility and advised of our determinations. They have made no further
requests or advised that further investigations were warranted. If you have information that we
are not aware of that would lead us to alternative conclusions or the need for further evaluation,
please provide the information to our office. We will review any additional information and
consider additional sampling in this area if further evaluation supports the need for this effort.

4. Comment: USACE should install fishing piers located on National Wildlife Refuge’s,
Wildlife Mgmt Areas and local government property.

Response: Do not concur — USACE coordinated with Resource agencies in identifying
mitigation needs and other items of interest to offset the impacts of this project. Mitigation items
proposed by the resource agencies for Oklahoma have been made a part of the mitigation plan.
USACE will work with ODWC in seeking authorities and opportunities to install fishing piers in
the future outside of this study and recommends ODWC contact the local lake office for further
information.

5. Comment: Scrubbing stations for zebra mussel control should be constructed at appropriate
locations on all reservoirs that support the navigation system.

Response: Partially concur — The USACE will work through the Zebra mussel committee to
identify needs and opportunities to manage the spread of zebra mussels.

6. Comment: Lake level management plans should be developed for affected Oklahoma
reservoirs in coordination with ODWC.

Response: Concur — water level management plans will be considered and discussed by the
executive committee on a case by case/pool by pool basis. Recommended changes would need
to be coordinated and approved with other offices within the districts, other agencies and
Southwestern Division.
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B.3.3 Key Areas of Concern Identified by Commenters, and USACE
Responses

Comment: Request to dredge Rector Brake backwater area.

Response: Dredging Rector Brake was given consideration as a mitigation measure, but after
performing Incremental Cost Analysis, the project was eliminated because it is considered too
expensive for the amount of aquatic habitat benefits gained. Proponents supporting this measure
may request that the project be considered under the Continuing Authorities Program and should
contact the Corps Little Rock District Planning Branch.

Comment: Project will adversely impact fisheries by filling important backwater/slackwater
areas.

Response: Partially concur — Some slackwater areas will be impacted through open water dredge
disposal. However, the resource agencies along with the Corps have made every effort to
identify the high quality aquatic areas and find alternate disposal areas to avoid impacting these
valuable areas. Additionally, measures such as dike notching, maintaining openings to
backwaters, and opening side channels have been included in the mitigation plan to offset
adverse impacts and maintain the current fishery.

Comment: Support the project for economic growth and environmental benefits to the river.

Response: No response required.

Comment: Recommend expediting construction of 12-ft channel.

Response: Should the project be approved and the Record of Decision on the EIS signed,
construction would begin with Fiscal year 2006.
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B.3.4 Transcript of the Three DEIS Public Meetings (Oral Comments)

B.3.4.1 Public Meeting in Little Rock, Arkansas

The following transcript was recorded during the public meeting held on May 3, 2005 in Little
Rock, Arkansas.
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COLONEL WALTERS: Good evening, everyone.

AUDIENCE: Good evening.

COLONEL WALTERS: Everybody had a chance to get
something to eat?

Everybody have a chance to go to the restroom?

Yes? No?

The evening is going to be as long as we
collectively make it. You know, we're going to talk
for probably about a half an hour, maybe slightly more,
to inform you with regard to the project. And we won't
be offended if you get up at any time to go grab a bite
to eat or go to dinner or whatever, or go to the

restroom. But then the evening can proceed with your

time.

We'll start with elected officials.

I'll get into all of this in a formal script in a
minute.

We'll go with the elected officials first, and
then we'll go kind of in the order in which people have
made request to comment. We'll stay as long as you
want to stay, so how long the evening is at that point
is sort of up to you and how long you stay is up to
you.

Okay. Good evening, everyone. May I have your

attention, please.
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Yeah. They make me read a script, because they
want to make sure we do it the same at every one of
these events. I think they're afraid that I'll launch
into entertainment rather than a hearing.

According to the watch, it's about 6:30. I would
like to welcome you to tonight's meeting.

I'm Colonel Wally Walters. I'm the District
Commander for the Little Rock District Corps of
Engineers. Work over in the Federal Building.

And we're preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement, or EIS, as it's most commonly called, on the
subject of the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

I want to thank all of you for joining us tonight.
I see a lot of friends and familiar faces and some new
ones.

And let me start with the administrative matters.
Of course, no smoking in the building; and the
restrooms are across the hall, out the door towards the
entrance, and there is a water fountain out there as
well.

Let me introduce you to some of the people here
tonight. We'll have plenty of time to hear from each
of them in one way or another.

We've got -- there -- the key contacts and the

phone numbers are on the back of the brochure.
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Everybody got a brochure?

Yes? No?

Did we pass out brochures?

Okay. Good, as you entered the building.

First let me introduce Ron Carman from -- he's
from the Army Corps, Little Rock District. Yeah, I'm
his boss. 2And he is the project manager for the
Arkansas River Navigation Study, and he'll be following
me in a few minutes to provide an overview of this
study.

Everybody see all the books on the tables out
there? That's what we're talking about tonight. It's
a lot of stuff. A Feasibility Study and an EIS. So
he's going to try to condense and consolidate all of
that into a few slides and kind of give you some
insight into what we have got coming up.

Next let me introduce Ms. Renee Wright. She is
the Little Rock District study lead. And Ed Rossman,
Tulsa District study lead.

This -- this is -- encompasses the whole river, so
our folks over in Tulsa, we've got another engineer
district over there, they share a part. We've got the
lead here in Little Rock, but they share equally in the
work of the effort.

And Johnny McLean from the Little Rock District,
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who is the environmental lead on the project.

Finally, Mr. Rich Hall, who is representing the
firm of Parsons. And he has been their project manager
on contract by us to assist in the preparation of the
EIS. Now, but, of course, as with the commercial, you
know, the responsibility is ours for the mistakes you
find in his, so I hope you find them and then we can
get them corrected. He will be providing you,
following Ron's pitch, an overview of the EIS itself.
So we're going to proceed by talking through the
feasibility, what are we going to do as a proposed plan
and what were the alternatives considered. And then
talk about all the environmental aspects associated
with it.

There is a bunch of people here also from the
support staff. And why don't I just have everybody who
is here from either Little Rock or Tulsa District stand
up.

Yeah. Exercise time. Stand up.

We almost outnumber the rest of you, so don't get
too rowdy on us now.

Now what I really want to point out is, these are
people sitting around you that, if you want to get
engaged in a conversation and you don't want to make a

formal comment or you want to follow something up or
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you want to start to get a question asked but maybe not
answered, take it to any one of them and they can at
least address to whom you should probably ask, and they
will try to help you along the way with that.

The hearing is very important tonight. This is
part of a defined process to get input from the general
public, and it's important to us to receive that in the
next steps of these documents.” We are very much
interested in what you have to say and what you have to
submit, and we want tonight to get it on the record.
That, along with informing you, educating you about
what those documents contain, is our objective tonight.
We're not here to run a debate, although that might be
fun. We're not here to do the slings and arrows and
that kind of thing. We're really here to get input and
get it on the record, because that document sitting out
there is a draft. It is not a final. And what you say
tonight, every comment will be looked at and considered
and will contribute to the building of the final. It's
not final yet.

The process brings together the public, concerned
groups, as well as state, local, and federal agencies.

Who is here from a state, local, or federal
agency?

Okay. We got a bunch of you here tonight.
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Appreciate you all coming. BAnd there are others who
are examining the documents who are not here, able to
be here tonight, but will be at subsequent hearings at
Fort Smith tomorrow or at Tulsa the day after tomorrow.

We hope to learn about, have you learn about the
proposed actions, identify issues of concern, and get
your comments.

The meeting is very important to us in getting
feedback and will be taken into account for finalizing
the documents.

I want to thank each of you for your participation
tonight.

Could you please dim the lights?

Okay. Now we'll see if the technology works.

All right. During the meeting, as I noted,
overview of two documents: Feasibility Study and Draft
Environmental Impact Statements. And then we will
follow by comments as long as anyone has them.

Okay. Here we go. It's also possible for those
of you who have not had a chance to see these documents
to get them online or we can -- we have some CDs with
us tonight if there is particular interest, and we can
get more for those who express that interest if we
don't have enough for everybody. But they do cost some

money, so if you're not going to really use it, other
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than as a Frisbee, don't ask for it. But if you really
want to see it, we would be welcome to give you a copy.
And, of course, copies have also been placed in a
number of libraries, listed on the public notice.

All right. The meeting. The entire meeting is
being recorded, and therefore I guess I get judged and
graded by somebody on what I say as will all of you.

We will judge and grade how much we can use and
incorporate your comments apd try to incorporate them,
because the transcript will be prepared and it will be
part of an official record for the EIS.

As you entered, you should have been asked to fill
out an attendance card, for a couple of reasons. It
provides a record of who attended the meeting, so we
can keep you informed of the progress of the EIS, once
we subsequently get to a proposed final. And the
registration cards also help us identify you if you
wish to make a statement at the meeting tonight. And
if you wish to make a statement, I hope you've already
had a chance to indicate that. And if you have not
filled out an attendance card or have not indicated
that, I would ask that at some time during the
discussion or afterwards, you go on out there and do
that, because that will determine the order in which we

will address this, with the exception that public
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officials will go first.

Yeah. There we go, Pat.

Anybody not get a card?

Okay. Except for the mayor, who was busy talking
submarines to me.

Okay. We have invited the elected officials and
their representatives to speak first, and then we'll
call on others in the general order in which we have
received their registration card. 2and after everyone
who has registered with the card expressing the desire
to speak, I'll open the floor for anyone else who
wishes to comment.

Okay. We also hope that you have picked up
summaries, the copies of the printed summary
information that were at the registration desk. It
will help explain to you how the draft of the EIS came
to be. This has been a long process involving several
years. If you don't get a copy of this tonight or
haven't already and you're interested in that, we can
follow up with that as well.

I will also like to call your attention, out by
the study itself, are standard comments sheets
available, should you want to fill it out in writing
rather than speak on the record, and you want to make a

clear, concise comment, you know, in a written way
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rather than a verbal way.

We would encourage you to comment on any matters
concerning the draft EIS that you would like the study
team to address in refining the final EIS. Your
completed comment sheets can be left at the collection
boxes at the end of the meeting. You can also e-mail
your comments along with any written or other material
that you would like to have -- see entered into the
public meeting record to the address shown on the sheet
handed out.

Please be aware that all comments should be
submitted before the close of the comment period on the
24th of May.

Say that again. The 240 of May. Which is 45
days from the date that we published the Notice of
Availability in the Federal Register back on the
gth of April.

For those of you who wish to make a statement
tonight, we will open the floor for your comments at
the end of the presentation.

All the comments get documented. Documentation
that will go in the final packet will include written
comments received before, during, and after this

meeting. The oral comments received at this meeting

and in other meetings that will take place in the next
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few days, and any initial comments in writing submitted
to us by the 24th of May.

The study team will use these comments, and to
ensure that the issues are addressed, issues addressed
to you and other members of the public.

Is there any questions on the purpose of the
procedures before we move on and talk about -- ahd Ron
gives his presentation about the project itself?

All right. Shall we?

RON CARMAN: Thank you, Colonel Walters.

As Colonel Walters said earlier, I am the project
manager on the Arkansas River Navigation study.

Well, I don't know if I can figure out how to work
this. Wait a minute.

Okay. That way.

The McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
study -- System is 445 miles in length and has 18 locks
and dams including Montgomery Point. The system begins
at the confluence of the White and Mississippi River
and proceeds up the White River to navigation mile 10.
At that point the system enters the Arkansas Post Canal
and continues through the canal until it reaches the
Arkansas River at navigation mile 19. The system
continues on the Arkansas River until it reaches the

Verdigris River at Muskogee, Oklahoma, which is
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navigation mile 395, and it continues on the Verdigris
River for 50 miles to the head of navigation at
Catoosa, Oklahoma.

Flows on the system are primarily influenced by
flows on the upper Arkansas River upstream of its
confluence with the Verdigris River and from 11
reservoirs in Oklahoma.

This feasibility study and the EIS covers the
entire McClellan-Kerr Navigation System.

The reconnaissance study was initiated in 1999 as
a Congressional Add to investigate flooding problems in
the vicinity of Fort Smith, Arkansas.

Initial findings identified a need to investigate
operational changes to the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas
River Navigation System to minimize the affects of high
flows on navigation and also -- which also affects
local flooding. The report also recommended
investigating channel deepening and widening the
Verdigris River to benefit navigation.

The reconnaissance study was completed and the
feasibility study was started in March of 2000.

The feasibility study is being conducted at full
Federal expense.

Okay. Alternatives. Five alternatives, including

the No Action Alternative, were developed for the

SUSAN B. WHITSON, CCR, INC. (501) 455-1170




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

14

feasibility report and EIS. The formulation of these
alternatives will be further explained during the --
later during the presentation.

Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, consists
of maintaining the current Operation System. No
changes in the existing river or reservoir operations
would be made. The existing flow management plan would
remain unchanged, and the existing depth of the
navigation channel would remain unchanged, and the
existing navigation channel activities would remain
unchanged.

Alternative B would consist of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma to supplement
current disposal sites,vwhich will reach capacity at
some locations in the near future. The existing flow
management plan would remain unchanged and the existing
depth of the navigation channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative C consists of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma, and replacing the
existing flow management plan with the Modified Bench
Flow Management Plan. The existing depth of the
navigation channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative D consists of, one, adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma. Two, replacing

existing flow management plan with the Modified Bench
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Flow Management Plan. And, three, increase the depth
of the navigation channel throughout the system from
nine to 11 feet.

Alternative E consists of, one, adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma.l Two, replacing
the existing flow management plan with a Modified Bench
Flow Management Plan. And, three, increasing the depth
of the navigation channel throughout the system from
nine to 12 feet.

And I would also like to point out that deepening
the channel in both Alternative D and E would be by
dredging the bottom deeper and not by changing the --
and not changing the elevation of the pools.

The alternatives were evaluated to determine the
economic impacts.

The annual benefits derived from each alternative
were compared to the annual cost of that alternative.
The alternatives with the great -- the alternative with
the greatest annual net benefits is called the National
Economic Development plan.

As you can see from this slide, Alternative E has
the greatest annual net benefits and is therefore the
National Economic Development plan. This alternative
has annual benefits of 22.3 million and annual costs of

11.8 million, or an annual net benefit of 10.5 million.
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The majority of the economic benefits come from
navigation savings, although there are some minor
benefits to hydropower.

The total cost of Alternative E is $160 million.
The major costs are associated with new dikes and
jetties, dredging, construction of dredge disposal
areas, and environmental mitigation.

Based on the economic analysis in the feasibility
study, Alternative E is proposed as the recommended
alternative.

As a reminder, Alternative E consists of, one,
maintenance of channel depth through the existing
dredging and disposal operations.

Two, Modified Bench Flow Management Plan, which
changes the existing Operation Plan by reducing the
bench from 75,000 cubic feet per second to 60,000 cubic
feet per second at Van Buren. This reduces the number
of times per year that the river flows above
60,000 cubic feet per second by 14 days. This improves
navigation on the river during those times.

And, three, dredging where it is needed to achieve
a 12-foot navigation channel throughout the entire
length of the McClellan-Kerr System, thus allowing
barges to be loaded to deeper depths.

And I would like to also point out that 85 to
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90 percent of the navigation system is already 12 feet
deep or deeper, so it is not necessary to dredge the
entire 445 miles of this system to achieve a 12-foot
channel depth.

As stated earlier, the deadline for submitting
comments is May 24, 2005.

After refining the report and the EIS due to
review comments, the final public review is scheduled
for July 1 through July 31, 2005.

The record of decision will be completed after the
final review.

Now I will turn the microphone over to Mr. Rich
Hall, who will provide an overview of the EIS process.
At the end of Mr. Hall's presentation, we will open up
the floor to receive comments.

Rich?

RICH HALL: I want to thank you, Ron.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. My goal
tonight is to help you get a better understanding of
the actions that are involved in the Arkansas River
Navigation study draft EIS and how the document is
structured.

I will try to provide you an overhead of the
format, contents, and major conclusions of the draft

ETS.
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The National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA,
requires all Federal agencies to conduct -- to conduct
and consider the possible environmental impacts of
proposed actions during the planning and
decision-making process. These considerations and the
resulting recommendations for major Federal actions
affecting the quality of the human environment must be
documented and allow for public involvement.

Implementation measures for this law are found in
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulation 200-2-2 and the
President's Council on Environmental Quality
Guidelines.

Prior to writing the draft EIS, the Corps of
Engineers initiated a public scoping process to solicit
public comments on issues or concerns to be addressed
early in the EIS.

Comments were solicited through mailings, media
advertisements, and both agency and public scoping
meetings.

A total of 221 responses were received during the
EIS scoping process. EIS scoping comments were used to
define the boundaries of analysis and help to focus the
statement on important areas of concern.

The majority of the EIS scoping comments fell into

five broad categories, as shown in the slide.
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Possible impacts to the interior least tern and
other bird and fish communities as a result of the
proposed action were among the comments.

Also concern about channel degradation, head
cutting, water quality, and shoreline erosion.

Concerns regarding the cost of maintaining the
increased depth of the navigation channel were
expressed.

The potential reduced available head at hydropower
facilities was another concern.

Also, the potential loss of riverfront parks,
boating access, and camping areas, due to flooding
and/or land acquisition.

Finally, there were concerns over potential losses
of private land, including agricultural land, due to
possible flooding and/or governmental land acquisition.

RON CARMAN: Could you use the microphone?

They are having trouble hearing.

RICH HALL: Speak up. If you cannot hear me,
speak up or let me know. I'll try to speak louder.
Okay?

Environmental Impact Statements are disclosure
documents that assist the decision maker when
determining alternative selection for federally

initiated projects. The intent of this EIS is to
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describe for the decision maker and the public a need
for the project, alternatives to the proposed action, a
description of the affected environment, the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the alternatives
and mitigation measures.

The Proposed Action for this project is defined as
maintaining and improving the navigation channel in
order to enhance commercial navigation on the system,
while maintaining other project purposes.

We're going to take a look, closer look now at the
environmental analysis as it's presented in the draft
EIS.

The draft EIS.describes three features associated
with the Proposed Action.

Navigation Channel Maintenance, Depth Maintenance,
consists of maintaining the navigation channel via
river training structures and maintenance dredging.

The evaluation process for this feature considered a
wide variety of maintenance dredging issues focused on
maintaining the navigation channel to sustain
commercial navigation.

The River Flow Management Feature sought to
improve the safety and efficiency of commercial
navigation by managing the navigation system to limit

periods of sustained high flows. This would be
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achieved by reducing the number of days when river
bench flows exceeded 60,000 cubic feet per second at
Van Buren. The evaluation process initially considered
23 river flow management components.

The current navigation depth limits the efficiency
and volume of commercial navigation operations on the
up currents. The proposed channel -- navigation
channel deepening action allows deeper draft tows to
operate.

The components presented in the draft EIS explore
the options of deepening the navigation system to ten,
11, or 12 feet within six separate segments of the
navigation system.

Retained components include the evaluation of new
disposal sites for existing maintenance dredging,
modification of bench flow at Van Buren, and 11 and
12-foot channel depth throughout the length of the
navigation channel. These components were used to
formulate four action and one no action alternative.

Section four of the draft EIS includes
descriptions of the existing environment that may be
affected by the proposed action.

The Corps undertook several substantial new
studies to better define the affected environment.

These studies included terrestrial habitat
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evaluations, aquatic habitat evaluations, gravel bed
surveys, geomorphology analysis, socioeconomic
evaluations, and river sediment analyses.

One of the most critical sections of the EIS is
the rigorous evaluation of environmental consequences
or impacts that are expected to occur as a result of
the action. This analysis is covered in Sections 5, 6,
and 7 of the draft EIS.

Some of the important issues discussed in the
environmental consequences include the areas shown on
the slide.

Based upon comments received during scoping,
biological resources were determined to be among the
key environmental consequences of concern, and were the
focus of further in-depth studies and analysis.

Adverse impacts to aquatic biological resources
would be associated with channel deepening through
dredging and open water disposal in dike fields.

Dredging the navigation channel would result in a
potential loss of aquatic habitat. Analysis included:
Major impacts from dredging were associated with
potential loss of 165 acres of gravel beds, which are
important habitat, particularly for specific fish in
the river, like paddlefish. Major gravel deposits

occur within the system near Maumelle, Morrilton, and
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on the Verdigris River.

Open water disposal would result in the loss of
potentially up to 3,000 acres of aquatic habitat.

Dredging will also affect organisms within the
dredged areas, particularly within the Arkansas Post
Canal, where there is a known large population of
common mussels.

The assessments concluded that although there was
major impacts to aquatic species and habitat, a
mitigation plan is under development to ensure
significant impacts are avoided.

Adverse and beneficial impacts to terrestrial
biological resources would also be associated with
dredged material disposal.

To better assess potential impacts, Habitat
Evaluation Procedures, or HEP, were conducted using
technical assistance from Federal and State agencies.
The project could result in conversion of up to
600 acres of agricultural land.

Efforts were made to avoid dredge disposal sites
on high quality habitat. Also, it was concluded that
dredge material could be used to build Interior Least
Tern islands within the project area.

Although avoidance and beneficial use of dredge

material were optimized, some dredge disposal on land
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and in shallow water sites would still result in major
loss of terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

A biological opinion was completed to determine
potential impacts on threatened and endangered species
that occur or potentially occur within the study area.
The study evaluated impacts to 16 endangered and
threatened species. The only two species potentially
affected by the project are the American Burying Beetle
and the Interior Least Tern.

The Army Corps of Engineers will make all efforts
to work with the Fish and Wildlife Service through
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the
Draft Biological Opinion to assure that there are no
adverse impacts to these species.

