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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: 

• Introduction; 
• Public Scoping Period 1; 
• Public Scoping Period 2; 
• Public Scoping Period 3; 
• 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.2.2.4 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 (2nd Floor) 
    Federal Office Building 
    1645 S 101st 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 Registration & General Information 
Station 2 Short videotape (16 minutes) shown at regularly scheduled intervals providing an 

introduction to the project and EIS process. 
Station 3 EIS Process & Proposed Action and Alternatives (series of informational boards) 
Station 4 Major Issues (series of informational boards) 
Station 5 Questions/ Clarification / Directions for Comments  
Station 6 Written Comments Station 
Station 7 Verbal Comments Station (with Court Reporter) 
Station 8 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: 
 
• Publication of the NOI in the Federal Register (August 23, 2000).   
 
• 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. & 50th St. 
Fort Smith, AR 

 
PINE BLUFF  Thursday February 15, 2001 
 
   Founders Hall Auditorium (Lyceum) 
   Southeast Arkansas College 
   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 



 
 

 

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS  B-11 Appendix B 
   Scoping and Comments Summary 
 

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 

Agency Summary of Comment 
U.S. Coast Guard - Memphis No key issues at this time. 
U.S. Department of 
Agriculture 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

No key issues at this time. 
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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: 
1. Federal Regulatory Programs 
2. Scope of Environmental Analysis 
3. Cumulative Impact 
4. Environmental Justice 
5. Pollution Prevention 
6. Water Quality – groundwater, wetlands 
7. Air Quality – Clean Air Act 
8. Pesticides 
9. Agricultural Land 
10. Mitigation 
11. Endangered Species 
12. Historic Preservation 

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 
Commission 

Comments included specific concerns on the following topics: 
 
1. Water Level Controls 
2. River Bank Stabilization 
3. Freshwater Mussels 
4. Aquatic Vegetation 
5. Access to Back Water Areas 
6. Notching Dikes and Revetments 
7. Fish Habitat Placement 
8. Spadra Area on Lake Dardenelle 
9. Siltation 
10. Moist Soil Unit Development and Land Purchases 
11. Fish Migration 

Arkansas State Highway 
Commission 

Presented two key issues from AHTD perspective: 
 
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 
Commission 

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with 
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. 

2. 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. 

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

4. 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. Requested that wetland, stream, mature hardwood, springs, 

and rock outcrop habitats be avoided.  These habitats are 
limited in quantity and have wildlife value. 

2. Recommended that clearing of vegetation be kept to a 
minimum. 

3. Recommend re-vegetation of all disturbed ground. 
4. 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. 

5. Recommended that undisturbed habitats be avoided.  When 
a net loss of undisturbed habitat occurs, mitigation for the 
loss should be planned for. 

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

7. Revegetaion should only use native grasses and forbs.  
Exotic species should not be used for revegetation. 

8. 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 
Transportation-ODOT 
Director  

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. 

 

B.2.2.13 Local Agencies 
 

Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Arkansas Basin Development 
Association, Inc. 
(Glen L. Cheatham, Jr.) 

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 
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 
County Planning 
Commission 
(Debra Renolds) 

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study. 
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.  This would mean less congestion on the 
highways, reduced noise, increased safety and reduced 
emissions. 

City of Ponca, 
Kaw Reservoir Authority, 
Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority 

Letter identified 6 issues of concern: 
 
1. Water supply at Kaw Lake. 
2. Arkansas River water well field. 
3. Operation of OMPA 36 Mg Watt Hydroelectric Plant. 
4. Flooding 
5. Lake & River Recreation 
6. Wildlife – fishing (striped bass), bald eagles, & pelicans 

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 
Alliance of Pine Bluff and 
Jefferson County 

Letter supporting the increase of the MCKARNS river channel 
to a 12’ minimum depth.  Comments include: 
 
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 
Oklahoma Association of 
Business and Industry 
(Richard P. Rush) 

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. 

Tulsa Metro Chamber 
(Mickey Thompson) 

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. 

Tulsa Metro Chamber 
(T. A. Sembe) 

Same as previous. 
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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 
North Little Rock, AR 
(Joe Wickliffe) 

Letter supporting the Arkansas River Navigation Study with 
the following comments: 
 
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 
North Little Rock, AR 
(Brenda Faulkner) 

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 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 

Group Summary of Comment 
Johnson, Jones, Dornblaster, 
Coffman & Shorb Law 
Offices 
(John B. Johnson, Jr.) 