The remaining adverse impacts to other affected
environments are considered to be minor.

To comply with the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act, which is to promote efforts
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment, the final analysis of the draft EIS
includes development of mitigation measures.

These measures were applied to all elements of the
proposed action. Mitigation for terrestrial and
aquatic impacts would consist of a combination of

avoidance, minimization, and compensation.

SUSAN B. WHITSON, CCR, INC. (501) 455-1170




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

This mitigation has been developed primarily in
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, and the Oklahoma
Department of Wildlife and Conservation.

For terrestrial habitat mitigation, potential
dredge material disposal sites were located where they
would avoid mature upland forest, bottom land forest,
or wetlands.

Where sites could not be located outside of these
three habitat sites, disposal sites were redesigned to
avoid the most valuable wildlife areas. This
ultimately reduced the acreage of land needed for
mitigation.

Two mitigation sites have been identified that are
adjacent to lands currently managed by the Oklahoma
Department of Wildlife Conservation.

Total acreage created is shown on the slide.

Several mitigation measures will be implemented to
compensate for adverse impacts to aquatic habitat and
species. These measures are listed on the slide.

Key elements included relocation of disposal areas
to avoid valuable aquatic habitat, dike and revetment
notching, relocation of mussels, backwater channel
improvements, and monitoring.

Mitigation for threatened and endangered species
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would focus on the least tern and the American burying
beetle, as stated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's Biological Opinion.

For the least tern, the emphasis would be on
creating a series of in-river islands through dredged
material disposal within each river pool. The proposal
calls for one island per pool in the river and annual
monitoring of least tern populations.

For the American burying beetle, monitoring will
be conducted to identify species locations and emphasis
would be placed on avoiding potential habitat and
minimization of impacts.

This completes the overview of the EIS process,
and I will turn it back over to Colonel Walters.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you, Rich.

.And we thank all of you for your attention. Not
too bad, we made it in about a half an hour, in terms
of trying to give you a presentation.

We'll be happy to try to take on your questions as
well, if you would like additional detail on what we
discussed.

We've discussed the proposed action to improve
navigation on the Arkansas River System. We briefly
described alternatives, discussed potential impacts of

the proposed mitigation to the proposed alternative.
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The draft EIS, of course, out on the table, contains a
lot more detail.

Now we would like to begin your turn to provide
input to the draft analysis.

The draft is not yet final. We want to take into
account your comments. As stated earlier, public
involvement occurs in the NEPA process in many ways.
Your other opportunities to provide input are shown on
this slide.

I think what's most important to take note of here
is that this is the draft, and it will be followed by a
final to be published this summer, which will also have
a comment period, an additional comment period when you
can check to see how we treated your comments, as well
as have a chance to provide additional input.

The process gives equal consideration to spoken
and written comments. If you have a written statement,
you can read it out loud, turn it in without reading
it, or do both. 1In any case, your comment will become
part of the record.

If you do provide us a written statement, please,
we ask that you put your name and address on it so that
we can enter it into the record properly.

How many folks want a break versus wanting to just

get started?
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Do you want a break?

Nope. Everybody wants to get started.

Okay. Well, we'll get right then into the comment
period by taking your comments.

I've got some cards up there of people who have
asked to make a comment. If you've not had the
opportunity to prepare a card, I would ask that you go
outside and grab a card and we'll be happy to add to
the stack so that everybody who wants to can get
called.

When you speak, we ask that you use the microphone
at the front, at the table in the front of the room, so
the comments can be heard and recorded for inclusion in
the official record. And we ask that you limit your
presentation to a reasonable time. ©No more than about
five minutes so that everybody has an opportunity to
speak.

And what they really wrote here is that we're
going to turn your mike off at the end of five minutes,
but I'm not sure that that is going to be necessary
tonight, given the size of the audience. I'm sure
we'll all be courteous to each other. I would ask that
you conclude your remarks at that time.

There is supposed to be a light bar system. 1Is

that in fact here?
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RICH HALL: Yes.

COLONEL WALTERS: Okay. We got a light bar
system. Green light will be on for the first four
minutes, then it will go to yellow, and then we'll go
to red at the end of five minutes.

And we're now ready to begin with our first
comments, and we would ask His Honor, the Mayor Pat
Hayes of North Little Rock, to begin his comments.

MAYOR PAT HAYES: Colonel, thank you very much.
And certainly those in the Corps, we are very
appreciative of the work that's been done. And since I
have five minutes,lI'm going to try to go right to the
quick of it.

First of all, I've had the opportunity to serve as
mayor of my city for going on 17 years now, but I
recently acquired another title and that's been
self-proclaimed, and that's the Admiral of the North
Little Rock Navy.

I don't know how many of you, probably most
realize that we now have a submarine, the U.S.S. Hoga,
which is a vessel that was a tug boat in Pearl Harbor.
Will be leaving San Francisco Harbor probably within
the next 60 days, coming this direction, through the
canal.

North Little Rock probably as much, if not more
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than any other city in the state, depends on
transportation as its main economic vital link to the
future. With the confluence of Interstate 30 and
Interstate 40, with the adjacency of the Little Rock
airport, with the Union Pacific, which is indeed our
largest employer, being one of five large rail
facilities, we have a little bit less than 5,000
people, with the activity that goes on on the river,
not only with our recent acquisitions, but certainly
with the economic benefits that the Little Rock Port
provides, as well as, like, Oakley Fertilizer, for
example, that port facility is up in the same league as
the Little Rock Port, in terms of on and off --
on-loading and off-loading of product. We also have
Jeffrey Sand Company, which is an active economic
benefit to our community. And more and more we look to
transportation.

But as we look to transportation of the past, as
to where we've been and how we arrived at the point
that we are in our development, it's as impbrtant if
not more so that we look to the future. BAnd it's kind
of interesting that day after tomorrow, one year ago, I
left Istanbul, Turkey on a tugboat that was pulling our
submarine, and in the aft portion of that submarine had

a 14 1/2-foot draft.
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We came all the way from Istanbul up to Rosedale,
Mississippi with the same tugboat that pulled that
submarine those six -- seven thousand miles. But we

stopped at Rosedale. 1In fact, we paused for a bit.

" And, I think, Colonel, the first time I had an

opportunity to say hello to you was when we came over
for a little sojourn into Arkansas for the dedication
of Montgomery Point.

Well, after that dedication, as many of us know,
we had to turn around and go back to Rosedale in order
to outfit that sub so that she could be raised about
five feet in order to navigate the Arkansas River.

Now, I have been aware of this problem, and I
think if not all, but most of the Mississippi River,
from what my recollection is, is it is a 12-foot
navigation channel. And, obviously, there are portions
of that that are deeper than any 12 feet.

But in order for us to take the economic
benefits -- you know, we talk about the environment,
and I think that's obviously an extremely important
part of this.

But the environment of what the river traffic does
in taking traffic off of our roadways, certainly in
some instances our railways -- I mean, I think we've

all seen the chart of how many freight cars that a
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barge will be able to equal in terms of its transit
capabilities, and the same thing with regard to six --
18-wheelers as they move up and down our interstate.

So, if this country is indeed going to go forward
with the same kind of economic vitality that we've
enjoyed in the past, we're going to have to accent more
and more those areas of our transit system which, in my
mind, are rail and water, in terms of making up for --
where we are pretty much at capacity on a lot of our
other methods. The interstate system, I don't think
anybody has to testify, between here and Memphis, and
perhaps even on down south, but that road is one we
travel a lot, has almost been given over to truck
traffic. And I don't mean that in a negative way.

But this country is very dependent on a transit
system. And the economic livelihood of our society is
very well dependent on how we move goods and services,
not only within the country but certainly outside of
its borders. And because of that, the critical aspects
of whatever we can do to maximize our ability to move
goods from one part of the country to the other is
critical as anything that I can say in terms of future
economic vitality of this country, certainly this state
as it relates to the world in terms of delivery of

product.
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I know barges now that come in and out, we
established -- recently established transit capability
within the last three years of regular transit between
us and Mexico. And the NAFTA agreement as well as the
other issues that are currently being dealt with with
regard to trade to Central America, and more and more
of those opportunities are going to be before us.

And I'll just end my comments by saying that to
me, with so little, so much can be -- so much can be
achieved.

And so, I would very much encourage, on behalf of
my community, on behalf of this state, on behalf of
local go&ernment and behalf of the future of this
country that these three feet from nine to 12 will
bring returns that will go on for years and years.

| Thank you for the opportunity to represent local
government.

I'm broadening my capabilities, but also
underlying the North Little Rock Navy is alive and well

and we start tours on our submarine the 15th

of May
for anybody that wants to come on.

Thank you very much.

COLONEL WALTERS: Okay. Next will be Mr. Jim
Wood.

That will be followed by Allen Carter.
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JIM WOOD: I'm Jim Wood, and I'm representing
Arkansas Wildlife Federation and the Yell County
Wildlife Federation.

And five minutes ain't much to talk about
something that takes 3,000 pages to print. Is it, Ron?

RON CARMAN: No, it's not.

JIM WOOD: So we're not going to delve into it
real deep, but we have over the last five years,
beginning with the reconnaissance report and all the
way back to the 1988 land impact studies and a whole
variety of other issues that are associated with the
Arkansas River, like who owns the land where and where
sportsmen can recreate and where they can't, and the
lawsuits that are going up and down the river.

And the study was started because of an alleged
violation of the U.S. Constitution, which was in the
Fort Smith area and downstream to Arbuckle Island, and
then it got expanded into a navigation study. And it's
kind of ironic that, when we started the study, I
talked to Asa Hutchison, who was in the House of
Representatives, who brought the -- got the $200,000
for the reconnaissance study. He assured me that all
the users of the river would be represented in this
study, and that they would develop a plan for managing

this river to address all those who use the river.
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Well, you know, Asa is not around. He is now down
here in Arkansas running for governor. So there is
nobody to go to to hold him to this, you see, this
promise. So now the project study has turned into a
little more than a navigation study to justify a
12-foot channel.

When we started we thought we would address all
these issues, the sportsmen would have a place in this
study, we would solve these easement problems along the
river where the Corps says that they need rights to
flood land, and find out why that We need these rights
to flood land, like Petit Jean Wildlife Management
Area, and yet we've turned the study into -- away from
that. And so we've done our own studies, and a lot of
it, gathered a lot of data on our own, that we want to
use to review your study, but we can't do it because
you say we've got to pay $700 just to get a copy of
this study.

You got to have, to do this kind of a review on a
comprehensive study like that, you have to have that
study, a hard copy, then you have to have our stuff
that we've gathered, and then cross reference it and
check the figures, just like the budget. 25,000 --
$25,900,000 in the Corps Little Rock budget for the

Arkansas River, and that's for Oklahoma and Arkansas in
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2003, and you say we're going to have $22 million worth
of benefits. Well, do the math and say, well, gee, you
got benefits on this ten-foot or 12-foot channel that's
less than what the budget is. How can that be, you
know, see.

And then in President's budget this year, he's put
in 35 million, you see.

So, these figures don't -- there is a lot of
questions on how you arrived at this 22 million, when
the budgets for the river and just this navigation
alone, see, is different.

So, the reason that you had the lawsuits on the
flow regime in the beginning was because they weren't
using flood pools in Oklahoma, mainly. Just as soon as
the flood pools started filling up, they start dumping
water, see.

And you can pull out a date on an event, just a
rain event, pull out a date, and look at how you're
managing the pools in Oklahoma, what the level is in
Arkansas, say, at Fort Smith, and you will see right
away that they are not using the flood pools to correct
the problem that they say, which is a high flow problem
on the river.

So, the Corps is creating their own problem in

some respect there, and it looks like the study is not
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addressing what they started out to address to start
with.

And look at your declaration of intent, the first
one in 2000, and then compare that to your declaration
of intent, it's in the Federal Register, for the
combining the study, and you will see what I mean when
I say that it's -- the study has changed remarkably,
you know.

And now the same politicians keep trying to
interfere with the study. And in WERTA right now,
S-728, I believe is the number, you've got a -- two
pages in there by Senator Inhofe telling you how to do
calculations on the Arkansas River study.

See, five minutes ain't nothing, is it.

Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Allen Carter.

That will be followed by Paul Latture.

ALLEN CARTER: Ron, Colonel Walters.

Jim and I agree on one thing, five minutes isn't
very long. But that's okay, because everybody needs
time to talk.

I'm Allen Carter, a retired biologist for the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, where I spent a

considerable amount of time working on the river.
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My comments will address environmental aspects of
the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

The Arkansas River is a great resource to Arkansas
and Oklahoma residents. It provides many business and
recreational opportunities.

If the pian currently under consideration -- plans
currently under consideration are completed, the
fishery out there will benefit, the angler will
benefit, the recreational user will benefit.

Developing the shipping channel and to accommodate
larger loads will certainly benefit the present
industry and the farmers of the area. It should
encourage additional industry, which in turn will add
additional jobs to the economies of both states.

The Environmental Impact Statement is very
extensive. The time allowed for this oral comment is
not enough to address all the statement; however, I can
say that there has been a tremendous amount of time and
effort put into the document. I've been actually a
part of all of that, kind of forcing my way in to
talking to a lot of different folks, spent a lot of
time on it.

It also appears that there is no major really
in -- major environmental problems. In fact, the items

found that need attention have been addressed by
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environmental agencies: Oklahoma Department, Arkansas
Game and Fish, Fish and Wildlife Service, and solutions
have been and are being found.

The deficit in habitat units noted in the 12-foot
channel project in the document -- and actually the
disk is free, so -- but it's a lot of information, but
you can find everything in it. This time period for
the public comment, there are those deficit units for
the 12-foot project, but this time period, as I
understand, is a periodrfor public comments and it will
provide the opportunity for those agencies and the
public to request specific items for mitigation. And
with that information, I'm sure those deficit units
will come out to be a net positive.

I realize that an adequate monitoring plan
concerning the biological issues is needed. I
encourage the utilization of a monitoring plan that
involves all the users of the system.

Please remember that we are all on the same boat
on the river and need to work together. My past year
at Arkansas Game and Fish I found it very helpful to
have biologists -- and did this -- biologist, anglers,
hunter, and engineers, that's the first time I've ever
seen it, actually, in the same boat in the river to

discuss the wants, needs, and desires of everybody.
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This is also what has been done to develop the plan for
the project. A lot of people have been involved, if in
fact they really wanted to get involved. We were on --
looking at all these things, we were able to agree on a
lot of plans and adjust the work projects to help and
not hinder the various users of the river.

The main concern is for all the planned
development to maintain and even enhance the
environmental aspects.

Biological opinion seems to be right on target.
And, again, it's in the EIS.

After reviewing the information for all endangered
species in the areas and narrowing the concerns down to
a few, determining the no-jeopardy status on any
species is appropriate. The reasonable and prudent
measures that are required concerning the incidental
take of the American burying beetle seem to be
appropriate and do not effect the progress of the
project.

The reasonable and prudent measures required
concerning the incidental take of the least tern seem
extensive; however, I understand that these actions
would be required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, even if the 12-foot channel is not approved,

therefore these actions should not hinder the approval
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of the 12-foot channel project and the costs of these
requirements should not be charged against the project.

Some suggestions like building islands by the
environmental agencies should help the tern. These
islands might not become a reality for many years if
this channel project is not approved, just depending on
the funding.

Recreational activities on the river help the
economy, especially on the local level. The river we
know today has provided many hours of all types of
recreation; however, there are several improvements
that will help the fishery and the angler.

The study teams and representatives from the state
agencies, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Corps
of Engineers, has developed a scope of work that
enhance the aquatic eﬁvironment. These projects
include notching more than 250 dikes and revetments,
dredging more than 30 silted areas to allow access to
many backwater areas that were once open to the boater,
and creating more than 30 islands that will provide a
variation of aquatic habitat where none existed and
also creating -- and will also create least tern
habitat. Notching the dikes and revetments will allow
boating access to many areas that have not been

accessible in the past, and will also create more
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islands.

Some of the specific examples of backwater areas
that will be accessed due to the dredging include Cole
Powell, Strawberry Creek, Hopewell Creek, Bull Creek,
and many other oxbows along the river. The study team
also recommended avoiding the filling of over 60
important aquatic areas. The dredge material will be
placed in areas that now do not provide a good fishery,
creating islands that will have different shorelines
and flow habitats for aquatic species. This is a real
plus for the fishery of the river.

In addition to the aquatic enhancements, the
deeper draft will allow the same amount of cargo moved
on the river to move -- excuse me -- to be moved in
fewer barges, which will result in less lock delays for
the recreational users.

I can only imagine bass fishermen would really
appreciate that. I know some that have lost
tournaments because they have had to wait on a barge.

I encourage you to approve the project and
complete the dike notching and other projects as
planned as mitigation. All stakeholders, including
industry, have been and are willing to cooperate in any
way possible to help make the river the best it can be

for all users.
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Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Okay. Paul Latture.

And next after that wiil be Dave Choate.

PAUL LATTURE: Thank you. My name is Paul
Latture, and I'm with the Little Rock Port Authority.
I'm the Executive Director. And I want to address more
of the economic aspect than the environmental aspect.

One of the things I've noted is that all the
fishermen we talk about are also residents, they also
have jobs. One of the things that you have to have for
a lot of those jobs is you have to have the
transportation infrastructure.

Mayor Hayes mentioned the mess that I-40 is in.

He mentioned the transportation system in this country.

By doing the project which I urge you to go
forth -- to go forward with on the 12-foot channel,
enables us, as he just mentioned, to ship more goods in
fewer barges, help take trucks off the highway,
promote -- we'll have less pollutants in the air.
You'll be able to drive to Memphis on I-40, hopefully.

But the other thing it will do is make us more
competitive in the job market.

What a lot of people don't realize -- case in

point, at the port of Little Rock, our number one --
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our top five customers are not in Little Rock. We have
big customers in Malvern. We have big customers in El
Dorado. We have big customers in Fort Smith. We have
big customers in Conway. And all of those customers
employ people.

If we're going to keep industry in this country,
we have to find innovative ways to get goods and
services to the companies and then out to the -- to the
population in a more efficient manner. This will help
do that.

We can take 43 percent more product in a barge
under a 12-foot channel, same barge, than we can under
the -- under the existing channel.

The other side of the equation is that we don't
compete well with Memphis, we don't compete well with
Greenville, Mississippi, we don't compete well with
Baton Rouge from a transportation aspect, especially
for heavy industry, simply because we're at a
43 percent price disadvantage as far as transportation.

Now, if we're going to be a competitive entity,
how are we going to make that up? Is it electric cost?
Is it labor rates? Right now, all of those things are
virtually the same.

This is a good project. This project will not

significantly harm the environment. Some would argue
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it will help in certain areas, for the fishermen who
will be able to get on the river more so than they ever
have in the past.

But it will help the economic stability of Little
Rock. It will help the economic stability of the
entire region. It will help make us more competitive,
and I urge you to go ahead. And we certainly stand
full square in favor of the 12-foot project.

COLONEL WALTERS: Mr. David Choate.

You will be followed by Keith Garrison.

DAVID CHOATE: Thank you, sir.

I'm David Choate. 1I'm vice president of Grain and
Barge Operations for Bruce Oakley, Incorporated in
North Little Rock.

We started our involvement with the river and the
river systems in the late 1970s in North Little Rock,
and we feel like we have grown up, I guess you would
call, and matured with the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas
River System.

Today we operate seven river ports, four of which
are in Arkansas. That would be at Dardanelle at mile
203; Morrilton, mile 172; North Little Rock, 116; and
at Pendleton, mile 22.

We handle -- we buy and sell a lot of different

products to our customer -- customers, but we also
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handle a lot of products for industrial, commercial,
and agricultural entities.

We also operate a fleet of our own barges all over
the inland waterways, including the Illinois, the Ohio,
the lower and upper Miss, the east and west canals in
Tennessee and the other navigable rivers.

We feel like that, because of our experience and,
I guess you would say expertise, that we have a certain
amount of knowledge, at least to the economic impact of
the deepening of the channel.

And I'll just give you a couple of examples of how
we feel. One of which would be, if you're familiar at
all with inland river hopper barges, you will know that
about six inches of draft equals approximately 110 tons
of net cargo. By deepening the channel by three feet,
you can add 660 tons to one barge. A typical tow
coming up this river out here over my right shoulder of
12 barges, that equates to somewhere around 8,000 tons,
or 330 truck loads.

And you're doing that with the same barge, the
same barges, the same towboats, probably a little more
fuel, but not much more. And if you can envision that
330 trucks that you're taking on the road, off the
road, it has to be environmentally friendly, and it has

to be economically beneficial to our customers. That's
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real money that goes right back in their pockets.

Kind of like Mr. Latture talked about a minute
ago, we used to always figure that -- that if you
imported a product in the New Orleans Harbor ship side
midstream, that you could take about a dollar and a
half to two dollar over ride Little Rock versus St.
Louis; even though St. Louis is, what, 300 river miles
farther than Little Rock. Little Rock is a dollar and
a half to two dollar disadvantage. Now that's no
longer the case. With higher towing costs, mostly as a
result of skyrocketing fuel costs, now you're probably
talking about a four dollar over ride.

Well, if you're an economic developer person or
Chamber of Commerce person, which I'm sure some of
these people are, and you're trying to recruit an
industry to Russellville or Little Rock or Pine Bluff,
that industrial person will say, why, all other things
beginning equal, if I wanted to relocate to the south
central United States, and dependent strongly on water
borne transportation, why go to Little Rock when I can
go to Greenville or to Vicksburg or Memphis and know
that I'm saving 30 -- excuse me -- 30, 35, 40 percent
in my transportation costs. Well, you wouldn't.

We also buy -- excuse me -- a considerable amount

of grain, literally, from Oklahoma all the way to the
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mouth of the Arkansas. This past harvest season in
Little Rock grain rates for export to the gulf were
probably around average $12 a ton, would be a good
guess, or 36 cents per bushel on a bushel of soybeans.

By increasing the efficiency of these barges that
30 percent, or 12 cents per bushel, you're putting 12
cents in the pockets of literally thousands of farm
families that benefit from the river transportation.
And that's real money.

If you have a farmer that's raising a hundred
thousand bushels of rice, wheat, beans, corn, and sells
it, which most people in central Arkansas do, and it
goes to the river, that's $12,000 per year that goes in
that farmer's pocket and back into the local economy.

As I said -- I want to close because my time is
running out -- we feel like we've grown up with the
McClellan-Kerr System, and we've seen a lot of good
things happen. We feel like now is time for the system
to completely mature and become a real river that can
be competitive with other rivers around the country.

And I thank you for listening.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Mr. Keith Garrison.

Next after that will be Doug Swann.

KEITH GARRISON: Thank you for the opportunity to
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have input in this process tonight.

I'm the director of the Arkansas Waterways
Commission. The Arkansas Waterways Commission
commissioners are seven in number. They are appointed
by the governor of the state of Arkansas to pursue our
mission of promoting, developing, and protecting the
navigable, commercially navigable waterways in the
state of Arkansas.

We also have two at large commissioners, SO we
represent five river basins, one of which is the
Arkansas McClellan-Kerr River Navigation System.

We are the only state agency that serves as an
advocate, whose soul purpose is to advocate for water
borne transportation in the state of Arkansas and on
behalf of the citizens of the state of Arkansas.

I think it's an important concept to realize that
this project is as much if not more of an environmental
and conservation project as it is a navigation project,
and in character with the entire original purpose of
the project in flood control, quality of life, as well
as navigation and the economic benefits that accrue to
it.

There has been a lot of input through the process.

I've been at meetings with people from the Game

and Fish Commission, the Fish and Wildlife Commission,
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with interested parties in the conservation arena, the
environmental arena, and, of course, the group that I
am affiliated with in terms of river navigation and
industry, have all had input into this process. I
think it's important to emphasize that sometimes we
tend to look at things as either a black or white or a
zero sum process, where if one aspect of a project
gains in the eyes of some people then it must lose in
the other. I don't think that's characteristic of this
project at all. This is not a zero sum situation where
one side, if you will, loses and the other -- the other
gains. This is a -- this is a win/win situation for
all of the parties involved.

The -- some of the environmental enhancements that
have been mentioned are quite impressive. The notching
of these docks and weirs has already been done, to some
extent, in cooperative actions with the Arkansas Game
and Fish Commission and the Corps of Engineers to
provide access to these backwaters. And inside the
weirs and where the fishing is good it has been very
successful and very well received by the fishing
community.

It's our understanding there will be at least 250
of these types of notches created in this project that

will open up 30 backwaters and other channels to access
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to recreational fishermen and provide additiomal
habitat.

And we've already talked about the least tern
island. And the use of the dredge material, which
ordinarily is a problem to dispose of, now we can put
it into a positive use and create aquatic and aviary
habitat, so that's -- that's pure evidence right there
that it is a win/win situation for both parties.

Water borne transportation, as we've already
heard, is the most environmentally friendly mode of
transportation in terms éf not only fuel consumption,
but air pollution and noise pollution and many other
aspects of impact on the environment.

Trucks, trucks, we're not anti-trucks. Somebody
has got to haul this stuff off from the river port to
its other destination. But the pollution aspects of
any kind of motor vehicle include not only the fuel it
uses and the air it -- air it burns and adds pollution
to, but also the production of tires and parts and some
of the other consumables that go into truck traffic,
which are less present or not present in water borne
transportation.

So, it's an environmental plus to put things on
the river, as has been eloquently stated by some of the

people who have spoken before me. And the more we can
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do that and do it in a way that is not harmful to the
environment, which this project is not, then we improve
the quality of life for all.

And one final point I would like to make is that,
only economically advanced societies and nations have
the capability and can afford to do the kind of
environmental stewardship that we are now doing in this
country. So I think it's a partnership, it goes hand
in hand, one goes with the other, and it is indeed a
win/win situation, and this project is a really good
example of that kind of cooperation. And the Arkansas
Waterways Commission is thoroughly in favor of pursuing
this project.

Thank you, gentlemen.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Doug Swann.

DOUG SWANN: Well, my name, of course, is Doug
Swann.

I represent the Arkansas Bass Association; and
maybe even more importantly, the Arkansas Natural
Heritage Commission. We work to preserve natural
species, plants, and animals in Arkansas. And, you
know, nobody is going to stand up here and say that
this is not an environmentally friendly project,

because we don't really know. I hadn't seen in writing
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a mitigation plan. I understand it's incomplete at
this time. But that's basically what people are going
to ask me is, you know, what are we going to get out of
this project to protect the river.

Moving goods on the river is great. I understand
the economic impact and savings. And, really, we don't
have any problem with the deepening of the channel, as
long as there is no major elevation changes, but we
just don't have all the facts out yet.

And when the project started, you know, we all
worked very closely together. And, in fact, we removed
a lot of the barriers between the Corps of Engineers,
the Game and Fish, the governor's office, and groups
like ours, so that we could all work together and see
this thing through. And I think it's real important to
maintain that kind of relationship so misinformation,
you know, doesn't get out there, and that everybody is
on the same page and understands, you know, there is
good in this for everybody.

The Arkansas River has pretty much paid the price.
We've lost a lot of habitat due to, you know, the
silting in of backwaters, lost access to quite a few
backwaters. The fisheries kind of went through a
natural cycle as well as loss of habitat, and degraded

to the point to where the Game and Fish got involved,
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groups like ours got involved, and the Corps of
Engineers got involved.

You know, where else other than, I think, one
project in Missouri did the Corps work with folks like
us to improve the fisheries, to open up backwaters.

In fact, I think we're a lot of the reason that
Allen got to spend so much time on the river here a
couple of years ago. He may hold a grudge over that,
I'm not real sure.

ALLEN: No. Thank you.

DOUG SWANN: What we would like to see is a plan
for long term habitat restoration on the river, like
opening up the Cole Powell area and a management plan
for those type of access to those areas.

Digging it out once and then leaving it, you know,
just won't do. It's got to be something that, you
know, is usable on a long-term basis.

Destroying gravel beds, you know, we would like to
see some areas enhanced, and I'm sure all of this is
being taken into account.

I have not seen the plan. It would take a month
of Sundays to read it, so, you know, you all are going
to have to kind of f£ill us in on this kind of stuff so
we do understand where we're going with it.

The folks, you know, that use the river, the
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barges and all, we're not against the commercial use of
the river by any means. That's the main usage of the
river. But the economic impact of the recreational
users-is something that lots of the cities on the river
have not come to terms with.

There is lots of revenue that comes in with
fishing tournaments, with even, you know, riverfront
activities like -- oh, what's the big one here in May.
But, you know, there is lots of recreational use.

We would like to see, you know, what we have
discussed with Game and Fish and the Corps in
developing some nursery ponds on the river, so we can
stock fish.

And, like I say, when you do get it, you know, in
print where we can see a mitigation plan for repairing
past damage, as well as what may be done by the new
dikes and revetments, you know, we would love to stand
up and say, yeah, we're all for it. But at this point,
you know, we're saying, a mitigation plan is
incomplete, so, you know, we don't know what to say.

We just need to work together on it and work our
way through it.

Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Okay. Mr. Chris Horton.
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Next on deck will be Bobby Davenport.

CHRIS HORTON: Do you start this timer?

There you go.

Actually I probably won't even need it.

My name is Chris Horton. I'm with Bass Outdoors.
I got up at 4 o'clock this morning and caught a plane
from Orlando to be here.

We have 500,000 members nationwide, and we have
about 10,000 members in Arkansas. This Arkansas River
is very important to our membership. That's the only
reason I'm here.

I also want to qualify that I, too, am a former
biologist for the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. I
was a black bass biologist for the state, am very
familiar with the Arkansas River, worked on it much
myself.

The Arkansas River belongs to the people of
Arkansas, not just the select interests of a few
commercial entities.

Given that fact, the fisheries resources are an
extremely vital component of the Arkansas River, and we
just don't feel that the mitigation component of the
EIS has adequately addressed those concerns. Yes, the
Game and Fish Commission was consulted, as well as the

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation. These
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initial comments were not incorporated into this
mitigation component. And as it's written, we
certainly can't speak favorably for this EIS.

Anyway, that's basically all I have to say, is
that we urge you to work seriously with the Arkansas
Game and Fish Commission and incorporate what the
fisheries division has asked you to do, because I know
that many of the things that they have brought up
previously have not been incorporated.

Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Next will be Bobby Davenport.

That will be followed by James Crider.

BOBBY DAVENPORT: Thank you so much, sir, for your
time.

I would just like to echo the comments made by
Doug Swann. The mitigation plan, we don't believe, is
in favor of us right at this time. You need to let us
look at it on down the line, see what you're approving
and what we got coming for us.

The fisheries is not for me today. We need to be
looking way down the line. 1I'll never get to see the
results of your wofk, but maybe my grandkids or some of
them on down the line will. But we want to work with

you, we want to work with the Corps, and we do
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appreciate the Corps. And we would just like to see a
little better mitigation plan.

Thank you for your time, sir.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Mr. James Crider.

And that completes the comment cards we've
received. We'll open the floor at that point.

JAMES CRIDER: Good evening. My name is -- my
name is Jim Crider, and I'm president and CEO of the
Economic Development Alliance in Jefferson County. And
I want to start by just thanking the Corps of Engineers
for this opportunity to offer some comments.

And they are to this effect: The Economic
Development Alliance of Jefferson County and it's
allies, which include the Pine Bluff/Jefferson County
Port Authority, the Arkansas River Regional Intermodal
Facilities Authority, I'll test you on that later, the
Jefferson County Industrial Foundation, and the Greater
Pine Bluff Chamber of Commerce, all these organizations
combined vigorously support the Arkansas River
Navigation Project.

We find it to have a minimal impact on
environment, as it incorporates positive measures to
enhance wildlife habitat, while making water borne

transportation safer and more efficient; thus, the
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project will improve the economic climate for the
citizens of Arkansas and Oklahoma.

The Arkansas River Navigation Project is much more
than a navigation project. It will have an extensive
positive impact on the environment. If approved, the
project would be one of the largest aquatic habitat
creation projects ever completed in the states of
Arkansas and Oklahoma.

The project includes significant modifications to
the river to enhance the aquatic habitat and the
environment.

Representatives from the state conservation
agencies, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the
Corps of Engineers have all partnered to design this
significant environmental enhancement project. These
enhancements include, but are not limited to, the
notching of over 250 dikes and revetments, the opening
of over 30 backwater and side channels, and the
creation of over 30 least tern islands to help aquatic
species in critical need.

In addition to these environmental enhancements,
the project will make the Arkansas River a more
competitive waterway to help fight the loss of jobs to
overseas markets by creating one of the lowest cost

waterways in the country.
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The deepening of the Arkansas River channel to
12 feet will allow barge payloads to be increased by
over 40 percent, thus reducing the cost of cargo in and
out of the port of Pine Bluff and others along the
Arkansas River. The project is definitely a win/win
for the environment and for the economies of Arkansas
and Oklahoma.

Once again, I appreciate the opportunity to offer
testimony in favor of this most worthwhile project.

Thank you, all.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Okay. At this time we've gone through all the
comment cards. Is there anyone else in the room who
would like to make a comment?

Please.

WALLY GIERINGER: Colonel -- is it on?

Wally, that's what you mean by 50/50, win/win.

Okay. Thank you for the opportunity.

My name is Wally Gieringer. I'm retired,
Executive Director for the Pine Bluff/Jefferson County
Port Authority, was president of the Industrial
Foundation there for almost 30 years. Currently I'm a
member of the Arkansas River Basin Interstate
Committee, which was a committee of five from the

states of Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Colorado, and
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Missouri, to represent those states in water resource
matters, especially before congress and appropriations.
I first learned of the McClellan-Kerr in 1970,
when I came to Pine Bluff. At that time the navigation

system was just opening. In those days, it was
heralded as a great thing. Talked to a lot of old
timers who talked about how you could, before the locks
and dams were installed, how you would walk across the
river in many places because it was silted in and it
was totally unpredictable.

Today it is predictable. Today we have fisheries,
we have recreation, we have navigation. And it all
really came about due to navigation.

The governor of Oklahoma at that time, his name
was Kerr. And he made a statement in 1946, writing to
the chief of engineers, saying that he predicted that
the development of the Arkansas Basin forecast
prosperity and happiness for our people. I think it's
done that.

Today we can -- many studies have pointed to some
5 billion dollars invested along this waterway, public
and private funds, some 50,000 job opportunities for
people in Arkansas, Oklahoma, and the surrounding
areas.

Paul Latture pointed out that a barge with a
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12-foot channel can carry 43 -- up to 43 percent more
than it can with a 9-foot channel. And you relate that
to the competitiveness of this area to compete for new
industry and compete for new jobs, to compete for an
even better way of life for people, it's important.

I'm distressed that the job opportunities is not
part of the Corps' recognized benefits, as far as the
study is concerned, other than just along the waterway.
It goes far beyond the waterways, the communities and
the people in the state.

I've tried to go through the study, Ron. 1I've
used a magnifying glass and I've looked at it. And I
was somewhat pleased to see a few things.

One, full compliance with all major Federal
Environmental Regulations applicable to federal
projects. That's a big plus.

Two, if I understood it correctly, little or no
increase in operating costs for the 12-foot channel as
compared to the 9-foot channel. Improved flow
management means greater reliability for the system,
more competitiveness with the other states. And we are
in competition, not only with neighboring states, but
in places around the world.

And, finally, ten and a half million dollars in

annual net economic benefit with a 12-foot channel and
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over a 50 year life. That amounts to a lot of money.

It's been said before, a win/win situation. I
think that's exactly what it is. I urge you and your
associates to move forward as quickly as possible. It
seems this has drug and drug and drug out too long.
It's -- it's been painstaking. You've looked at every
coin, every side of it, every ridge of it, every
valley. It's time to move forward.

Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you. Anyone else?

Okay. Before we conclude tonight, I want to give
some special recognition to Ms. Susan Whitson, who has
been busy typing all of our comments tonight.

If anyone deserves applause, she does.

We appreciate the effort each of you made to
attend tonight, and the time you spent with us.
Personally I've enjoyed listening and hearing what each
of you have had to say and have learned something from
each of you.

Your comments have been taken down and will be
fully considered and will be very helpful to us as we
develop the final EIS for the Ark River Nav study for
release later this summer.

Please remember that if you didn't get a chance to

get all the input you wanted, five minutes not being
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enough, or you desire to submit comments in writing,
please feel free to submit additional or other comments
in writing. We would like to receive those by the
deadline of the 24th of May, the end of the 45-day
comment period.

Expect the additional opportunities to comment on
this as the final EIS is published this summer.

Let me mention in particular that the full
mitigation plan is still under development, primarily
by the Fish and Wildlife Service, in conjunction with
other federal and state agencies, and it will be made
available with the final EIS.

Additionally to tonight, we'll have two other
hearings: Tomorrow night at 6:30 in Fort Smith and
Thursday night in Tulsa.

Should you know anyone who would like to be
present at those events, we'll he happy to give you the
addresses where they will be held.

On behalf of the Army Corps and on behalf of the
Little Rock District, I want to pledge that we are
genuinely committed to working with all, all
stakeholders and citizens, interested citizens, as we
evaluate this project and as we go forward with the
project, should it be approved and funded by Congress.

And let me conclude by saying thank you for your
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attention, your patience with this exercise of
democracy, and receiving your input.

Have a wonderful evening.

Thank you.

We'll stick around afterwards, if anyone wants to
talk.

(WHEREUPON, the above-entitled proceedings were

concluded.)
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COLONEL WALTERS: Good evening, everyone.
Can I get your attention, please?

Okay. It's now about 6:30, when we scheduled to
start, so I don't want to delay anyone's evening
unnecessarily, so I'd like to go ahead and get started;
and I want to first begin by welcoming all of you to the
meeting tonight. I appreciate the time that you've taken
out of your personal and family schedules, professional
schedules, to come and join us tonight, and we welcome you
to the meeting.

My name 1s Colonel Wally Walters. I'm the district
engineer, district commander of the Little Rock engineer
district. Obviously, our office is down in Little Rock;
that's how we name our districts. And I'm here tonight to
lead the process as we have a -- on behalf of the Corps of
Engineers as we show you and talk to you about the
feasibility study and the environment ~-- the draft
environmental impact statement on changes for the Arkansas
River -- so-called Arkansas River navigation study, the
focus of which is about changing flow management of the
water and also the depth of the channel and how that will
affect all kinds of -- all manners of interest; and
obviously, you have at least one interest or you wouldn't
be here tonight to talk about it.

These documents are in draft. You've seen them out
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3
on the tables outside there. I haven't actually measured
it, but I think it's somewhere around 30-plus inches, so
there's a lot of document. I have no expectation that you
came here tonight having read all these documents; so
we're going to try to give you, before we go into the
comment period, some insight into what's in them.

But before we get started, let me begin by just a
couple of administrative matters. First off, there's no
smoking authorized here in the building, and there's
restrooms and water fountains, I'm informed, on the other
side of this wall; you have to kind of go around and go to
them. Please feel free, as you feel the need, to get up
and depart for those uses or if you feel that you'wve had
your fill either of information or of chances to speak or
to present. And there's no scheduled stop time in that
sense for_this meeting tonight, because we're going to
stay until everybody who wants to be heard gets heard.
Now, that doesn't mean you have to stay to listen to
everybody's input, and I want to make sure that you
understand that. We're okay about that.

Let me introduce some of the people who are here
tonight. Don't need to write any of the names down.
They're in the -- so the -- We've given the key contacts
and numbers with some of the handouts, and you'll be able

to contact us and follow up 1if you so choose to.
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First let me introduce the other guy in uniform here
tonight, Colonel Miro Kurka. He is the commander of the
Tulsa district located in Tulsa, obviously; and his
responsibilities include the Arkansas River as it flows
through Oklahoma, whereas mine end at the border with
Arkansas and take it down to the Mississippi; so we have
worked -- and our staff, more importantly, our staffs have
worked this together. And he'll be leading the public
meeting tomorrow night in Tulsa.

Also, next to him is Mr. Ron Carman. Ron is the
project manager for the Arkansas River nav study on behalf
of the Corps of Engineers. He works out of the Little
Rock district. That means I'm his boss. He's going to be
presenting here shortly an overview of the project itself,
the alternatives that have been examined, and some of the
aspects of those alternatives.

Then let me introduce Miss Renee Wright --

MS. WHITE: I'm right here in the back.

COLONEL WALTERS: -~ in the back there.
Renee is from Little Rock district. She's the study lead
and has worked significant parts of that.

And Mr. Ed Rossman.

MR. ROSSMAN: Right here.
COLONEL WALTERS: Ed is from the Tulsa

district and has participated from there as the Tulsa
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district study lead.

Let me also introduce Mr. Johnny McLean, who's out
of our Little Rock district office. He's the
environmental lead for the project within the Corps and
has been working hard on the environmental impact
statement.

Let me also introduce Sandra Stiles --

MS. STILES: Right here.

COLONEL WALTERS: ~- the environmental lead
from Tulsa.
And lastly -- or not -- not lastly. Let me
introduce Mr. Rich Hall. The last of our presenters

tonight will be Mr. Rich Hall. And as you'll notice from
his name tag, he's not part of the Corps of Engineers;
he's part of the firm that -- the consulting firm of
Parsons, which we have on contract for accomplishment of
some of the work and assistance with the preparation of
the EIS. He's going to talk to the things that are in the
EIS in fairly specific terms and talk about the impacts
that the project involves, and he'll present that in a few
minutes.

So finally, Miss Sheila Alexander, who is trying
very hard over there to keep up with all of us tonight and
preparing an official record; and in courtesy to her, I

would ask that we all take our time a little bit, but more

DONALD COURT REPORTING, INC.
P.O. BOX 1733 Springdale, AR 72765-1733
(479) 756-2256 FAX: (479) 751-9153




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

importantly, speak into the microphones, speak clearly

and -- so that she can get it down. We are making a
official record of everything that gets said or submitted
in writing tonight. If you don't feel you have the
opportunity or the inclination to address it at the end of
the initial session via the microphone, we will be happy
to receive your written comments, either tonight or after
tonight, and they will be treated with equal weight.

This hearing is very important to you, the
surrounding communities, and the public in general. It's
also very important for our team here in the Corps of
Engineers. Our goal is to continue the process to prepare
the final environmental impact statement. What you've
seen out there is not the final environmental impact
statement. It is the draft. Part of the process of doing
so is to make sure that we invite public input and
comment. Whether -- And that comes in a variety of forms
and from a variety of people, including folks in
professional agencies from the government, the state,
federal, and local; also from nongovernmental agencies and
organizations representing a wide variety of interests;
and also from citizens at large. And we welcome input
from everyone, because it's an important part of the
process to make sure that all voices are heard and all

points of view are considered.
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At this time, let me turn your attention to a few of
the slides, and I'll give a little more discussion and
overview before we get into the formal Briefs themselves.
As noted, we're going to talk about two different
documents, although they've been kind of weaved together
and they are -- and they work together. One is called a
feasibility study that looks at the technical aspects of
the project, what is the project to do, by what method is
it to accomplish it, and what are the choices in doing so.
And the second is the environmental impact statement,
considering the full range of impacts of the proposed
project.

And most importantly tonight is the receiving of
comments. And I know many of you are here who are farmers
Oor representing farmers. How many of you are here because
you are a farmer and you're concerned about the level of
the river?