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. 

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. 
(Terry Sims) 

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. 

Michell Machinery 
(Jett Michell) 

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’.  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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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. Wildlife 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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Group Summary of Comment 
Sheffield Farms 
(Dick Sheffield) 

Written comment on potential changes in flow rates and river 
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. 
(Billy Duffield) 

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’.  Souter Construction Co. is a lifetime builder and user of 
the Arkansas River Navigation System. 

SSA Mobile 
(Carlton J. Melton) 

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. 
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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. 
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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: 
 
1. 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.   

3. Encourage the development of a 12’ channel. 
4. The stabilized banks produce cleaner water, which benefits 

fisherman and recreation on the river. 
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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. 
2. 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 III 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 I. 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. 
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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: 
 

1. General government regulatory issues. 

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

3. Wildlife habitat enhancement along the MCKARNS. 

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

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

6. 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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Federal Agencies 1              1 

State Agencies  4 4 3 2 6 3 5  3 2  3 6 41 

Local Agencies  1 2 2 1 9 4 10 1 2 1 1  16 50 

Elected Officials 1   1 1 1 3  1   1  3 12 

Interest Groups 1 4     1  1  1 1 1  10 

Commercial/ 
Industrial Groups 

  4 4  23 31 18 1 4   1 33 119 

Citizens   4 3  19 22 15 4 2  1 2 26 98 

Total 3 9 14 13 4 58 64 48 8 11 4 4 7 84 331 

* 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. 



 
 

 

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS  B-38 Appendix B 
   Scoping Summary 

  

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: 
 
• Publication of the NOI in the Federal Register (May 31, 2002).   
 
• 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. 

 
• 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. & 50th 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 

(Tulsa) 
May 20, 2003 
(Fort Smith) 

May 21, 2003 
(Pine Bluff) 

May 22, 2003 
(Little Rock) 

Federal Government 
Eckhoff, Don Office of U.S. Representative Brad 

Carson (Oklahoma, District 2) 
X    

Pitcock, Jim Office of U.S. Senator Mark Pryor 
(Arkansas) 

   X 

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 

Transportation – Waterways Branch 
X    

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 

Jefferson County 
  X  

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 

(Tulsa) 
May 20, 2003 
(Fort Smith) 

May 21, 2003 
(Pine Bluff) 

May 22, 2003 
(Little Rock) 

Levee Districts 
Blankenship, Ronald 
D. 

Frenchtown Auburn Levee District   X  

Forst, Adolph B. McLain Bottoms Levee and Drainage 
District Number 3 

 X   

Schluterman, Bernard McLain Bottoms Levee and Drainage 
District Number 3 

 X   

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” 
II 

Five Rivers Distribution  X   

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 

Rock 
   X 
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Combined list of attendees at all 4 Public Scoping Meetings May 19-22, 2003. 
Name Affiliation May 19, 2003 

(Tulsa) 
May 20, 2003 
(Fort Smith) 

May 21, 2003 
(Pine Bluff) 

May 22, 2003 
(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 

County Wildlife Federation 
   X 

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 

(Tulsa) 
May 20, 2003 
(Fort Smith) 

May 21, 2003 
(Pine Bluff) 

May 22, 2003 
(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 
H. 

Self X    

Schluterman, 
Kenneth J. 

Self  X   

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 

(Tulsa) 
May 20, 2003 
(Fort Smith) 

May 21, 2003 
(Pine Bluff) 

May 22, 2003 
(Little Rock) 

Stanton, Robert Self    X 
Stroub, Joe T. Self  X   
Stuart, Jack Self  X   
Thompson, L. E.  Self   X  
Werschky, Carl and 
Sue 

Self  X   

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 
Joe  

Self (Roberson Farms)  X   

Robson, Joe Self (Robson Ranch) X    
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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 (4th Floor) 
    Federal Office Building 
    1645 S 101st 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 
Service – Conway, Arkansas 
(Alan J. Mueller, Field 
Supervisor) 
 

Letter outlining concerns identified at the Little Rock, 
Arkansas Agency Coordination Meeting and recommendations 
on measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for potential 
impacts of the project.   
Species concerns included the following: 

1) Further channelizing of the river and reducing 
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 
2) 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: 
1) 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 

2) 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 Summary of Comment 
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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Summary of Comments received from Federal Agencies 

Name Summary of Comment 
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 
Commission 
(Scott Henderson, Director) 

Letter expressing that the following issues should be addressed 
regarding the creation of a 12-foot channel within the 
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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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Arkansas Game and Fish 
Commission 
(Michael D. Gibson, Chief of 
Fisheries) 

The following comments are provided based on the 
interagency meeting held to discuss the Arkansas River 
Navigation Study – Phase II: 

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

2) 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. 