(Show of hands.)
COLONEL WALTERS: Okay. A lot of you. Let
me say up front, this proposal does not change the level
of the river. There is no plan -- It had been discussed

and it had been looked at earlier in the proposal

development. It's been in the development for a number of
years, and all -- we're responsible to look at all
alternatives. If you want to have a 12-foot channel, you
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can raise the river up or you can deepen the channel.
This proposal that you're going to hear about tonight does
not raise the level of the river.

There are two -- The aspects which will be discussed
in more detail are that it changes the water management,
i.e. how much water is coming down at one time during a
portion of the flow between when -- in the midrange of the
flow. It makes the flow a little slower and a little
longer. It does mean we hold more water. If this is
accepted, we hold more water behind the dams in Oklahoma
for longer periocds of time, and there's an effect from
that at that location. But in terms of the river, this
will not result in increase in the river level that will
flood farming land.

It will not -- now, it won't -- To the extent that
some of the really high flows already may have that effect
in some places, this is not going to change that, because
it doesn't change the regulation of the higher flows
either, but it does - it deoces not raise the level of the
river. So let -- I hope up front I've been able to set
aside some concern for those of you who came on that --
particularly on that purpose tonight. And we certainly
welcome hearing more, discussing more if you'd like to do
that.

For those of you who would like to have the document
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itself, the draft environmental impact statement is
available both on-line or by CD, and we have some of those
CDs here tonight. If we run out and you want one, give us
your name, address, so forth, we'll make sure you get one.
There is also 22 different libraries listed in the media
announcement and in the announcement in the Federal
Register where the full paper copy of the documentation
has been placed to make it accessible to the public.

The format tonight. The entire meeting, as I noted,
is being recorded and a transcript prepared as an official
record. As such, as you entered, you should have been
asked to fill out an attendance card. We do this for a
couple of reasons. It's important to take a record of
those who have attended so we can keep you informed on the
progress of the EIS, and it helps us also identify those
among you who wish to make a statement. And on the card,
you should have indicated if you would desire to make a
statement, and I have some of them already. We haven't
had a whole lot so far. I think many of you are just kind
of interested in things that just got said and want to see
the presentation. But if any of you decide, through the
course of the meeting, you want to make a statement,
please let the staff in the back know so we can put it on
a card, get you in the roster. It'll be kind of first

come, first served, with the exception that if we have any
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10
elected officials - and I don't believe we have any in the
room tonight - if we do, we'll let you go ahead to the
head of the line; but otherwise, it'll be first come,
first served. And we will, as I ncted, stay in time --
stay long enough so that everybody will have a chance to
be heard.

Okay. Next slide, please. In terms of how to
participate, we're going to give you this overview so
that -- to help you track your comments. And we hope
you've had a chance to pick up the summary information and
the standard comment sheets. And if you don't choose to
participate by comment tonight, you're not ready, you want
to study the documents; you can take your time, provide

written input to us any time before the 24th of May, which

is 45 days from the time that the -- the notice of
availability was provided in the Federal Register. And
we'll treat those comments accordingly. Or for those of

you who desire to do so, of course, you can go up to Tulsa
and make comments tomorrow night, as well.

In terms of the use of the comments, all the
comments are documented, both written and those provided
before, during, and after the meeting, and those orally.
And then the study team is going to take those comments to
ensure that the EIS has addressed those concerns, to

examine them, to see if there's some weakness, something
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11
that's been missed or something that may not have been
analyzed sufficiently or something that hasn't been heard
in terms of public interest and to address them.

That will result in the preparation of a final EIS,
which will then again be put out for public comment later
this summer. And following a 30-day public review for the
final EIS and its coordination, then -- and an adjustment
as required for final comments, then it will be submitted
to Washington for a record of decision on the EIS and a
further discussion in Washington and ultimately by the
Congress, which will make the determination of whether to
fund and when to fund, if to fund the project itself.

I thank you for your attention we -- to date and
listening to me, and I will now turn it over to Ron
Carman.

MR. CARMAN: Thank you, Colonel Walters.

As Colonel Walters said earlier, I am the project
manager on the Arkansas River navigation study.

A little bit of background. The McClellan-Kerr
Arkansas Navigation System is 45 -- 445 miles in length
and has 18 existing locks and dams, and that includes
Montgomery Point. The system begins at the confluence of
the White and the Mississippi Rivers and proceeds up the
White River to Navigation Mile 10. At that point, the

system enters the Arkansas Post Canal and continues
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12
through the canal until it reaches the Arkansas River at
Navigation Mile 19. The system continues on the Arkansas
River until it reaches the Verdigris River at Muskogee,
Oklahoma, which is Navigation Mile 395; and continues on
the Verdigris River for 50 miles to the head of navigation
at Catoosa, Oklahoma.

As Colonel Walters mentioned a while ago, the flows
on the system are primarily influenced by flows on the
Arkansas River upstream of its confluence with the
Verdigris River and from 11 reservoirs 1in Oklahoma. The
feasibility study and the EIS covers the entire
McClellan-Kerr Navigation System.

The reconnaissance study was initiated in 1999 as a
Congressional add to investigate flooding problems in the
vicinity of Fort Smith, Arkansas. Initial findings
identified a need to investigate operational changes to
the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to
minimize the effects of high flows on navigation and which
also affects local flooding. The report also recommended
investigating channel deepening and widening the Verdigris
River to benefit navigation. The reconnaissance study was
completed and the feasibility study was started in March
of 2000. The feasibility study is being conducted at full
federal expense.

Five alternatives, including a no-action
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alternative, were developed for the feasibility report and
EIS. The formulation of these alternatives will be
further explained later in the presentation.

Alternative A, the no-action alternative, consists
of maintaining the current operation system, no changes in
existing res -- river or reservoir operations. The
existing flow management plan would remain unchanged; the
existing depth of the navigation channel would remain
unchanged; and the existing navigation maintenance
activities would remain unchanged.

Alternative B consists of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma to supplement current
disposal sites which will reach capacity at some locations
in the near future. The existing flow management plan
would remain unchanged, and the existing depth of the
navigation channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative C consists of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma and replacing the
existing flow management plan with a modified -- modified
bench flow management plan. The existing depth of the
navigation channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative D consists of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma; replacing the
existing flow management plan with modified bench flow

management plan; and three, increasing the depth of the
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navigation channel throughout the system from 9 feet to
11 feet.

Alternative E consists of, one, adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma; two, replacing
existing flow management plan with the modified bench flow
management plan; and three, increasing the depth of the
navigation channel throughout the system from 9 feet to
12 feet.

Now, I want to say this again. I know the Colonel
made a big point of this while ago, but I just want to put
my two cents in here, too. None of these alternatives
will raise pool elevations. The two alternatives that
will deepen the channel, Alternative D and Alternative E,
will be achieved by digging the channel deeper, not by
raising the pool elevations.

The alternatives were evaluated to determine the
economic impacts. The annual benefits derived by each
alternative was compared to the annual cost of that
alternative. The alternative with the greatest annual net
benefits is called the national economic development plan.

As you can see from this slide, Alternative E has
the greatest annual net benefits and is therefore the
national economic development plan. This alternative has
annual benefits of 22.3 million and annual cost of

11.8 million or annual net benefits of 11 -- of
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10.5 million. The majority of the economic benefits come
from navigation savings, although there are some minor
benefits to hydropower.

The total cost of Alternative E is $160 million.

The major costs are associated with new dikes and jetties,
dredging, construction of dredge disposal areas, and
environmental mitigation.

Based upon the economic eval -- analysis in the
feasibility study, Alternative E is proposed as the
recommended alternative. And as a reminder, Alternative E
consists of: One, maintenance of channel depth through
existing dredging and disposal operations. Two, modified
bench flow management plan which changes the existing
operation plan by reducing the bench flow from
75,000 cubic feet per second to 60,000 cubic feet per
second at Van Buren. This reduces the number of times per
year the river flows above 60,000 cubic feet per second by
14 days. This improves navigation on the river during
those times. And three, dredging where it is needed to
achieve a 1l2-foot navigation channel throughout the entire
length of the McClellan-Kerr System. This allows barges
to be loaded deeper and thereby carry more material.

I'd also like to point out at this time that 85 to
95 percent of the navigation system is already 12 feet or

deeper, so it's not going to be necessary to dredge the
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entire 445 miles of the system to achieve a 12-foot
channel depth.

As stated earlier, the deadline for submitting
comments is May the 24th, 2005. After refining the report
and the EIS due to review comments, final public review is
scheduled for July the 1st through July the 31st of 2005.
The record of decision will be completed after the final
review.

I would now like to turn the microphone over to
Mr. Rich Hall of Parsons, who will provide an overview of
the EIS process; and then at the end of Mr. Hall's
presentation, we'll open the floor to receive your
comments. Thank you.

MR. HALL: Thank you, Ron.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. My goal tonight
is to help you gain a better understanding of the actions
that are evaluated in the Arkansas River navigation study
draft EIS and how the document is structured. I will
provide you with an overview of the format, contents, and
major conclusions presented in the draft EIS.

The National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA
requires all federal agencies to consider the possible
environmental impacts of proposed actions during the
planning and decision-making phases. These considerations

and the resulting recommendations for major actions
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affecting the quality of human environment must be
documented and allow for public involvement.
Implementation procedures for this law are found in U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Regulation 200-2-2 and the
President's quality =-- Council on Environmental Quality
guidelines.

Prior to writing the EIS, the Corps initiated a
public scoping process to solicit comments on issues or
concerns to be addressed in the EIS. Comments were
solicited through mailings, media advertisements, and in
both the agency and public scoping meetings.

A total of 221 responses were received during the
EIS scoping process, and they were used to define the
boundaries of analysis and help focus the statement on
important issues of concern.

The major issues that we received during the scoping
process are shown here on the slide. Possible impacts to
the interior least tern and other bird and fish
communities as a result of the proposed action were of
concern to a lot of people. Also, concern about channel
degradation, head cutting, water quality, and shoreline
erosion. Concerns regarding the cost of maintaining the
increased depth of the navigation were also expressed.
Potential reduced available head at hydropower facilities

was another concern. Also, potential loss of riverfront
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parks, boating access, and camping areas during flooding
and/or federal land acquisition. Finally, there were
concerns over the potential losses of private land,
including agricultural land, due to possible flooding
and/or government acquisition of land.

Environmental impact statements are disclosure
documents that assist the decision-maker in determining
the alternate selection for federally initiated projects.
The intent of the EIS 1s to describe for the
decision-maker and the public a need for the project:;
alternatives to the proposed action; a description of the
affected environment; direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the alternatives, as well as mitigation
measures.

The proposed action for this project is defined as
maintaining and improving the navigation channel in order
ﬁo enhance commercial navigation on the system while
maintaining all other project purposes.

We're now going to take a closer look at some of the
analysis that we did in the study.

The EIS describes three features associated with the
proposed action. The navigation channel depth maintenance
consists of maintaining the navigation channel via river
training structures and maintenance dredging. The

evaluation process for this feature considered a wide
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variety of maintenance dredging issues focused on
maintaining the navigation channel to sustain commercial
navigation.

The river flow management feature sought to improve
the safety and efficiency of commercial navigation by
managing the navigation system to limit periods of
sustained high flows. This would be achieved by reducing
the numbers of days when the river bench flows exceed
2,000 -- excuse me —-- 60,000 cubic feet per second at Van
Buren. This evaluation process initially considered 23
river flow management components.

The current navigation channel depth limits the
efficiency and volume of commercial navigation operations.
The proposed navigation channel deepening action allows
deeper draft tows to operate on the system. The
components presented in the draft EIS explore options of
deepening the navigation channel to 10, 11, or 12 feet
within six separate segments of the navigation system.

The components retained, after we looked at all the
initial components, include the evaluation of new disposal
sites for existing maintenance dredging, modification of
bench flows at Van Buren, and 11- and 12-foot channel
depth for the entire length of the navigation channel.
These components were used to formulate four action and

one no-action alternative.
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Section 4 of the draft EIS includes a description of
the existing environment that may be affected by the
proposed action. The Corps undertook several substantial
new studies to better define what the affected environment
of the river is. These included terrestrial habitat
evaluations, aquatic habitat evaluations, mussel surveys,
gravel bed surveys, geomorphology studies, socioeconomic
analyses, and river sediment analyses.

One of the most critical sections of the EIS is the
rigorous evaluation of environmental consequences oOr
impacts as they are expected to occur as a result of the
action. This analysis is covered in Sections 5, 6, and 7
of the draft EIS.

Some of the important issues discussed in the
environmental consequences are shown in this slide. Based
upon the comments during scoping, biological resources
were determined to be among the key environmental
consequence of concern and were the focus of further
in-depth studies and analysis.

Adverse impacts to aquatic biological resources
would be associated with channel deepening through
dredging and open water disposal in dike fields.

Dredging the navigation channel would result in the
potential loss of aquatic habitat. Analysis concluded

major impacts from dredging were associated with the
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potential loss of 165 acres of gravel beds, which are
important habitat for a variety of fish species, including
the paddle fish. Major gravel deposits occur along the
system and are most prevalent near Maumelle, Morrilton,
and in the Verdigris River.

Open water disposal would result in potentially a
loss of 3,000 acres of aquatic habitat.

Dredging will also directly affect organisms within
the dredge area, particularly within the Arkansas Post
Canal, which is known to contain a large population of
native mussels.

The assessment concluded thét although there were
major impacts to agquatic species and habitat, a mitigation
plan is under development to ensure that significant
impacts will not occur.

Adverse and beneficial impacts to terrestrial
biological resources would be associated with dredge
material disposal.

To better assess the potential impacts, habitat
evaluation procedures or HEP were conducted using
technical assistance from federal and state agencies. The
project could result in the conversion of approximately
600 acres of agricultural land. Efforts were made to
avoid locating dredge disposal sites on high quality

habitat. Also, it was concluded that dredge material
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could be used to build interior least tern islands within
the project area.

Although avoidance and beneficial use of dredge
material were optimized, some dredge disposal on land and
in shallow water sites would still result in major loss of
terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

A biological assessment was completed to determine
potential impacts on threatened and endangered species
that occur or potentially occur within the study area.

The study evaluated impacts to 16 species. The only two
impacts potentially affected by the project were the
American burying beetle and the interior least tern.

The Army Corps of Engineers will make all efforts to
work with the Fish and Wildlife Service through
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the
draft biological opinion to assure that no adverse impacts
to these species occur.

The remaining adverse impacts to the affected
environment are considered to be minor.

To comply with the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act, which is to promote effects
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment,
the final analysis of the draft EIS includes development
of mitigation measures. These measures were applied to

all elements of the proposed action. Mitigation for

DONALD COURT REPORTING, INC.
P.O. BOX 1733 Springdale, AR 72765-1733
(479) T756-2256 FAX: (479) 751-9153




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

23
terrestrial and aquatic impacts would consist of a
combination of avoidance, minimization, and compensation.

The mitigation has been developed primarily in
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, the Oklahoma Department
of Wildlife Conservation.

For terrestrial habitat mitigation, wherever
possible, potential dredged material disposal sites were
located where they would avoid mature upland forest,
bottomland hardwoods, or wetlands. Where sites could not
be located outside these three habitat types, the disposal
sites were redesigned to avoid the most valuable wildlife
areas. This ultimately reduced the acreage of land
required for mitigation.

Two mitigation sites have been identified that are
adjacent to lands currently managed by the Oklahoma
Department of Wildlife Conservation. Total acreage of
habitat created is shown on the slide.

Several mitigation measures will be implemented to
compensate for adverse impacts to aquatic habitat and
species. These measures are listed on the slide. Key
elements include relocation of disposal areas to avoid
valuable aquatic habitat, dike and revetment notching,
relocation of mussels, backwater channel improvements, and

biological monitoring.
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Mitigation for threatened and endangered species
would focus on the least tern and the American burying
beetle, as stated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
biological opinion.

For the least tern, the emphasis would be on
creating a series of in-river islands through dredged
material disposal within each river pool. The proposal
calls for one island per pool on the river and annual
monitoring of the populations.

For the American burying beetle, monitoring would be
conducted to identify species locations and with emphasis
on avoidance of potential habitat to minimize the impacts.

This completes my overview of the EIS process. I
would like to turn the podium back to Colonel Walters.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Okay. Now we move into the phase of trying to
receive your comments. And I want to first thank you for
your attention to listening to all that we had to say as
we described the proposal and its alternatives, its
impacts, and the proposed mitigation. Certainly the draft
ETS contains a great deal more details than we've
described here.

And -- But now is the time when we want to get your
input to this analysis and make sure that we have the

opportunity to consider them and to get them on the
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record.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Your mike's not
working at all.

COLONEL WALTERS: The most important part is
probably not this mike. It's going to be that mike right
there. And so as I call up folks to speak, I would ask
that you come up to the front, sit at the table, and speak
into the mike.

If you have a written statement, you can read it out
loud or you can turn it in without reading it or do both.
In either case, your comments will become part of the
record.

If you need additional cards, these blue cards, so
that you can indicate that you'd like to make a comment,
our staff in the back will be happy to get you one if you
raise your hand.

When you speak, I'd ask that you use the microphone
at the table so that everybody can hear what you have to
say and that you limit your remarks to about five minutes.
They actually wrote in here that we should shut off the
mike at the end of five minutes, but there hasn't been
such a thick deck of cards that I want to impose such a
limitation, but we would ask that in courtesy to others,
that you limit your remarks to about five minutes. We're

using a light code for our -- green light for the first
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And if you feel unable to get all of your concerns

addressed by oral remarks, we would ask you submit a

written comment or join us after others -- after others

have had a chance to speak.

And we'll now begin. The first card is from Bob

Limbird, and he'll be followed by Frank Leone.

MR. LIMBIRD: My name is Bob Limbird. This

is a comment as a -- as a private citizen.

I work for a

conservation agency, and one of our other individuals 1is

going to make the official comment. This is a private

sportsman.

The first thing I want to say is that

I really think

the EIS has been on a forced pace. I've read most of

the -- the EIS, and most of these -- most of what I'm

going to talk about came from the EIS.

I know personally that this was a politically driven

project by a senator in Oklahoma. The proposed plan is

for a 12-foot navigation channel; and as Mr.

Carman said,

most of the river is already 12 feet. The reason for that

is that the Corps has a 3-foot overdraft; so actually, to

maintain a 12-foot channel, it would probably be dredged

15 feet initially.

Dredging records indicate that 10 million cubic

yards of material have been dredged from the Arkansas
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River since 1971. [This new plan would dredge
10.98 million cubic yards during the first -- during the
five-year development period to maintain a 12-foot
channel. This amount of sediment is equivalent --
Mr. Hall said 3,000 acres, but in Chapter 5, Point 587
says 6,586 acres of sediment.

To -- to get a realization of what that is, for the
people around here, that is an area about the size of
Nimrod and Blue Mountain Lake combined.

The backwaters in the Arkansas River are the primary
nursery areas for the fish in the Arkansas River, and the
sand and gravel taken out of the river will be deposited
to off-channels behind newly raised dikes and rock walls,
revetments, on land, and in backwater habitats.

The Corps really had very little knowledge of the
contaminants that may be contained within these sediments
and dredge pools; and like I said, these contaminants will
be disposed of on land and in waters off the channel. And
this will cause a tremendous amount of turbidity. Muddy
water will also be released during the dredging and
disposal off-channel.

Mitigation sites have been evaluated; and like T
said, the Game and Fish and the Fish and Wildlife have
worked on these, but -- and the mitigation costs are

accounted for in the total costs in this project, but the
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locations, planned actions are not revealed in this draft
anywhere. You don't know where these notched dikes and
other mitigation areas will be in relation to the -- to
raised revetments and raised dikes.

The Corps lists —-- lists in the EIS the detrimental
effects of the project, loss of side channel, slack water
habitat resulting from open water dredge disposal in dike
fields, loss of side channel and slack water habitat
resulting from raising dikes and revetments, which will
accelerate fill rates, the removal of and/or changing
gravel bars through dredging, head cutting in tributary
streams, loss of mussel beds by dredging and filling, and
contaminants.

They also state in the draft that they think based
on models and assumptions that they can re-create gravel
bars in other locations to mitigate for gravel being
removed from the main navigation channel. It's hard to
duplicate Mother Nature.

Gravel studies were based on studies on Pool 2,
where only 1 to 5 percent of the total pool is composed of
gravel, whereas on Pool 8, 50 percent of the pool is
composed of gravel, which is an indication to a fisheries
biologist that the more mountainous and higher tributaries
contribute more and larger gravel than the lower

tributaries, but the gravel models are based on Pool 2.
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The proposed project will construct 89 new dikes and
revetments and modify or raise 92 dikes and revetments.
These structures will move sediment from one place in the
navigation channel to another location downstream in the
navigation channel, and dredging it will be necessary four
times a year for lock and dam approaches and at least one
time a year at modified structures. Maintenance dredging
and disposal is estimated to require the dredging of
approximately 580,000 cubic yards of sediment a year until
the project stabilizes.

The construction of new dikes and raising dikes and
revetments will allow for more transport of sediment and
more sedimentation that is present -- that is now present
in the river because the present system - am I over with -
is somewhat stabilized at the present time.

To say that mitigation and construction of new dikes
and revetments will increase fishing opportunities is not
taking into consideration that the project will suffer
from increased sedimentation rates due to unknown rates of
scouring, higher sediment loads, and the reaction.of river
flow to new structures. The raising of revetments and
dikes will make some areas now accessible less accessible
to fisherman.

The Corps has acknowledged that locations of new and

modified structures, but not the corresponding mitigation
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features that are not available in this EIS.

According to this study, proposed barge drafts do
not meet current design clearance for clearance over
concrete sill of locks; and to afford clearance changes,
entrance and exit speeds will have to be required.