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

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

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

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

7) A freshwater mussel survey should be conducted. 
8) 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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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Arkansas Game and Fish 
Commission 
(Michael D. Gibson, Chief of 
Fisheries) 

The following comments are provided based on the 
information provided at the November 19, 2003 Arkansas 
River Navigation Study Feasibility Scoping Meeting: 

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

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

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

4) Address impacts of increased barge traffic on fish 
populations. 

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

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

7) Evaluate potential for head cutting in tributaries.   
8) Mutually agreed upon contractor should perform 

mussel survey from Dardanelle Dam to mouth of 
Arkansas River. 

9) 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) Deepening the channel via dredging may cause bridge 

foundations to become vulnerable to scour. 
2) 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. 

3) Channel widening would reduce the horizontal 
clearance to a pier and may cause bridge foundations to 
become vulnerable to scour. 
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
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. 



 
 

 

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS B-54 Appendix B 
   Scoping Summary 

  

Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Arkansas Waterways 
Association 
(Harvey Joe Sanner, 
President, and G. Frank Ivey, 
Jr., Executive Director) 

Letter strongly supporting increasing the depth of the 
MKARNS channel to 12 feet for the following reasons: 

1) Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft would increase 
cargo capacity on barges by 43% 

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. 

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

4) 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 ½ 
times fewer than trains. 
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Arkansas Waterways 
Commission 
(Keith E. Garrison, Executive 
Director) 

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 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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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
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. 
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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Oklahoma Farm Bureau  
(Marla Peek) 

Written Comment supporting the improvement and deepening 
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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Summary of Comments received from State Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Waterways Advisory Board – 
Oklahoma Department of 
Transportation 
 
 

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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B.2.3.13 Local Agencies 

Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies 

Agency 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 
(Claybourn Seward, 
President) 

Letter supporting a 12-foot draft channel along the MKARNS, 
if it is cost effective.  He does not support raising the pool 
elevation levels within the MKARNS.  This would be 
devastating for thousands of acres of farm land along the river 
and tributaries. 

OSU Extension 
(Tony Yates) 

Written comment opposing any change in water levels or river 
flow because of their affects on agriculture production and 
crop land acreage. 
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
Spiro Mounds 
Archaeological Center  
(Dennis Peterson, Historic 
Property Manager) 

Email correspondence expressing concerns about the proposed 
changes to the MKARNS.  His concerns are as follows: 

1) Deepening the channel 3 feet will impact subsurface 
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. 

2) 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. 

3) If pool height is increased, flooding would occur more 
often and would increase costs to USACE and local 
land owners. 

4) 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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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
The City of Fort Smith  
(Van W. Lee, Director of 
Engineering and Floodplain 
Administrator) 

Letter objecting to raising the Arkansas River pool elevation or 
a combination of dredging and raising the pool elevation for 
the following reasons: 

1) 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 

2) 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. 

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

4) 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 

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

6) 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. 

The Economic Development 
Alliance of Jefferson County 
(Ted N. Drake, Board of 
Directors) 

Letter supporting the deepening of the MKARNS to 12 feet.  
He believes this will significantly increase the barge tonnage 
handled by the river system. 
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Summary of Comments received from Local Agencies 

Agency Summary of Comment 
The Pine Bluff/Jefferson 
County Port Authority  
(James V. Crider, Executive 
Director) 

Letter praising USACE in the maintenance of the MKARNS 
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. 
Oklahoma House of 
Representatives 

Letter supporting a 12-foot channel along the MKARNS 
because it would greatly help commerce in Oklahoma and 
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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Summary of Comments received from Elected Officials 

Name Summary of Comment 
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 II 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 
(Jim Wood, Chairman) 

HR 2557, Sec. 5024, that authorizes construction of the 12-foot 
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 
(Jim Wood, Chairman) 

Letter commenting on issues discussed at the Nov. 19, 2003 
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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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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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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Logistic Services Inc. 
(Jack Long, Jr., Vice 
President/General Manager) 

Email correspondence supporting a 12-foot channel along the 
MKARNS in order to be competitive for future growth.   