An increase in maintenance costs are expected from
potential damage to structures and equipment by handling
tows that will be heavier than the present equipment 1is
designed to handle, and special operations of raising the
navigation pools were necessary in testing to see whether
these larger barges would hit the sills.

And this is a quote. According to the data and
computed values, it appears that deeper draft vessels on
the waterway could experience more navigation -- more
difficult navigation conditions. All 15 projects on the
system would fail to meet the upstream approach clearance
requirements of 4 to 6 feet above the guard wall ports.
Operation changes are necessary at Lock 2 to reduce
dangers of collision with the upper miter gate.
Increasing the draft of barges will adversely affect the
maneuverability of the tow as it travels upstream. The
change to an ll-and-a-half-foot draft could alter the
outflow -- excuse me, the out draft and draw, and thus
increase the chance that entering barges could strike the

upper guard wall. Exiting tows could get pinned against a
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guard wall due to these forces. That's at Section 3-14 of
the Corps' EIS.

Finally, fishing in the Arkansas River contributes
about $50 million a year. This is based on the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife 2001 Ark -- Arkansas analysis where
$449 million was accorded to the state economy through
fishing. And the Corps of Engineers wants to change or
ruin of some of the backwater aquatic habitat, which are
our primary spawning and nursery areas on the river,
spending $160 million to derive $10.4 million annual
profit, where fishing provides $50 million to the economy.

In my way of thinking, somebody's thinking 1is not
very good for this project. That's all I have.

(Applause.)
COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Mr. Frank Leone. And Leo Faust will be on deck.

MR. LEONE: My name is Frank Leone, and I'm
giving this statement as a private citizen.

Chapter 5, page 5-87, under the heading "Impacts to
agquatic resources associated.with the navigation channel
deepening, 12-foot channel component,”™ the paragraph reads
that results from the aquatic impact analysis illustrates
a positive relationship between fish abundance and the
depth of dike pools and the amount of gravel and sand and

gravel mixture available. It implies that reducing water
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depth in a dike field through dredged area, dredged
material disposal, and reducing the amount of gravel in
the channel through dredging will have a major impact to
those fishes.

A 2001 survey conducted by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service indicates that recreational fishermen
contribute $445 million per year to the Arkansas economy.
If the channel is deepened to 12 foot, the Corps of
Engineer biologists have indicated that activ -- that this
activity will have a major impact on the fisheries of the
Arkansas River. If the fisheries in the Arkansas River
are negatively affected, the State of Arkansas will lose
revenue associated from recreational fishing because
anglers will simply stop fishing the river.

I hope the Corps of Engineers takes the revenue
generated by recreational fisherman into account before
approving this project, which may drastically alter
aquatic habitat on the Arkansas River. Thank you.

(Applause.)
COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Adolph Foust? Am I pronouncing that right? It's
hard for me to read the card. McLain Bottomland in
District Number 3.

Betty McSwain.

MS. McSWAIN: Yes, sir.
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COLONEL WALTERS: Next will be Allen Carter.
MS. McSWAIN: My name is Betty McSwain. I'm
an ex -- a retired park ranger. I have to admit that I've
had an ongoing battle with the Corps, but maybe we can
have a truce tonight.

Background. I was a park ranger in Philadelphia in
1973. Since I was raised a Baptist and believe in total
immersion, I jumped in the Delaware River at night. It
was not a misdemeanor. They hauled me off to Thomas
Jefferson University Hospital by miétake. Well, the
Delaware was very nasty then, very, very nasty.

I think the Corps -- What aroused me last year about
the Corps was a list of threatening and wasteful Corps
projects. One was the deepening of the Delaware River,
which was certainly deep enough in 1973.

Now, for the Arkansas. Last July, I jumped in the
Arkansas at the point where the Poteau drains into the
Arkansas River. Again, a nasty, nasty river.

You might call me Miss Suspended Solid and, what,
Turbidity? Yes, that's a gbod one. Suspended solid and
turbidity 1973, Delaware River; Arkansas River, July 19,
what is it, 20047 Has time passed and we're still
dredging? My goodness.

There are a lot of people that have interest in this

river. There are people who fish in it. There are people
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who have land on the side of it. Whether you need to
tamper with it again or not, I guess you will try.

I have my Delaware River book that was given me when
I gave a guided tour of Independence Hall for the
officials of the Delaware River District. I still cherish
that book. I cherish the independence that goes with
everyone having their say-so.

Let me give you a lead-in to -- I was trained as a
park ranger to know your resource, and you know your
resource by knowing the rivers around you. When I was in
Independence Hall, there 1s a creek that starts under
Independence Hall, flows into the Delaware called Dock
Creek; it's all rocked in now. My nearest
know-your-resource place in .Philadelphia, PA, was the
Delaware River.

The total immersion. Maybe some of the Corps people
would like to meet me at a river and we can swim in an
undesignated area, unsafe. Maybe there will be a place
for you to go, too. That's all. Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Allen Carter and to be followed by Greg Jones.

MR. CARTER: Colonel and Colonel and ladies
and gentlemen, I'm Allen Carter. I'm a retired biologist
from the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, where I spent

a considerable amount of time in my career working on the
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Arkansas River. My comments will address the
environmental aspects of the Arkansas River navigation
study.

The Arkansas River is a great resource for the
Arkansas and Oklahoma residents. It provides many
business and recreational opportunities. It plans -- If
the plans currently under consideration are completed, the
fishery of the river will actually benefit. Developing
the shipping channel to accommodate larger loads will
certainly benefit the present industry and the locail
farmers. It should encourage additional industry, which
in turn will add jobs to the economies of both states.

The environmental impact statement is very
extensive. The time allowed for this oral comment is not
enough to address all of the statement. However, I can
say that a tremendous amount of time and effort was
expended to produce the document.

It also appears that there are no major
environmental problems; and in fact, the items found and
that needed attention have been addressed by the
environmental agencies in several different groups,
several different meetings, and solutions have been found
and are being found. I had the opportunity =-- since I was
on the river an awful lot during my career, had the

opportunity to actually be a part of some of those
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meetings and have that firsthand knowledge of what was
done.

The deficit in habitat units noted in the report for
the 12-foot channel is being addressed. This time period
for public comment provides the opportunity for the
agencies and the public to request specific items for
mitigation; and with that information, I'm sure the
habitat units will be a net positive. In Oklahoma,
they're a net positive at this time. In Arkansas, there
still needs to be some work done to come up with the
mitigation that's required for the project.

I realize that an adequate monitoring plan
concerning the biological issues is needed. I encourage
the utilization of a monitoring plan that involves all the
users of the system. Please remember that we're all in
the same boat on the river and need to work together.

In my past career with the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission, I found it very helpful to have biologists,
anglers, hunters, and engineers in the same boat on the
river to discuss the wants, needs, and desires of
everyone. I did that. It worked, and it worked great.

This is also what's been done, though, to develop
this project. Again, the agencies were there. A lot of
folks have been in meetings and tried to figure out the

project. We were able to agree on many plans and adjust
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the work projects to help and not hinder the various uses
of the river. The main concerns in all the development
plans were to maintain and even enhance environmental
aspects.

The biological opinion developed in the EIS seems to
be right on target. After reviewing the information for
all the endangered species in the area - and I believe
they looked at 16 total - and narrowing the concerns down
to a few, which actually re -- were four different
species, there -- a determining of no jeopardy on any
species is what happened.

The reasonable and prudent measures that are
required concerning the incidental take of the American
burying beetle seem appropriate and do not affect the
progress of the project.

The reasonable and prudent measures required
concerning incidental take of the least tern seem
extensive; however, I understand these actions would be
required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service even 1f the
12-foot channel project is not approved. Therefore, these
actions should not hinder the approval of the 12-foot
project channel, and costs for these requirements should
not be charged against the project. Some of the
suggestions, such as building islands, by the

environmental agency should help the tern. These islands
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might -- might not become a reality to help that bird for
many years if the channel project is not approved.

Recreational activities on the river help the
economy, especially from the local level. The river we
know today has provided many hours of all types of
recreation. However, there are several improvements that
will help the fishery and the angler.

The study team consisting of the state agencies, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Corps of Engineers
has developed a scope of work that will enhance the
aquatic environment. These projects include notching more
than 250 dikes and revetments, dredging more than 30
silted areas that allow access to many of the backwater
areas that were once open and now are not, and creating
more than 30 islands that would provide various hab --
variation of aquatic habitat where none existed and also
create least tern habitat.

Notching the dikes and revetments will allow boating
access to many areas that have not been accessible in the
past. Out there on the river, we found lots of places
where a boat could never get into but -- unless there are
some notches made, and that's because the system, when it
was built, was not considered an environmental project at
all. It was only considered a navigation project.

Also, creating those island -- or creating those
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notches will also create more islands that will provide
more backwater areas. Some specific examples of backwater
areas that will be accessible due to the dredging included
Coal Pile, Strawberry Creek, Hopewell Creek, Bull Creek,
and many other important oxbows along the river.

The study team also recommended avoiding the filling
of over 60 important aquatic areas. They -- the dredge
material will be placed in areas that now do not provide
good fisheries habitat, creating islands that have a
different shoreline and flow habits for the aquatic
species. This is a real plus for the fishery.

Considering the whole river, 445 miles in and
outside the channel, it is my opinion that there is not a
major loss of aquatic habitat and gravel as noted before.
Actually, the gravel dredge will be relocated in the river
for fish habitat for a zero net loss.

In addition to the agquatic habitat enhancement, the
deeper draft will allow the same amount of cargo moved on
the river to be moved in fewer barges, which will result
in less lock delays for the recreational users. Bass
fishermen should really appreciate fewer delays.

I encourage you to approve the project and complete
the notching -- the dike notching and the other prbjects
planned as mitigation. All the stakeholders, including

industry, have been and are willing to cooperate in any
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way to help make the river the best it can be for all
users. Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Greg Jones. On deck, Mr. Fox Wood.

MR. JONES: My name is Greg Jones. I'm a
private individual, and I own a small part of the land in
Oklahoma along the river.

And I'm sure like many of these farmers that are
here that I've seen and know from around, I'm -- I'm
asking the question to myself, why did I hear about this
on the radio this morning? And maybe I'm not paying close
enough attention.

And maybe the item of -- of concern here with the
environmental impact study is small, but I want to just
give my opinion and comment that it seems as though a
small number of pecople stand to benefit largely, that
being commercial shippers and people in industries with
other modes of transportation, but you're going to affect
hundreds and thousands of people who have invested their
lives and continue to live on the side of the river, and
for the benefit of others, that I am not sure I understand
yet accepting the environmental impact study. I realize
that's what the comment pericd is here for today, but I
question the utility of spending that kind of money when

only a few will benefit, many thousands will be
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disaffected.

Furthermore, I have one comment as to the accident
occurred -- that occurred at the Arkansas bridge in
Oklahoma near Vian and Gore. We look at how much money
was expended there, a tremendous amount of money, and in
terms of if this is a project to help protect against
further accidents such as that, maybe that's one issue
that could be made more clear, but i1t seems to me that
you've —-- you've got a channel that's not terribly used,
you're going to harm a lot of people, and I have serious
question and reservation as to why this is being pushed
myself. Thank you.

(Applause.)

COLONEL WALTERS: Mr. Fox Wood. That's the
last of the scheduled comments, and then we'll open up the
floor to anyone who would like to that haven't.

MR. WOOD: Thank you for the opportunity.

I represent the Tucker Model Farmers Association.
Our members farm between 15 and 18 thousand acres of
bottomland on the south bank of the Arkansas River in
northern Le Flore County.

I have looked and listened to the material offered.
I noticed that the burying beetle and the mussel and the
tern and a lot of other species are -- apparently we have

much concern for them. I haven't heard anything mentioned
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about farmers or agriculture. I didn't see agriculture
menticned in any of the -- any of the environmental impact
statement titles.

What I would like to know, if anyone here can tell

me, where will be the disposal sites of the dredge

material? I noticed they're all in Oklahoma. Will
those -- Will that material be put upon existing tillable
farmland?

And also, has any part of this study considered the
operation of the river, say for the past 15 or 20 years,
as far as flooding is concerned on agricultural property;
and would this new project change substantially the
prospect or the danger of flooding on agricultural land?

I have to tell you, in case you think my remarks are
a little bit callous, I can assure you that not a single
one of our members has the slightest consideration for the
burying beetle. And I say that as a geologist and an
anthropologist; that's my background, including farming.
And I realize that the Corps has no choice but to consider
the tern and every other sort of thing that might crawl or
swim or walk.

We are delighted that you have made the decision to
make this channel operation by not raising the river
level. This was our major concern when I was here in 2003

in this same room at a meeting. We're delighted that that
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is the -- that is the case.

And I hope that maybe somebody can answer my two
questions. Where will the disposal of the -- will the
disposal be on any agricultural property; and will the
operation of this -- as you envision, will it -- would it
materially change the type of flooding that we've had on
the Arkansas River in the past?

Thank you.

MR. CARMAN: I'll try to answer those
guestions.

(Applause.)

MR. CARMAN: First of all, as far as the
dredge disposal sites, we've tried to avoid farmland;
we've tried to avoid high valuable habitat land, as Rich
said, like bottomland hardwoods and wetlands, that kind of
thing; so we have made every attempt to put these dredge
disposal sites where they'll do the least damage to the
environment.

What was your other question?

MR. WOOD: Based on the operation of the
river in the past years and the type of flooding we've
experienced, would this new project -- assuming 1t goes
through and is in place and you have the program
completed, will there be any material change 1in the

prospect of flooding of agricultural land?
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MR. CARMAN: This project will have very
little effect on any kind of flooding. It's basically
going to remain what it is now. All we've done as far as
the operation plan was change the bench from 75,000 cubic
feet per second to 60,000 cubic feet per second; and that
has a very minimal positive effect, but it's basically not
worth -- not worth noting. For all practical purposes,
it'll stay the same.

MR. WOOD: Thank you.

MR. HALL: I'd like to add one thing. If you
would look at Appendix A of the EIS, there are a series of
maps that detail where the dredging will occur and where
the planned dredged disposal is, so you can look at a
whole series of maps up and down the river and see exactly
where the dredging will occur and where the disposal will
occur.

MR. WOOD: Incidentally, I tried to download
that statement from the Web site. I've got Acrobat Reader
either six or seven, but it wouldn't come down. Maybe
it's me and maybe it's my computer, but you say you have
CDs that have this material on them?

MR. CARMAN: Yes, sir.

MR. WOOD: Thank you. I'll get one.

COLONEL WALTERS: Okay. That concluded the

list of comments that was given to me of people who have
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specifically requested to make a comment by card.

I want to at this time open the meeting to anyone
else who would like to make a statement. Sir.

MR. STROUB: I'm Joe Stroub. I'm a farmer in
northeast Sebastian County, Ozark pool.

You made the statement in your opening remarks that
the pool level wasn't going to change; and then in the
next breath, you said it was going to store more water.
If more water is stored in the lakes in Oklahoma, that
leaves less storage capacity when you have major storm
events, so it would appear from that that you had to turn
it over here.

COLONEL WALTERS: Let me make a

clarification. The pool level of the river downstream of
the dam is not changed. It does, as you've noted - and I
think I noted, as well, at the beginning - mean that water

is held back longer in the flood pools of the dams in
Oklahoma. The dam -- The flood pools are not raised.
It's just held back longer, because instead of providing
the flow of that water at 75,000 CFS, it is provided at
60; and it takes about 14 days longer for that evacuation
to occur. I'm not trying to in any way insinuate to the
contrary.

MR. STROUB: Okay. Well, our problem, I

think you raise it, it isn't 75 or 60; it's 125 to 160 or
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SO. Beyond that, it's under our --

COLONEL WALTERS: Yeah. And I hope I made

that clear, because it is my -- it is ocur attempt to be
very clear with this. This -- That change does not affect
the -- the high end of the flows where my understanding is

most of the flooding problem occurs from.

Sir.

MR. PRATER: I'm Larry Prater, a poultry
farmer up in the mountains; so actually, this doesn't
affect me directly. However, I do think it will have a
favorable economic impact on our area. My son
particularly works for Bekaert Steel, and so shipping
steel products up the river is very beneficial to our
state on the economic value.

Also, I've traveled back and forth to Little Rock
extensively during the last six years. With the extra
tonnage that could be shipped on a deeper river, it -- I
think it would lessen the impact of our highway traffic
tremendously. Now we use trucks mainly for our
transportation of products, and that's the most expénsive
way we could transport it; and with the navigation System
improved, we should have a better economical way of
transporting goods.

While considering that, I think we would be able to

maybe enhance our shipments to Cuba. Hopefully our
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federal government will open our exports to Cuba where we
can move not only some of our poultry products, our
livestock products, and then further east, rice products.
We are the number one rice producer in the nation,
number two poultry, number two catfish, so I think we need
to export all that material that we can. And with the
waterways, I think that will be a better way of doing it.

Thank you.
COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.
Sir.

MR. HORAN: My comments won't be just about
the Arkansas River Navigation system, but I'll try to
relate to it.

My name 1s Patrick Horan, a conservationist from
Fort Smith, Arkansas; and I appreciate the opportunity to
submit my comments to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
public hearing on a draft feasibility report and the draft
environmental impact statement for the Arkansas River
navigation study of April 2005.

I have attended the public scoping meetings of
May 15th, 2000; February 14th, 2001; and May 20th, 2003;
held here in Fort Smith, Arkansas; and have submitted my
comments on a number of issues that concern the
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System, MKARNS,

and Arkansas and Oklahoma.
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The answers to my questions involve the proposed
Pine Mountain Dam, which would be located at River Mile
35.7 on Lee Creek near Natural Dam, Arkansas, in Crawford
County, about 15 miles north of Fort Smith, Arkansas, have
not been forthcoming from the U.S. —-- USACE; yet I have
asked about this possible dam on the tributary stream of
upper Lee Creek and the current status of this proposed
project on every occasion that the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, USACE, have come to Fort Smith, Arkansas. It
seems that this proposed dam and impoundment project on a
tributary of the Arkansas River and a proposed I-49 bridge
Just south of Trimble Lock and Dam Number 13 are not to be
considered as relevant to examining ways to make MKARNS
more reliable and to improve navigation efficiency.

I personally think that the public has a right and a
duty to identify key issues of concern that certainly
relate to the Arkansas River system.

I want to submit a sub -- Southwest Times Record
local newspaper article of June 16th, 2000, that now
retired Crawford County Judge Floyd Rogers did grant a
petition creating a new River Valley Regional Water
District despite objections by the City of Fort Smith,
Arkansas, and two area residents, myself included.

There's always been a plan to involve the USACE,

U.S. Corps of Engineers, in this proposed dam and
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impoundment on upper Lee Creek, even though this stream
segment is classified by the State of Arkansas as an
extraordinary water resources —-- resource and a scenic
river segment, and this designation prohibits any
impoundment now or in the future.

I think that any proposed projects on a tributary
stream of the Arkansas River should be discussed and
evaluated, along with the long-term plans for the MKARNS,
since this could affect river flow management and fish and
wildlife.

A few years ago, I also expressed my concern in a
letter to the Little Rock District of the USACE about the
location of a planned I-49 bridge over the Arkansas River
just south of Trimble Lock and Dam Number 13 on the east
side of Fort Smith, Arkansas. According to Map Sheet 25,
Volume 1, a large bridge will be constructed approximately
between River Mile 291.9 and River Mile 292, and this
interstate highway will bisect the existing Spring Hill
Park on a curve of the Arkansas River. I have long
maintained that this planned bridge should have been
located in a gap between the Spring Hill Park and the Bash
Grass Park to the east in order to prevent a large barge
and tow from having to turn and simultaneously thread the
piers of this bridge while lining up on Lock and Dam

Number 13 in adverse weather conditions.
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A few years ago, we read about the fatal barge
bridge accident of May 26, 2002. And this tragedy of a
barge hitting the existing I-40 bridge over the Arkansas
River near Lock and Dam Number 16 resulted in the collapse
of a bridge segment and the death of 14 motorists on the
interstate highway, I-40, near Webbers Fall, Oklahoma.

A similar accident could occur if the proposed I-49
bridge near Lock and Dam Number 13 is not better
positioned according to the needs and requirements of even
larger barges and tows moving to and from the Mississippi
River to the Port of Catoosa near Tulsa, Oklahoma, using
the proposed deeper 12-foot navigation channel on the
Arkansas River. Adverse weather conditions and poor
visibility at night should make this complicated move on
the flowing river result in a similar disaster. Military
river training operations originating from nearby Fort
Chaffee could also complicate this difficult situation
throughout the year.

It should be noted that the barge disaster of
May 26, 2002, near Webbers Fall, Oklahoma, involved a
fairly straight navigation sight line to the distant Lock
and Dam Number 16 and was probably caused by a medical
condition of the captain.

I am personally relieved that the option of raising

the level of the Arkansas River by 3 feet is no longer
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being considered. This would be a disastrous op -- option
for our natural and cultural resources and would enhance
the conditions that would result in more numerous and more
frequent flood events on the Arkansas River and its
numerous tributary streams. The disastrous floods of --
on the upper Mississippi River and the Arkansas River in
the 1990s should make us more aware and careful in our
plans for this major river in Arkansas and Oklahoma.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

COLONEL WALTERS: Ron.

MR. CARMAN: I really can't address the
bridge on I-40 that you were talking about, but I can
address the Pine Mountain Dam that you were referring to.
We are, in fact, looking at that possibility again at the
request of Congress. The last two or three years, we've
been -- Well, let me back up.

Back in the early '80s, we did a feasibility report
looking at the feasibility of building a dam on Lee Creek.
We've been asked by Congress to take another look at that
possibility, and so we are in the process of doing that.

Now, having said that, it'll go through the same
process of this Arkansas River navigation study. We will
have to do an EIS; we will have to go through the public

scoping process; and it'll have to be reviewed by the
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public just like we're doing here; so you will have your
chance to comment on the Pine Mountain Dam if it goes
forward and i1f we get additional funds to keep doing the
study.

MR. PRATER: I just wanted you to realize
that there are other ways of improving the upper Lee Creek
and be aware of that in the Pine Mountain planning stages.

MR. CARMAN: Yes, sir, we understand that.
Yes, sir.

I-40 bridge, anybody know anything about that one?
I -- That one, I don't know anything about. I just can't
address that.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: U.S. Coast Guard.

MR. CARMAN: Yeah, that's -- You probably
ought to contact the U.S. Coast Guard to try to get
information on that.

MS. McSWAIN: Bring in the Coast Guard.

MR. CARMAN: Did that answer your question?
I know that didn't completely answer your question.
That's about the best I can do.

COLONEL WALTERS: Sir.

MR. COSNER: My name 1s Tom Cosner. I'm a
farmer in Oklahoma.

One of the first things that -- that I'd like to

comment on is the dredge disposal. T feel like that
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the -- the disposing -- the disposal should be put on the
least valuable land, not just the land that's the least
cost to dispose of as far -- in terms of how far they pump
the sand. Having been around that a lot, you know, as you
deal with landowners, you need to see their side of it.
I've been around this system all my life; and when the
first dredging came through, it was put wherever it was
most economical to dispose of. The value of the land had
no impact on it. And I think that should be taken into
consideration; and, you know, instead of just condemning a
piece of property to dump sand on, I think you need to
work with the landowners and say, "Now, you know, where
would -- if we're going to have to do this in a given
area, let's put it where you want it, not just where we
want it."

As a farmer, I feel as though this is a great
project. South America, namely Brazil, has become our
major competitor. They have ocean-going vessels that go
inland as far as our barge system is; and we've got to
update our river system to remain competitive in the world
market. How many people drive cars that were made in '71
or '2 and haven't done anything to them? This system is
in need of -- of a little bit of work.

Having said that, I feel it's very important to look

at the —-- the flows of this river. You know, when -- if
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you're going to -- 1f you're going to retain more water in
Oklahoma, you know, your hydrologists are going to have to
realize that your pool may not be quite as big as it was,
and there may be times that you have to turn water loose
faster than you have in the past just to maintain -- to
keep those catastrophic floods from occurring. Hopefully
a deeper channel will carry more water during a flood. I
don't know. That would be a hope, but --

But in Oklahoma, the Public Law 566 projects have
all silted in. They were built 50 years ago. And now the
State is having to go in and dredge them out. And I
think, you know, that you're going to have to build the
cost of dredging this system into your budget from now on.
You do on the lower Mississippi where it runs into the
Gulf, and I think it's a given. And I have no problem
with a 12-foot channel; I think it's a great thing; but T
think it'll be a constant dredging process. Thank you.

{Applause.)

COLONEL WALTERS: Let me state, 1in response
to that, that the study does take into account both the
costs and the needs with respect to future dredging. That
is a major component of the study itself.

Anyone else?

MR. JOSH BRECHEEN: How many years for the

study of maintenance, how many years did it go into?
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COLONEL WALTERS: The study is based on a
50~year life of the project.
MR. JOSH BRECHEEN: Maintenance for the 50
years.
MR. COVINGTON: I'm Louie Covington, and I've
just got a question.

In the backwater areas that they're talking about
dredging out, what are they going to do with the material?
They're talking about building islands, but I mean there's
islands there already in backwater. I mean what -- Are
you going to put it back over onto your property, or is it
going onto the private citizen?

MR. CARMAN: Well, it -- And Johnny, correct
me if IT'm wrong on this. Oh, I'm sorry. But we'll -~
We -- we will put the dredge material that -- where we
dredged out backwaters in the same -- in Arkansas, we'd
probably be putting it in the dike fields of low value.
In Oklahoma, we'll probably be putting it in -- up in
disposal areas. So we will be putting it on our property
is the answer to your question.

MR. COVINGTON: Well, when we have flooding,
will it not wash back in?

MR. CARMAN: It could wash back in the
system, but hopefully it'll wash down to an area where

sedimentation is not a problem, to deeper areas where we
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don't have to dredge it out, so --

MR. COVINGTON: But a lot of the backwater
was deeper water, and it's filled in.

MR. CARMAN: Right. Right.

MR. COVINGTON: So I mean what -- It looks to
me like you're just going to keep fighting it all the time
if you're going to be moving it back and forth.

MR. CARMAN: It will be a reoccurring
maintenance item, you're absolutely right.

MR. COVINGTON: Is it feasible to move the
water out of the back areas, then -- or the dirt, I mean,
in the field?

MR. CARMAN: I don't know that we've looked
at dredging any of the backwater areas to deeper -- to
deeper depths. I don't think we looked at that. All
we're doing is trying to open them up where they've silted
up on the entrance. We've not looked at getting back in
and doing any dredging back in the backwater areas.

MR. COVINGTON: Okay. Thank you.

COLONEL WALTERS: Thank you.

Anyone else? Yes, ma'am.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Have you built a model
of this, and do you know how it will change the flow?

We had two 100-year floods in three years, and they

had those gates open, I remember one day four -- they were

DONALD COURT REPORTING, INC.
P.O. BOX 1733 Springdale, AR 72765-1733
(479) 756-2256  FAX: (479) 751-9153




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

57
pushing 400,000 through.

MR. CARMAN: Yes, ma'am. We did extensive
modeling on looking at changing the flow operation plan.
I don't remember o0ff the top of my head how many -- how
many models we went through.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: At the time, they
didn't know how much land would flood if they opened the
gates so far, and they kept opening them further and
further, and it flooded.

MR. CARMAN: We did all that modeling, ves,
ma'am. We did do the modeling. We do know how much land
will be flooded by this change in the operation plan that
we're proposing; and the change -- as I said earlier, this
change that we're proposing will have almost no effect on
the flooding. Any flooding you're having now will
probably still be there after we -- 1f and when we change
this flow -- flow plan.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It won't change 1f you

make the -- you keep the lake deeper?
MR. CARMAN: ©No. The flow -- The deepening
the channel will not change the -- It'll have no effect on

flooding or such a negligible amount, it won't amount to
anything.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Why do you need to

keep the lake deeper?
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MR. CARMAN: We need to deepen the channel so
we can load the barges deeper and haul more goods on the
system.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Oh, I see.

MS. McSWAIN: What is negligible? Will you
define that, please?

MR. CARMAN: Lynn, are you in here?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He's outside. About a
tenth of a foot.

MR. CARMAN: Yeah.

MS. McSWAIN: Tenth of a foot. Thank you.

MR. CARMAN: That much.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Negative or positive?

MR. CARMAN: It's probably both. It's —--
According to where you're looking at.

COLONEL WALTERS: Anyone else? Sir.

MR. BRISCO: I'm BRob Brisco from Lavaca,
Arkansas.

I think you have had a good meeting here. You have
had a cross section of everybody's concerns.

I've been on the Arkansas River all my life. The
way it has improved and the economy, the quality of the
water, is certainly commendable.

MS. McSWAIN: No. Sorry about that one. Go

ahead.
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MR. BRISCO: Also, I'd like to get to the
Pine Mountain project, which it looks like -- I'm glad
you're looking at that, and I'll give you a little
background. I was the mayor of Lavaca, was in Little
Rock, and your office called me in and wanted to know what
Fort Smith was doing about the Pine Mountain project. I
came back and found out they weren't doing anything about
it, but you did contact me and said at that time you had
your appropriations, but that's been since 1973; so that's
gone by the wayside, I know, but I'd like for you to
consider it.

The other thing is I'm here to bend your ears on
another project, and that is a port on the Bash Grass
River Creek down by Lavaca, because it has a greatest
potential for a large port facility on slackwater port,

and I'd like for you to get your ear on that.

And so I think you've had a good meeting here. I
think everybody's questions have been answered. And 1if
there's anything I can do to help -- By the way, if you
want to know about the -- I'm in the Coast Guard

Auxiliary, and I was the one that dispatched the boats up
to the bridge, and that was just one of those things that
happen, I suppose. I think that it doesn't have anything
to do with the Corps, but it does probably have to do with

some Coast Guard. We need to look at the hours that
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people work and the condition of their health.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

COLONEL WALTERS: Anyone else?

All right. At this time, I'm going to close the
formal portion of the hearing and -- since everyone who
has desired to do so has had the chance to speak.

My staff, please stand up, those of you who are here
from Little Rock, the Tulsa districts. I want to make
sure that you're aware --

(Applause.)

COLONEL WALTERS: Should you desire to talk
to anyone, I would direct you to any of those individuals,
though they may redirect you to someone who may have
actual involvement in the issue of your concerns.

We also want to remind you that there is still
opportunity to submit comments in writing between now and
the 24th of May. We consider the comments very important.
They will be fully considered, and we do consider them
very helpful in developing the final EIS river study.

I want to thank you for your patience. I personally
want to also tell you that on behalf of myself - and T
know I speak, as well, for Colonel Kurka - we value these
sessions precisely because it is unfiltered and a chance

to hear from you directly rather than just from our
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because we are responsible for the staffs who are

and we want to

make sure that everyone has a chance for input.

You can also expect

opportunity as this draft

point it
we'll be

As
plan, as

briefing,

worked principally by other agencies,

Wildlife

that the -- an additional

document -- I emphasize at this

is a draft, goes to final later this summer, and

providing public comment opportunity.
noted by some, the full aspects of the mitigation
noted ~-- as we noted also in the initial
are not yet complete. They are still being

such as the Fish and

Service, and will be released once they become

available.

In
on these
in Tulsa
you wish
be happy
there.

On

the two districts involved in this project,

addition, there will be one more public hearing

draft items, which will take place tomorrow night
at the Henry Zarrow Regional Library; and should
to attend or you know someone who wish to attend,

to give you additional directions on how to get

behalf of the Corps of Engineers and on behalf of

I do want to

state formally that we are genuinely committed to working

with all

project and go forward should it go --

approved

stakeholders and citizens as we evaluate the
should it be

and should it be funded and approved for action
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by the Congress.

Thank you very much for your participation

tonight --
(Applause.)
COLONEL WALTERS: -- in what is an exercise
of democracy. Have a wonderful evening.

(Wherein, at 7:54 p.m., the public hearing was concluded.
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COPRY

PUBLIC HEARING
ON THE
DRAF'T
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE

ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPTION OF HEARING

taken on behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, at

6:31 p.m. on the 5th day of May, 2005, at the Henry

Zarrow Regional Library, 2224 West 55th Street, Tulsa,

O S R Y ST AR

Oklahoma, before Lynette L. Olsen, a Certified Shorthand

Reporter in and for the State of Oklahoma.

R
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numbers at the back of the brochure which was provided

COLONEL KURKA: Okay. May I please have
your attention. According to my watch, it is just a
little bit past 6:30, so I would like to welcome you to
tonight's meeting. My name is Colonel Miro Kurka. I am
the District Commander for Tulsa District, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

The Corps of Engineers is preparing an
Environmental Impact Statement which we will refer to as
an EIS for the Arkansas River Navigation Study.

Thank you for joining us. I would like to
begin with some administrative matters. First, please
be aware that smoking is not permitted in this building.
Also restrooms and water fountain are located just out
that door.

Now, let me introduce some of the people who
are here tonight. Don't worry about writing them down

because we have identified all key contacts and phone

to you as you entered this meeting.

First, I would like to introduce

§

Mr. Ron Carman from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Little Rock District. He is the project manager for the
Arkansas River Navigation Study. Mr. Carman will be
providing an overview of the Arkansas River Navigation

Study in a few moments.
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Next, I would like to introduce
Mrs. Renee Wright. She is also from Tulsa District and
she i1s the lead -- study lead -- correction. ' Okay. She
is the Little Rock District Study Lead.

And Mr. Ed Rossman -- where is Ed?

MR. ROSSMAN: Right here.

COLONEL KURKA: There he is. Ed -- he is a
Tulsa District Study Lead.

I would also like to introduce
Mr. Johnny McLean --

MR. MCLEAN: Right here.

COLONEL KURKA: -- from the Little Rock
District who is the environmental lead for this project.

And, Mrs. Sandra Stiles --

MS. STILES: Right here.

COLONEL KURKA: —— who 1s the environmental

lead for Tulsa District.

I would also like to introduce

Mr. Richard Hall representing the consulting team from
Parsons. Mr. Hall serves as project manager for their

firm in the preparation of the EIS. He will be

providing you with an overview of the EIS in a few
minutes.
Finally, Miss Lynette Olsen will be our

recorder tonight.

_ FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
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417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119

A variety of support staff are also here
assisting in answering any questions which you might
have regarding tonight's meeting and EIS process and any
other related issues on this study.

We will stay here and answer your guestions
and take your statements as long as it takes. So we
will stay here as long as you have any questions to ask
and as long as you want to make any statements.

The hearing tonight is very important to
you, the general public, and the surrounding
communities, as well as for our team here at the Corps
of Engineers. Tonight we will continue the process used
to prepare the final Environmental Impact Statement.
This process includes bringing together the public and
concerned groups, as well as local, state and federal
agencies to learn about the proposed actions, identify
issues and concerns and comment on a Draft EIS. This
meeting is an important means of receiving feedback from
you, the public. Your input will assist in refining the
final EIS. I want to thank you all for your
participation tonight.

At this time, I would like to direct your
attention to the slide. During this meeting we would
like to give an overview of the Arkansas River

Navigation Feasibility Study and the Draft Environmental

R A T T AR
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Impact Statement or EIS. These are two different
documents. The primary purpose of our meeting is to
hear your comments on the Draft EIS which has been
circulated and made available for public review. This

is actually the most important aspect of tonight's

meeting is to get your comments on the Draft EIS.

For those of you who would like to obtain

AT

and examine a copy of the Draft Feasibility Report and a
Draft EIS, you can do this in several ways. First, an

electronic copy has been posted on line at the

Little Rock District web page. The address is shown on

o
g
H
&
o

this slide. Second, you can request a CD from the

DRI

Little Rock District office at the address on the

handout. We do have a number of CD's here that we can
hand out to you tonight. And finally, you can read the
Draft Feasibility Report and Draft EIS at one of 22
libraries listed on the public notice.

Let me spend a few minutes explaining how

BT TR RO

the meeting will be conducted tonight. This entire

meeting is being recorded and a transcript will be

[

prepared and become an official part of the EIS. So,

anything that's said here tonight will become an
official part of the EIS. Right now the Draft EIS is
three of those big binders there (indicating). So,

whatever is said here tonight will be added to that

AR T o T TSR R
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volume.

As you entered, you were asked to fill out
an attendance card. We do this for two reasons: This
provides a record of those in attendance, so we can keep
you informed about the progress of the EIS and the
registration cards help us identify those who wish to
make a statement at the meeting.

If you did not fill out an attendance card
at the door, you may raise your hand at this time and
one of the staff will provide you with one.

We will invite any elected officials, or
their representatives, to speak first and then we will
call on other speakers in general order in which we
received their registration cards. After all persons
who have registered to speak have completed their
comments, I will open the floor for anyone else who
would like to make a comment. We will stay as long as
it takes to get everyone heard.

Before we open the floor to receive your
comments, we are going to provide you an overview of the
Draft Feasibility Study and the Draft EIS. This will
take about 30 minutes. We also hope that you picked up

copies of the printed summary information that were

available at the registration desk, since it will also

help to explain how the Draft EIS has been prepared. If

DPTEAZELE
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you did not get a copy of this information, you can pick §

it'up on your way out of the meeting tonight.

We would also like to call your attention to
the Standard Comment Sheets that are available at the
meeting's registration area. We encourage you to
comment on matters concerning the EIS that you would %
like the study team to address in refining the final
EIS. Your completed comment sheets will be left in the
collection boxes -- your completed comments may be left
in the collection boxes available at this meeting. You
may also mail or e-mail your comments, along with any
other written material that you would like to enter into
the public meeting record, to the address shown on the
sheet. Comments can be submitted on comment sheets or
in letter form. Please be aware that all comments
should be submitted before close of the comment period
on May 24th, 2005, which is 45 calendar days from the
date the Notice of Availability was published in the
federal record on April 8th, 2005.

For those of you who would like to make a
statement tonight, we will open the floor for comments
at the end of the presentation. All public comments

will be documented as part of the EIS process. This

documentation will include written comments provided §

prior to this meeting, written comments provided at this
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meeting, oral comments provided at this meeting and all
additional written comments received before the close of
the comment period on May 24th, 2005. The EIS study
team will use these comments to insure that the EIS
addresses issues that are of greatest interest and
concern to the public.

Are there any questions on the meeting
purpose and procedures before we go on?

(PAUSE.)

COLONEL KURKA: All right. At this time
then I am gonna turn the microphone over -- no
microphone -- but I am going to turn the podium over to
Ron Carman who will provide an overview of the Arkansas
River Navigation Study.

MR. CARMAN: Thank you, Colonel Kurka.

As the Colonel said earlier, I am the
project manager on the Arkansas River Navigation Study.
The McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation system is
445 miles in length and has 18 locks and dams, including
Montgomery Point. The system begins at the confluence
of the White and Mississippi Rivers and proceeds up the
White River to navigation mile 10. At that point, the
system enters the Arkansas Post Canal and continues
through the canal until it reaches the Arkansas River at

mile 19. The system continues on the Arkansas River

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
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until it reaches the Verdigris River at Muskogee,
Oklahoma, which is at navigation mile 395 and continues
on the Verdigris River for 50 miles to the head of
navigation at Catoosa, Oklahoma.

Flows on the system are primarily influenced.;
by flows on the upper Arkansas River upstream of its “
confluence with the Verdigris River and from eleven
reservoirs in Oklahoma.

The Feasibility Study and EIS cover the
entire McClellan-Kerr Navigation System.

The Reconnaissance Study was initiated in
1999 as a Congressional Add to investigate flooding
problems in the vicinity of Ft. Smith, Arkansas.

Initial findings identified a need to investigate
operational changes to the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River
Navigation System to minimize the effects of high flow
on navigation and which also affect local flooding. The
report also recommended investigating channel deepening
and widening of the Verdigris River to benefit
navigation. The -- the Reconnaissance Study was
completed and the Feasibility Study was started in March
of 2000. The Feasibility Study is being conducted at
full federal expense.

Five alternatives, including a No Action

Alternative, were developed for the Feasibility Report

o —
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and EIS. The formulation of these alternatives will be
further explained later in the presentation.

Alternative A, the No Action Alternative
consists of maintaining the current operations system.
No changes in the existing river or reservoir operations
would be made. The existing flow management plan would
remain unchanged. The existing depth of the navigation
channel would remain unchanged and the existing
navigation channel maintenance activities would remain
unchanged.

Alternative B consists of adding new dredged
material disposal sites in Oklahoma to supplement
current disposal sites which will reach capacity at some
locations in the near future. The existing flow
management plan would remain unchanged and the existing
depth of the navigation channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative C consists of adding new dredged
disposal sites in Oklahoma and replacing the existing
flow management plan with a Modified Bench Flow
Management Plan. The existing depth of the navigation
channel would remain unchanged.

Alternative D consists of, one, adding new
dredged material disposal sites in Oklahoma. Two,
replacing existing flow management plan with a Modified

Bench Flow Management Plan and, three, increasing the

May 5, 2005
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from 9 feet to 11 feet.

Development Plan.

come from navigation savings,

417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119

Alternative E consists of,

although there are some

T

depth of the navigation channel throughout the system

one, adding new
dredged material disposal sites in Oklahoma. Two,
replacing the existing flow management plan with a
Modified Bench Flow Management Plan and, three,
increasing the depth of the navigation channel
throughout the system from 9 feet to 12 feet.

I would like to point out that the
deepening in -- deepening the channel in both
Alternative D and E would be by dredging the bottom
deeper and not by raising pool elevations.

The alternatives were evaluated to determine
the economic impacts. The annual benefits derived by
each alternative were compared to the annual cost of
that alternative. The alternative with the greatest

annual net benefits is called the National Economic

As you can see from this slide, Alternative
E has the greatest annual net benefits and is,
therefore, the National Economic Development Plan. This
alternative has annual benefits of 22.3 million and
annual costs of 11.8 million or annual net benefits of

10.5 million. The majority of the economic benefits
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minor benefits to hydropower. The total cost of
Alternative E is $160,000,000. The major costs are
assoclated with new dikes and re -- and jettys,
dredging, construction of the dredge disposal areas and
environmental mitigation.

Based on the economic analysis in the
Feasibility Study, Alternative E is proposed as the
recommended alternative. And as a reminder, Alternative
E consists of, number one, maintenance of channel depth
through existing dredging and disposal operations. Two,
Modified Bench Flow Management Plan which changes the
existing operation plan by reducing the bench flow from
75,000 cubic -- cubic feet per second to 60,000 cubic
feet per second at Van Buren. This reduces the number
of time per -- times per year that flow -- river flows
above 60,000 cubic feet per second by 14 days. This
improves navigation on the river during those times.
And, third, dredging where it is needed to achieve a
12-foot navigation channel throughout the entire length

of the McClellan-Kerr System, thus allowing barges to be

loaded to a deeper depth.

Now, I want -- I would also like to point

out that 85 to 95 -- to 90 percent of the navigation
system is already at 12 feet deep or deeper, so it will

not be necessary to dredge the entire 445 miles of the

—

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE

417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119 (918) 745-0303 * (800) 478-0349



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 15

PUBLIC HEARING OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT May 5, 2005

system to achieve a 12-foot channel depth.

As stated earlier, the deadline for
submitting comments is May the 24th, 2005. After
refining the report and EIS due to the -- due to the
review comments, the final public review is scheduled
for July the 1st through the -- July the 31st of 2005.
The record of decision will be completed after the final
review.

Now, we will turn -- turn the podium over to
Mr. Rich Hall of Parsons who will provide an overview of
the EIS process. At the end of Mr. Hall's presentation,
we will open the floor to receive your comments.

Thank yocu.

MR. HALL: Well, thank you, Ron, very much.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.

My gocal tonight is to give you a better

understanding of the actions that are evaluated in the
Arkansas River Navigation Study Draft EIS and how the
document is structured. I will try to provide you with é
an overview —-- overview of the format, contents and %
major conclusions of the document.

The National Environmental Policy Act or
NEPA, as we like to call it, requires all federal
agencies to consider the possible environmental impacts

of proposed actions during the planning and
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decision-making process. These considerations and the
resulting recommendations for major federal actions
affecting the quality of the human environment must be
documented and allow for the public involvement.
Implementation procedures for this law are found in the
US Army Corps of Engineers Regulation 200-2-2, and the
President's Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines.

Prior to writing the Draft EIS, the Corps of
Engineers initiated a public scoping process to solicit
public comments on issues and concerns that should be
addressed in the document. Comments were solicited
through mailings, media advertisements and both agency
and public scoping meetings. A total of 221 responses
were received during the EIS scoping process. EIS
scoping comments are used to help to define the
boundaries of the analysis and help focus the statement
on areas of concern.

The major issues that were -- that came
forward as part of the scoping process are shéwn on the
slide. They include possible impacts to the Interior
Least Tern and other bird and fish communities as a
result of the proposed action. Also, concern about
channel degradation, head cutting, water quality and
shoreline erosion. Concerns regarding the costs of

maintaining the increased depth of the navigation
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channel were also expressed. The potential reduced
available head at hydropower facilities was another
concern. Also, the potential loss of riverfront parks,
boating access, and camping areas due to flooding and/or
land acquisition.

Finally, there were concerns over potential

losses of private land, including agricultural land, due

TS

to possible flooding and land acquisition.

Environmental Impact Statements are

R T

disclosure documents. They assist the decision maker
when determining alternative selection for federal
initiated projects. The intent of the EIS is to
describe, for the decision maker and the public, a need
for the project, alternatives to the proposed action, a
description of the affected environment, direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts of the alternatives and

mitigation measures.

The proposed action for this plan is defined

BT

as maintaining and improving the navigation channel in

S

order to enhance commercial navigation on the system,
while maintaining other project purposes.

We are now gonna take a look at a little bit
of what we have in the document.

The EIS describes three features associated

with the proposed action. ©Navigation Channel Depth
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Maintenance consists of maintaining the navigation
channel via river training structures and maintenance
dredging. The evaluation process for this feature
considered a wide variety of maintenance dredging issues
focused on maintaining the navigation channel to sustain
commercial navigation.

The River Flow Management Feature sought to
improve the safety and efficiency of commercial
navigation by managing the navigation symet -- system --
excuse me —-- to limit periods of sustained high flows.
This would be achieved by reducing the number of days
when the river bench flows exceeded 60,000 cubic feet
per second at Van Buren. The evaluation process
initially considered 23 separate river flow management
components.

The current river navi -- the current
navigation channel limits steps -- excuse me. The
current navigation channel depth limits the efficiency
and volume of commercial navigation operations on the
river. The proposed navigational channel deepening

action allows deeper drafts to operate on the system.

The components presented in the draft EIS explore the
options of deepening the navigation channel to 10, 11 or
12 feet within six sep -- separate segments of their

system.
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417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119 (918) 745-0303 * (800) 478-0349



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 19

PUBLIC HEARING OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT May 5, 2005

Retained components include evaluation of

new disposal sites for existing maintenance dredging,

modification of bench flow at Van Buren and 11- and
12-foot channel depths for the length of the navigation
channel. These components were used to formulate four
Action and one No Action Alternative.

Section 4 of the Draft EIS includes

descriptions of the existing environment that may be

influenced by the proposed action. The Corps undertook

several new substantial studies to better define the

.
L

affected environment on the MKARNS. These included
Terrestrial Habitat Evaluation, Aquatic Habitat
Evaluations, Mussel Surveys, Gravel Bed Surveys,
Geomorphology Analyses, Socio-Economic Evaluations, and
River Sediment Studies.

One of the most critical sections of the EIS
is the rigorous evaluation of the environmental
consequences or impacts that are -- that are expected to
occur as a result of the action. This analysis 1is
covered in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 of the Draft EIS. Some
of the important issues discussed in the environmental
consequences are included on this slide.

Based upon the comments received during
scoping, biological resources were determined to be

among the key environmental consequences of concern and
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were the focus of further in-depth studies and analysis.

Adverse impacts to aquatic biological
resources would be associated with channel deepening
through dredging and open water disposal and dike
fields. Dredging the navigation channel would result in
a potential loss of aquatic habitat. Analysis concluded
major impacts from dredging were associated with the
potential loss of 165 acres of gravel beds, which are
important habitat for a variety of fish species on the
river, including the paddle fish. Major gravel deposits
occur within the system and are most common in Maumelle,
Morrilton and on the Verdigris River.

Open water disposal would also result in the
loss of potentially over 3,000 acres of aquatic habitat.
Dredging will also directly affect organisms within the
dredged areas, particularly within the Arkansas Post
Canal which is known to contain a large population of
common native muscles. The assessment concluded that
although -- although there are major impacts to adquatic
species and habitat, a mitigation plan is under
development to insure that significant impacts are
avoided.

Adverse and beneficial impacts to
terrestrial biological resources would be associated

with dredge material disposal. To better assess
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potential impacts Habitat Evaluation Procedures or HAB
were conducted using technical assistance from federal
and state agencies. The project could result in
conversion of approximately 600 acres of agricultural
land.

Efforts were made to avoid locating dredge
disposal sites on high quality habitat. Also, it was
concluded that dredge material could be used to build

Interior Least Tern islands within the project area.

Although avoidance of beneficial use of dredge material

were optimized, some dredge disposal on land and in

shallow water sites would still result in major loss of

terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

A biological assessment was completed to

determine potential impacts on threatened and endangered

species that occur, or potentially occur, within the

study area. The study evaluated impacts to 16 species.
The only two species potentially affected by the project
were the American Burying Beetle and the Interior Least

Tern. The Army Corp of Engineers will make all efforts

to work with the Fish and Wildlife Service through

implementation of mitigation measures identified in the

Draft Biological Opinion to assure that there are no
adverse impacts to these speciles.

The remaining adverse spec —-- impacts to

SRR
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affected environment are considered to be minor.

To comply with the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act, which is "to promote effects
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment, " the anal -- the final analysis of the
Draft EIS includes development of mitigation measures.
These measures were applied to all elements of the

proposed action.

Mitigation for terrestrial and aquatic ;
impacts would consist of a combination of avoidance,

minimization, and compensation. The mitigation has been

developed primarily in coordination with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission and the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife and
Conservation.

For Terrestrial Habitat Mitigation, wherever
possible, proposed dredge material disposal sites were
located where they would avoid mature upland forest,
bottomland hardwoods or wetlands. Where sites could not
be located outside these three habitat types, disposal

sites were re-designed to avoid the most valuable

wildlife areas. This ultimately reduced the acreage of

land needed for mitigation. Two mitigation sites have
been identified that are adjacent to lands currently

managed by the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conser--

S R BT
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8
]
o
H]

Conservation. The total -- the total acreage created by

this habitat is —-- is indicated on this slide.

Several mitigation measures will be

R At s SR

implemented to compensate for adverse impacts to aquatic
habitats and species. These measures are listed on the
slide. Key elements include relocation of disposal
areas to avoid valuable aquatic habitat, dike and
revetment notching, relocation of muscles, backwater
channel improvements and monitoring.

Mitigation For Threatened and Endangered
Species would focus on the Least Tern and the American
Burying Beetle as stated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's Biological Opinion. For the Least Tern, the
emphasis would be on creating a series of in-river
islands through dredged material disposal within each
pool. The proposed —-- the proposal calls for one island
per pool in the river and the annual monitoring of
populations. For the American Burying Beetle,
monitoring will be conducted to identify species
locations and emphasis would be on avoidance of
potential habitat and minimization of impacts.

This completes my overview of the EIS and I
will turn the podium back over to the Colonel.

COLONEL KURKA: Well, thank you for your

attention. We have discussed our proposed action. We
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described the alternatives and discussed potential
impacts and proposed mitigation to the proposed
alternatives. The Draft EIS contains much more detail
and 1s not yet finalized. Now, it is your turn to
provide input into the draft analysis.

As stated earlier public involvement occurs
often in a NEPA process. Your other opportunities to
provide input are shown on this slide.

If you have a written statement you may read
it out loud, turn it in without reading it, or do both.
In any case, your comments will be part of the record.
If you turn in written comments, please write your name
and address on them, so we can enter them into the
record properly.

We will now begin the audience comment
portion of our meeting by calling for statements from
persons that stated they wanted to speak on attendance
cards. When you speak, we ask that you come forward to
my right, your left, over by the podium. You can either
sit or stand, whichever you prefer, so that everyone can
hear your comments and so that they can be properly
recorded by our recorder. I would ask that you limit
your presentation to a reasonable amount of time, no
more than five minutes, so that everyone will have an

opportunity to speak. To aid each speaker, we will be

e —
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using a light bar. A green light will be on for the
first four minutes. " When the yellow light comes on, you
have one minute remaining to complete your comments.

And when the red light comes on, you are at the five
minute point and we ask that you conclude your comments
at that point. If your comments cannot be completed in
five minutes, we request that the rest of your comments
be sent to us in writing.

We will now sfart with the first comment.
And the first card I have is from Mr. Bob Portiss.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: What are you gonna do
about that light, Bob?

MR. PORTISS: I don't know.

My name is Bob Portiss and I hold the
position of Port Director for the Tulsa Port of Catoosa,
a position I have held since 1994. I have a written --
I have a signed letter that I will turn in for the
record, but I want to go ahead and read it.

We are certainly pleased that you are in the
final stages of the proposed project to -- the final
study stages of the proposed project to deepen the
McClellan-Kerr from 9 to 12 feet. The anticipated
positive outcome of the benefit cost analysis and the
significant contributions of the project to the

environment confirms what the Congress believed when

417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119
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they authorized a 12-foot channel for our waterway.
Especially impressive is the environmental quality of
the project, the notching of over 250 dikes and
revetments, the opening of more than 30 backwater and
side channels and creation of over 30 Least Tern islands
will make this one of the largest aquatic habitat
creation projects ever completed in the states of
Oklahoma and Arkansas.

The positive findings of your study and the
foresight of the Congress in giving its authorization
is, in our opinion, akin to the vision of the citizens
of the City of Tulsa and Rogers County when they
committed to build one of our nations largest ports in
return for the federal government's offer Lo construct

the 445 mile long McClellan-Kerr system.

Their initial $21,000,000, in general
obligation bonds has been leveraged to generate over
$700,000,000 in private investment by the 62 industrial
facilities currently located at the port. They

collectively -- collectively provide 3,000 jobs and over

N e o e S e T e s

2,000,000 tons -- and generate over 2,000,000 tons of
water-borne commerce per year. These numbers will be
compounded several times over with the completion of the
construction of the 12-foot channel, a rather small feat

given, as Mr. Carman pointed out, that over 90 percent
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of the waterway already equals or exceeds this depth.
We want to thank you for your excellent work
on this project. And I will turn this over to you, Ron,

in a letter.

Is that okay? I saved a lot of time.

COLONEL KURKA: Thank you very, very much.

e

MR. PORTISS: You are welcome. Thank you.

COLONEL KURKA: I have one other card here,
but I can't tell whether the person wanted to make a
statement or not. Pat Crombie.

MS. CROMBIE: Oh, that's me. I can make a
-—- of course, T can always talk.

Well, I'm a citizen. I am Pat Crombie and I
am a citizen from Catoosa. And it seems to me that
since I do belong to different environmental groups that
a thought might be to create the habitat for the Least
Tern and the beetles, et cetera, before you do the
dredging and the digging and all that and then everybody
would be happy.

That's all.

COLONEL KURKA: Thank you.

MS. CROMBIE: You're welcome.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: You get an award for

brevity.

COLONEL KURKA: At this time, I would like
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to call on the audience, if anyone else would like to
make a comment or ask a question.

MR. CARTER: I thought I -- I though I
checked yes on my card. I guess maybe I didn't.

MR. HALL: If we missed you, I am sorry.

MR. CARTER: I didn't drive all the way from
central Arkansas for nothing.

And -- and Colonel, did I understand you
right that there is a no tolerance limit on the five
like there has been the last couple of meetings. Is
that --

COLONEL KURKA: We're tolerant. You don't

have to speak that long.

(LAUGHTER.)

R N A T ST

MR. CARTER: I saw those signs all the way
over here, no tolerance on speed limit and then I had to
bring that up.

I -—- my comments --

THE REPORTER: Sir, could you identify
yourself, please. _ %

MR. CARTER: Yes, ma'am and -- and whenever
I get started. Actually, yes, ma'am. I'll do that
right now.

Colonel, ladies and gentlemen, I am Allen

Carter, a retired biologist for the Arkansas Game and

S
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time working on the river. And actually,

talk fast, so everybody pay attention.

business and recreational opportunities.

the local Arkansas River area.

that a tremendous amount of time, though,

Fish Commission where I spent a considerable amount of

My comments will address environmental
aspects of the Arkansas River Navigation Study because
that's my piece. The Arkansas River is a great resource

for Arkansas and Oklahoma residents. It provides many

currently under consideration are completed, the fishery
will benefit. Developing the shipping channel to
accommodate larger loads will certainly benefit present
industry and the farmers in the area. It should
encourage additional industry which, in turn, will add

jobs to the economies of both states and especially in

The Environmental Impact Statement is very
extensive. The time allowed for this oral comment 1is
not enough to address all the statement because that

thing is about that deep (indicating). And I can say

been expended on the document. It also appears that
there are no major environmental problems as noted
earlier. In fact, these items that are found need
attention have been addressed by environmental agencies

and the solutions have been found and are being found

I will try to

AR G R

e

If the plans

!

TN TR RE R

R S

and effort has
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because its a continuing document. The deficit in
habitat units as mentioned éarlier, noted for the total
12-foot channel, is being addressed.

This time for public comment, mentioned
earlier, again provides the opportunity for agencies and
the public to request specific items for mitigation and
that information -- I am sure the habitat units being
that positive for the total project and in the Oklahoma
portion of the river, there is already a positive in

habitat units, according to the information that's

already been developed. And -- and the habitat units
again deals with the mitigation and the -- and the
destruction of natural habitat. There is already a

positive there in Oklahoma.
The monitoring plan, I realize, needs to be

addressed, all the biological issues involved. I

encourage the utilization of the monitoring plan that

involves all users in the system and please remember

T AT TR

that we are all on the same boat on the river and need
to work together. 1In my past career with the Arkansas
Game and Fish, I found it very helpful and, in fact, ?
it's the only time I have ever seen it, to have

biologists and anglers and hunters and engineers on the

same boat. It is unbelievable. There was a little

arguing going on, but they were all on the same boat.
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i
This has also been done, though, on this ]

project, to speak of, so far, but at the same time there

hasn't been a whole lot of public involvement, vya'all,

%

and this is what this is all about, is get you all

involved and tell the Corps what you want.

A lot of people involved, though, in every
step of the planning. There has been a lot of agreement
on plans and adjusted work projects to help and not
hinder the various users of the river, including
navigation and hunters and fishermen and the Least Turn
and everything else. The main concerns in all
development plans were to maintain and even enhance
environmental aspects. Biological fielding seems to be
right on target. And that was developed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. After reviewing all the
information for all the endangered speciles, you noted
that there is 16 different ones, narrowed it down to a
couple, there was a No Jeopardy Clause determined on --
on those two species. |

There are reasonable and prudent measures
that need to be required to protect them and -- and —--
and -- and not hurt them as far as incidental take goes

—-—- their words -- both the incidental take measures on

the beetle and the Tern are appropriate. However, on

the Tern, I understand Fish and Wildlife Service --
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I don't know if there is anybody in here tonight for
them or not-- but, they are gonna request the Tern be
helped, no matter what. And so the project that --
projects that are done for the Tern really, in my
opinion, shouldn't not be charged against the 12-foot
channel project and -- and also should be done.
However, in my opinion, too, if the 12-foot channel
project is not done, those Tern islands won't get done
in any -- any appropriate amount of time.

And the yellow light's on and I am not
through.

Recreational activities on the river to help
the economy, especially on the local level, the river we
know today provides many hours of recreation. There are
a some im -- there are a lot of improvements for the
recreational benefit out there have been agreed to by
the conservation agencies, Fish and Wildlife Service and
the Corps. There is over 250 dikes and revetments
that's gonna be notched. There is 30 silted areas that
are —-- that are the mouth of the backwater areas that
are going to be dredged, and so that the fisherman, the
angler, the boater can get back into those backwaters
once again that they haven't been able to. There is
over 30 islands that are gonna be developed that will

be, of course, for the Tern, but also when an island is
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developed in a -- where -- where there is not one, there

is a great amount of diversity in a shoreline habitat

and flow habitat for the fish.

Some of the places that are gonna be dredged

out in Oklahoma include Strawberry Creek and Hopewell
Creek, Bull creek.

Oh, no.

There is several dikes in the -- in the
Oklahoma area that will be notched as per Oklahoma
Wildlife Department of Conservation has requested. The
study team has also recommended avoiding over 60 really
important aquatic areas, as far as placing dredge
material and cut it little shorter. The Oklahoma

line -- the Oklahoma Department -- I mean the Oklahoma

section of it, all the dredge material, I understand, 1is

gonna be placed on terrestrial areas that are again not
as important as far as terrestrial critters go and also
not supposed to be placed on real important farm ground
either.

One of the things that is gonna benefit the

boater and the angler, especially, is that the deeper

draft barges are going to be able to haul the same cargo

as other barges that would require more barges to haul
and, therefore, there would be less lock delays and the

bass fisherman are not gonna have to sit there and wait

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE

TR

i
4
.
.
:

e

(918) 745-0303 * (800) 478-0349



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 34

PUBLIC HEARING OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT May 5, 2005

on lock delays maybe. And -- and I know some fishermen
have lost their tournaments because they had to sit and
wait for a barge to get through. So again, a plus.

I disagree with the word "major aquatic
habitat loss" because in all reality all the -- all

the —- I mean all the committee meetings which I have

actually been a part of -- because of the extensive

experience on the river I was asked to help on this --

have been to try to avoid and not harm habitat for the

RS T T AT

environment.

I encourage you to approve the project,
Colonel, and -- and -- and complete the dike notching
and other projects that's planned as mitigation. And in
my opinion, all the stakeholders, including industry,
have been and are willing to cooperate in any way to
help make the river as best as it can for -- for
everybody. Thank you --

COLONEL KURKA: Thank you.

MR. COLLINS: -- for the extra time. It was
a minute and 47 seconds.

COLONEL KURKA: Does anyone else have -- 1is

there anyone else who would like to make a statement or
ask a question? |
Yes, sir.

MR. LONG: Question for clarification I just
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do it right here and respond. Mr. Carman, on this one
chart annual net economic benefit 10.5 million, yet you
alluded to about the 22 million dollars shippers would
save per year?

THE REPORTER: Excuse me. Can I have them
identify themselves?

MR. LONG: Ed Long with Johnston Port 33.

MR. CARMAN: Sir, I think the numbers that

you are referring to -- and -- and correct me i1f I am
wrong —-- I think what I was trying to say and I hope I
said was that the -- for Alternative E that the annual

benefits were 22.3 million dollars and the annual costs
were 11.8 million. So if you subtract that 11.8
million from the 22.3 million, you det an annual net
benefit of ‘10.5 millionf That's the different between
22.3 million of benefits and 11.8 million of annual
cost.

MR. LONG: Annual cost operation of --

MR. CARMAN: For fifty years.

MR. LONG: Cost of maintenance, I guess?

MR. CARMAN: Yes, that's right. That's part
of it, vyes.

What you do is you take the $160,000,000 and
you spread that cost over fifty years, but that also

includes your maintenance cost, as well.

417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119
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MR. LONG: Okay. Thank you, sir.

MR. TAYLOR: Yes. Colonel Kurka, I am
Steve Taylor with Johnston's Port 33.

On our flow management, are we not already
using the Modified Bench Management Plan that was looked

at? I thought we were already using that now or has

that not been approved yet?

MR. CARMAN: Want me?

COLONEL KURKA: Go ahead.

MR. CARMAN: We have tested it. I don't
think it is used all the time. We did make a test run,
I believe it was last year, on that just to make sure
that it would work and it worked well. So, we are not
due -- we -- I mean that was just a test run. We
haven't modified the -- we haven't modified the flow
plan yet.

MR. TAYLOR: So we haven't done that and —--

MR. CARMAN: No.

MR. TAYLOR: And why -- why won't we or why
wouldn't we now that we know it works?

MR. CARMAN: Because we have to finish the
NEPA documentation before we can implement it.

MR. TAYLOR: Can we implement it before we

dig the 12-foot channel? Let me ask that.

MR. CARMAN: The -- the two are tied

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
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417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119

together. They're -- they're -- we —-- they're —-
they're --

What's the word I am trying to think of?

We -- we —-=- we can't split these things up.
It is piecemeal in the process. That's the word --

COLONEL KURKA: Correct me if I am wrong.
We can —-- we can implement that once we get the record
of decision.

MR. CARMAN: Correct.

MR. TAYLOR: Okay.

COLONEL KURKA: Once we get the record of
decision from -- from General Riley, who is Chief of
Civil Works, we can implement that portion of it.

MR. TAYLOR: Without any of the rest, if --
if all this is --

COLONEL KURKA: Without digging the channel,
that's correct.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you.

(PAUSE.)

COLONEL KURKA: Any other comments?

(PAUSE.)

You are a quiet audience.

Any other questions?

MR. TAYLOR: I -- I have another one, then.

COLONEL KURKA: Only one per person!
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&

(LAUGHTER.)

MR. TAYLOR: I got three in there just to

o

<
.

begin with.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He has already had
supper.

(LAUGHTER.)

MR. TAYLOR: Again Steve Taylor with
Johnston's.

On the engineering factor of the Verdigris
River, whenever we dig that out to a 12-foot channel,
how much of a problem in the engineering -- and may be a
little in depth, may be not be able to answer it -- of
the bank stabilization and -- and continued maintenance
on that situation -- does anybody have --

MR. CARMAN: I don't have -- I am sure we
have looked at that, but I don't know the answer to
that. I -- as far -- I am sure it has been looked at
and we consldered the problem. That's been included in
the cost estimate. But as far as I know that hasn't
been identified as a major problem. We think we can dig
it out without having bank caving and that kind of
thing.

MR. TAYLOR: Okay. I don't agree, but I am
not an engineer.

COLONEL KURKA: Any other questions or

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
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comments?

(PAUSE. )

COLONEL KURKA: Well, if you don't want to |
ask your questions in this public forum, um, we will
stick around as long as there is anyone here to answer
your questions. Our team will be here as long as any of

you are here, um, and any of you have a question that

you would like to have answered.

We appreciate the effort each of you made to

N TS S T

attend tonight. Your comments will be fully considered

very helpful in developing the final Environmental

3 T P

Impact Statement for the Arkansas River Navigation
Studies. Personally, I have learned a lot from
listening to each of your comments.

Please remember that if you want to send 1in
any additional written comments, we need them by May
24th, which 1s the end of the 45-day comment period.

The full mitigation plan is not yet complete
is being worked on primarily by U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service and will be made available with the final

Environmental Impact Statement.

O T T I S Ao

On behalf of the Corps of Engineers in the
Tulsa District, we are genuinely committed to working
with all stakeholders and citizens as we evaluate this

project. Thank you for your attention and your patience

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
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&3

in this very important exercise in democracy.

And, as I said, if I could have the Corps
folks and the folks from Parsons stand up, so you all
can see who they are. We will -- we will stay around as
long as any of you want us to, if you have any other
questions or would like to examine any of the documents
or have anything particular that you would like to talk
about.

Once again, thank you for coming and I wish

you a wonderful evening.

(Whereupon the hearing was adjourned.)

FRANK PETERSON REPORTING SERVICE
417 West Seventh Street, Suite 304, Tulsa, OK 74119 (918) 745-0303 * (800) 478-0349



B.3.5 Written Comments Received During the DEIS Comment Period

The following written comments were received during the comment period between April 8 and
June 23, 2005.

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-293 Appendix B
Scoping Summary



B.3.5.1 Comments from Commercial and Industrial Organizations

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-294 Appendix B
Scoping Summary



ACME MANUFACTURING CORP.
® 6532 TOWER LANE, CLAREMORE, OK 74018

Phone (918) 266-3087 Fax {918) 266-3091
ENGIVEERETT PROCIACTS BY CRAFTSMEN

Mr. Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

RE: Construction of 12-Foot Channel - McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
System

Bear Mr. McLean:

I write both as a citizen and as a customer of the products (steel) that travel over the
waterway to the Port of Catoosa. Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
System to 12 feet will improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be
loaded in each barge. Increased efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep
competition from foreign markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-
trailer trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be
increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of
960 truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the
environment — as well as decreased consumption of energy, a vital issue in these days of surging
demand.

Adding capacity to the channel ultimately will improve the economic fortunes not only of
the industries that use the facilities along the channel but also the communities whose job base
supports all of the economic activity created by those facilities. We should do everything
possible to expedite construction of the 12-foot channel, as previously authorized by Congress.

Sincerely yours,
Hal Lewis
President




CURNERSTONE FARM AND GIN £0.

Phone — 534-7120 MAIN OFFICE - PINE BLUFF, AR 71611 Farm — Cornerstone, AR

ADDRESS REPLY TO:
F. ©. Box 7008

Pine Bluff, AR 71611-7008

June 23, 2005

Mr. Ron Carman

ATTN:. CESWL-PR-P

Little Rock Engineer District
P.O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203-0867

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for 12 Foot Channel Study
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation Study

Dear Mr. Carman:

Falling trade barriers help those who can deliver the highest quality goods at the
lowest cost — regardless of location. America’s waterways infrastructure and barge
transportation help farmers compete in the global marketplace. Farm commodities such
as soybeans and corn which we sell to grain elevators in Pine Bluff, Arkansas are shipped
down the Arkansas River in barges that have been light-loaded because of the restricted
nine-foot navigation channel. As a result, the prices that we receive for our grains are
reduced in order to compete with those shipments that originate on the Mississippi River
where the barges carry much larger loads and incur less transportation costs on a per
bushel basis.

We strongly support a 12’ channel on the Arkansas River to allow for a level
playing field for price determination of our farm commodities.

Sincerely,
CORNERSTONE FARM AND GIN COMPANY

W.0. Pearcy, Jr., Vice @'esiéent

WOP/ph




Dal-Italia

A subsidiary of

daltile™

Mr, Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean:

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel -
MecClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

It seems that increasing the depth of the channel will improve safety on our Nation’s interstate
highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-trailer trucks on our aging
highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be increased from 60 to 80
truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of 960 truckloads. Fewer
trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the environment.

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will also
improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge.
Increased efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign
markets.

Dal Italia competes on a global level; therefore we must constantly look at ways to lower our
manufacturing costs. This project would allow Dal Italia to realize lower transportation costs by
moving larger cargo volumes in the same haul. This competitive advantage may also create
opportunities for us to move other materials by barge, rather then current more cost effective
modes.

Based in part on the above, [ strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-foot channel,
as previously authorized by Congress.

Sincerely,
Thpmas Bémbenek

Purchasing Managet
Dal Italia

Dal-Ttalia
3801 Daltite Road
Muskogee, OK 74401
Phone: {918) 683-4043 Fax: (918) 683-4152




ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

_—~ Comment Sheet

If you are interested in providing comments concerning the Arkansas River Navigation
Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement, please write your comments below and send
to the address noted below, or leave this form in the comment sheet collection box at the
Public Meeting for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

_~ Comment Sheet

If you are interested in providing comments concerning the Arkansas River Navigation
Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement, please write your comments below and send
to the address noted below, or leave this form in the comment sheet collection box at the
Public Meeting for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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@ Grea.l. Lakes carbon LLC Principal Business Office:

4 Greenspoint Plaza, Suite 2200
16945 Northchase Drive
Houston, Texas 77060

Phone: {281) 775-4700

Fax: (281) 775-4744

Executive Office:

531 Filth Avenue, Suite 3600
Mr. Johnny McLean New York, NY 10176
Little Rock District
U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P
P. O. Box 867
Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean:

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel -
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas-R'ivent_‘;-Na\{igation System to 12 feet will improve
the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge. Increased
efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-
trailer trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be
increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of 960
truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the environment.

As transportation modes continue to struggle with congestion and equipment shortages, any
assistance 1s beneficial. As fuel continues to be at record highs, GLC 1s planning on more and more
water moves to decrease overall transportation costs. The Arkansas River is currently the most draft
restrictive river we travel on and GLC is in a position to benefit greatly if able to move more tons in
each barge.

Based, in part, on the above, I strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-foot
channel, as previously authorized by Congress.

Sincerely,

Mhkiide Q) llon i/

Melinda Dillon-Vance
Transportation Manager
Great Lakes Carbon LLC

55 Jos




e Inter-Chem

INTEANATIONAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
Southbridge Office Park
1887 East 715t Street

N B AREND Tulsa, OK 74136-3984
CHAIRMAN OF THE BDARD ;:laphme ng} coo71a
N Or e 8 X 918} 492-1715
E-rmail jarend @ ictulsa.com
May 24, 2005

Mr. Johnny McLean

Littte Rock District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P.O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean,

Re: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel-
McCellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

We have storage at Inola/Port 33 and are very active in buying and selling of products in this
area.

Deepening of the McCellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will improve the
efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be |loaded in each barge. Increased
efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved safety
on our Nation's interstate highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi trailer
trucks on ocur aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be increased
from 60 to 80 truckioads, and therefore, each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of 960
truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less poliution — a big plus for the
environment.

Therefore, we strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-foot channel, as previously
authorized by Congress.

JRA:db095%




Carman, Ron R SWL

From: John Janoush [john@jantran.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2005 2:00 PM
To: AR-OK.River.Study SWL

John Janoush

JANTRAN, Inc.

662-759-6841

john@jantran.com THE MERE FACT THAT AN 11 FT. DRAFT BARGE WOUD TAKE AN ADDITIONAL 16
TRUCKS OFF OFF THE HIGHWAYS AND INTERSTATES OF THIS COUNTRY ALONE SHOULD BE

INFORMATION ENOUGH TO APPROVE THE DEEPENING OF THE MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER
NAVIGATION SYSTEM.

6/23/2005




- i
JOHNSTON

ENTERPRISES |

" Lew Meibergen
President

P.O. Box 1307
Enid, OK 73702

T 380.233.5800
F 580.234.8712

lew@whjohnstongrain.com

May 31, 2005

Mr. ] ohnn.y McLean

Little Rock District _
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers

. Attn: CESWL-PR-P

P O Box 867
Little Rock, AR 72203

Re:  Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel —
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Dear Mr. McLean:

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
System to 12 feet will improve the efficiency of the waterway by
allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge. Increased
efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep
competition from foreign markets. '

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation
costs as well as see improved safety on our Nation’s interstate
highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-trailer
trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each
grain barge will be increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore
each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of 960 truckloads. Fewer

" trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the’

environment.

Our company has had to pass up business because of not being
able to handle 11-foot drafts coming off of the other river systems.
We are very dependent on truck-to-barge movements and with the cost
of fuel at the present time, it’s imperative that we get the 12-foot draft.
To give you an exatnple of the businesses we’re losing - the thing is
that they’re building ethanol plants in Oklahoma, We’re unable to get
corn out of the north by-barge because of their loading to an [1-foot -

draft, which we’re unable to handle. We’re talking about one ethanol

plant using in excess of 400,000-tons of corn per year, and this would
be the smallest to be built. This is just one example of many that I can
give you. : o

continued. ..




Mr. Johnny McLean =~ | o " Page?2
‘May 31,2005

‘Based, in part, on the above, we strongly encourage expediting
construction of the 12-foot channel as previously authorized by -
Congress.

Sincerely,

%‘)’M‘%ﬂ“

Lew Meibergen

" LM/ss




Carman, Ron R SWL

From: Jack Long [Jack.Long@SSAMarine.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2005 3.05 PM

To: AR-OK.River.Study SWL

Subject: 12 ft channel EIS comments

An enviromentally friendly project. Only 5 to 15% of river's length will be affected by
the project and virtually all of these locations are already being dredged to maintain the
currently authorized 9- foot channel depth. Most of river is already 12 feet or more.
Dredge material can be used to create new habitat such as nesting islands for the Least
Tern.

River transportation is by far the most enviromentally friendly mode of transportation.
Towboats are nine to ten times as fuel efficient and produce only about one - tenth of the
air pollution as trucks. A 12 -foot channel will allow most barges to carry approximately
40 % more cargo at merely a negligible increase in fuel consumption.

I believe the enviroment will be protected and even enhanced by the conservation features
of the project which I fully support.

Jack Long, Jr.

Logistic Services Inc.
9001 Lindsey Rd.

Little Rock, AR 72206
jack.long@ssamarine.com
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BUSINESS CONSULTANT

2026 Sout Iga DrIVE
405-372-2761 STILLwATER, OK 74074 E-mail: edlong54@swhbell.net
May 26, 2005
Johnny McLean

USACE - Little Rock
ATTN: CESWL~-PR-P
P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

RE: Comments regarding deepening the McClellan Kerr WW to 12 depth.

Dear Mr. McLean,

The deepening of the MKARNSD from 9 foot to 12 feet is of extreme importance to the
economic vitality of Central America, When many of America’s jobs are going overseas
because of lower costs of production and many of America’s agriculture trading partners
are going to other nations to buy their commodities because of lower costs, it is

imperative that America do everything within our power to prevent further erosion of our
economic base.

Your research has proven the payback of this investment comes back extremely fast. [tis
difficult to belicve there could be a better investment of our tax dollars than to heip keep
America economically vibrant. Finally when our nation’s roads are deteriorating at an
extreme record and their safety is being challenged every day with increased numbers of
trucks, this is a good solution to help reduce those problems. Trucks also pour thousands
of pounds of pollutants into our air and the waterways are extremely environmentally
friendly. Please get this job completed as soon as possible.

Sinc;rcly, m\é{

Ed Long
Consultant Johnston’s Port 33




MidAmerica

INDUSTRIAL PARK

May 24, 2005

Mr. Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. . Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel -McClellan-Kerr Arkansas
River Navigation System

Dear Mr, McLean:

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will
improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge.
Increased efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign
markets,

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways by reducing the annual average volume of semi-trailer
trucks on our highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be increased from
60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of 960 truckloads.
Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the environment.

Based, in part, on the above, we strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-
foot channel, as previously authorized by Congress.

ders Mitchell
Administrator

1. " RO. BOX 945 *» PRYOR CREEK, OKLAHOMA 743562-0945 « 918/ 825-3500 « FAX 918 / 825-4022
o WWWw.mMaip.com




Mr. Johnny McLean Fax 918-825-5665
Little Rock District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Littie Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean:

We at NORIT Americas strongly support the deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas
River Navigation System to 12 feet. Al kinds of arguments can be made to support the endeavor
but in the end it is the right thing to do to ensure the future growth of the Port of Catoosa and the
companies that use the navigation channel.

Deepening could reduce our freight costs, but the real saving will be the reduced number
of barges used to move our coal. The 28 barges we presently use a year could easily become 20
if the 9" draft was increased.

_ Based, in part, on the above, NORIT Americas strongly encourages expediting the effort
for a 12-foot waterway.

Sincerely,

'ey

Purchasing Agent
NORIT Americas
Pryor, Oklahoma Plant




Peavey Company
5301 West Channel Road

Catoosa, Oklahoma 74015
Peavey Office: (918) 266-1991

Fax: (918) 266-6518

Wats: (800) 364-3516

Mr. Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean:

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel -
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will
improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge.
Increased efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign
markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways through reducing the anmsal average volume of semi-
trailer trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be
increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of
960 truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the
environment.

Based, in part, on the above, I strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-foot
channel, as previously authorized by Congress.
Sincerely,

RA Birdsong,]r: ;

General Manager

G

a ConAgra Company




Poine Bluff Sand & Ghrasel Compan

W SCOTT McGEORGE PRES.

RIVER CONTRACTORS
REVETMENTS DREDGING PILE DIKES
POST OFFICE BOX 7008

PINE BLUFF, ARK. 71611-7008

June 23, 2003

Mr. Ron Carman

ATTN: CESWIL-PR-P
Little Rock Engineer District
P.O. Box 867

Little Rock. AR 72203-0867

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for 12 Foot Channel Study
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation Study

Dear Mr. Carman:

The Corps of Engineers has a much more important mission in this project than
many people think. The basic part of the project is making the American worker
competitive in world markets without pay and benefit reductions. A recent newspaper
article stated there are over 200 vacant manufacturing plants in Arkansas alone. People
and industries all up and down the river are dependent on the Corps to get this study done
quickly and begin the project in a very orderly manner.

Representatives from the Arkansas Game and Fish, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and numerous bass fishermen have partnered in this project and we encourage the
Corps to perform mitigation at the same time the navigation improvements are being
done. The dike notching and opening of backwaters should begin as soon as possible so
those valuable areas will be available for spawning season next spring. The wildlife
agencies and bass fishermen have joined industry in this study and we believe mitigation
needs to be a top priority as we move forward.

International Paper, with 1,500 people at Pine Bluff, all the way up to Whirlpool,
with 4,600 employees in Ft. Smith, are plants that have the potential for moving overseas.
Lowering their costs of inbound raw materials as well as outbound products, in some
cases, can keep these plants in the United States and Arkansas and be a good national
benefit. The agricultural industry in Arkansas and Oklahoma is very large. Inbound
fertilizer and outbound agricultural products will benefit tremendously from 43% more
product in each barge.




Mr. Ron Carman
Page 2
June 23, 2005

We have observed this study over the past 5 years with an investment of over $8
million in stringent compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act. We urge
you to move forward quickly and wind this study up to where the 12" channel will be
ready to proceed with construction. As construction begins, we would encourage you to
consider postponing dredging of the Arkansas Post Canal as some agencies or groups
may wish to remove some of the mussels. There is nearly a 12’ channel in the center of
the canal at this time. We encourage you to begin on the lower end so that shippers can
begin to benefit from this project as soon as the 12" channel reaches their facility.

Sincerely,

PINE BLUFF SAND AND GRAVEL COMPANY

4/ f:”M W/;:éi pA—

W. Scott McGeorge, President

SMcG/ph




KEITH GOSNEY

SL

River System Logistics, Inc.

Vice President

Mr. Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

May 26, 2005

Dear Mr. McLean:

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channe] -
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will
improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more carge to be loaded in each barge.
Increased efficiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign
markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-
trailer trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be
increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of
960 truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the
environment.

Based, in part, on the above, we strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-
foot channel, as previously authorized by Congress.

Sincefely,

Keith R. Gosney
Vice President

1819 Clarkson Road Suite 203 Chesterfield Missouri 63017 Phone 636.532.4441 Fax 636.532.4481




Little Rock District Corps of Engineers
"~ ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P O Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203-0867

RE: Arkansas River DEIS
June 21, 2005
Dear Sirs,

As a member of the Chamber of Commerce I'm always delighted to promote those
efforts that improve the business climate and enhance employment opportunities. The
dredging of the Arkansas River to improve shipping however causes concern because of
the degradation of the Arkansas River and Lake Dardanelle as an immensely valuable
natural resource for recreational fishing and tourism. A recent quote by a BASS Elite
Fifty pro fisherman at Lake Dardanelle in May that “he’d caught more fish in practice on
" " Lake Dardanelle than any other lake he’d ever fished” set the phone lines ringing. The

value of tourism on Lake Dardanelle and the Arkansas River far outweighs the value of
shipping to this area and exceeds $100 million dollars. Your own Corps of Engineers

-, study several years ago “National Recreational Lakes Study — Rivers of Opportunity”
emphasized the value and increasing economic opportunities availed by Corps facilities.

This is why I must oppose the proposal as currently presented. Valuable fishery habitat is
destined to be destroyed by the spoil from dredging. Very little money is designated for
remediation and that small amount is front loaded into the early years of the 50 year
proposal. The river is already under assault environmentally as previously planed notched
dikes and revetments have been canceled. Deepening the channel and raising the dikes
will only serve to further degrade the backwater habitat necessary for game fish that draw
sportsmen from around the nation.

Unless the Corps sufficiently funds remediation, restores previously cancelled river
improvements and fully funds maintenance and improvement of shoreline park facilities
heretofore reduced from the budget, I cannot support the DEIS. I’'m sure you are also
aware that the proposal violates Corps rules and laws, certainly a matter not to be
overlooked.

" Cordially,

Chuck Gordon
Chairman
DART Committee (Dardanelle Aquatic Resource Team)




Russellville Chamber of Commerce
80 Ridgeline Drive West
Russellville, AR 72802




SOLVAY
soway| FLUORIDES

A SUBSIDIARY OF SOLVAY CHEMICALS, INC.

May 20, 2005
Mr. Johnny McLean
Little Rock District
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P
P. O. Box 867
Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Mr. McLean:

RE: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel -
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Deepening of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System to 12 feet will
improve the efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge.
Increascd cificiency is critically important as we continue to face steep competition from foreign
markets.

This project would allow us to realize lower transportation costs as well as see improved
safety on our Nation’s interstate highways through reducing the annual average volume of semi-
trailer trucks on our aging highways. As an example, the capacity of each grain barge will be
increased from 60 to 80 truckloads, and therefore each 12-barge tow will carry the equivalent of
960 truckloads. Fewer trucks on the highways also mean less pollution — a big plus for the
environment.

Based, in part, on the above, we strongly encourage expediting construction of the 12-
foot channel, as previously authorized by Congress.

Sincerely,

David L. McMillan
Administrative Services Manager

A Subsidiary of Soivay Chemicals, Inc.

5010 Morth Skiatook Road, Catoosa, OK 74015

Tel: 918.266 4085 FAX: 918.266.4084 Responsible Care”
www. solvaychemicals.us Gl Chem intry ¢ Work

Solvay Fluorides, LLC sﬁa




Story & Associates

10011 East 39" Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74146

Telephone: (918) 610-1135 « Fax: (918) 660-8068 « E-Mail: J Story@tulsarealtors.
Internet: http://www.home.mindspring.com/~johnstory

Real Estate Services » Appraisals, Appraisal Reviews, Brokerage, Consultations

June 10, 2005

Johnny McLean

Little Rock District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CESWL-PR-P

P. O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

Re: Letter of Support for Construction of 12-Foot Channel;
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System

Dear Mr. Mclean:

Representing second and third generation family involvement in promoting economic
development on the McClellan-Kerr Navigation system, we are excited about the prospect of
deepening of the entire navigation system to 12 feet. We understand that this will improve the
efficiency of the waterway by allowing 35% more cargo to be loaded in each barge. Increased