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 the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 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. 

4) Gaining an additional 3 feet of draft will allow barge 
users to transport 43% more cargo per barge. 

5) According to the EPA, towboats emit 35-60% fewer 
pollutants than locomotives or trucks and river 
transportation creates almost no noise pollution. 

Mitchell Machinery 
(Jett Mitchell) 

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

1) 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. 

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

3) Deeper draft would allow larger cargo capacities per 
tow. 

He hopes this project will move forward as quickly as possible. 
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Mobley Construction 
Company, Inc. 
(Bryce Mobley, President) 

Letter supporting a 12-foot channel depth on the MKARNS 
based on the following information: 

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

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

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

4) 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. 

5) 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. 

Ozark Transportation 
Company, LLC 

Letter in support of 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) 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. 

3) 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 

4) 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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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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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 a12-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 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. 

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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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens 

Name Summary of Comment 
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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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens 

Name Summary of Comment 
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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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens 

Name Summary of Comment 
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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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens 

Name Summary of Comment 
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.
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Federal Agencies 1 1       1    1      4 

State Agencies 3 2 1 9  6 1 1 1     5 1    30 

Local Agencies 1  1 3 1  7 1 1 2 1 1  2     21 

Elected Officials    4  1 1       2     8 

Interest Groups 1 1     1   1      2 1 1 8 

Commercial/ 
Industrial  

   14 7 4     2   9     36 

Citizens 2 1  12 3 2 27 2 7 3 1 1 6 7     74 

Total 8 5 2 42 11 13 37 4 10 6 4 2 7 25 1 2 1 1 181 

* 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.2.4  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: 
 
• 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. 

 
• 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 
• Commercial / Industrial Groups 
• Citizens 

B.2.4.4 Federal Agencies 

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, 
Oklahoma (Craig 
Stephenson, Director of 
Public Works) 

Email correspondence stating the belief that this EIS would not 
affect the city of Ponca City, Oklahoma.  A request was made 
to be emailed if this was not the case. 

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 28th, 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 
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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. 

Lake Eufaula Associate, Inc. 
(Joe Ward, Executive 
Director) 

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. 
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Summary of Comments received from Individual Citizens 

Name Summary of Comment 
Gregory, David; Gregory, 
James; Gregory, LaVonna; 
Gregory, Kelli; Gregory, 
Rusty; Gregory, Robert 

Letter stating that the under signed are opposed to any action 
that would increase the flow of the Arkansas River.  They are 
in favor of the Flow Management-No Action Alternative and 
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. 

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

5. Mitigation for loss of habitat and ecosystem services should be considered. 

6. Concern that scope was too narrow and should be expanded to a basin wide analysis. 

7. Concern over potentially low water levels in lakes. 

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

9. 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: 
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Federal Agencies   1             1 
State Agencies 1 1  1 1  1    1 1    7 

Local Agencies         1       1 

Elected Officials         1       1 

Interest Groups 1     1    1  1 1 1 1 7 

Commercial/ 
Industrial  

1   1   1 1        4 

Citizens           2     2 

Total 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 23 

* 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.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 5th 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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B.3.1 DEIS Comment and Response Summary Table 



DEIS Comment and Response Summary

Affiliation Commercial/Industrial

Commenter Name
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Acme Manufacturing Corp. 62 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. 51 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Cornerstone Farm and Gin 
Co.

117 Comments noted.  4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Dal-Italia 69 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)

Five Rivers Distribution 20 No response required.

Five Rivers Distribution 25 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Great Lakes Carbon LLC 65 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 
Company

76 4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 
(economics)

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

Johnston Enterprises 70 4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 
(economics)

Little Rock Port Authority 50 4.2.2, 5.2, 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 8.3.2.1.3, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Long, Ed - Johnston's Port 
33

73 4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 
(economics)

MidAmerica Industrial 
Park

64 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)

Norit Americas, Inc. 79 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Peavey Company 61 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 
Company

118 Comments noted.  8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological 
resources - mitigation); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

River System Logistics, 
Inc.

72 4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 
(economics)

Russellville Chamber of 
Commerce

109 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources - 
aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological 
resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and 
aesthetics)

Solvay Flourides 63 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)

Story & Associates 123 Comments noted.  No response required.

Syntroleum Corporation 124 Comments noted.  No response required.
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Terra Nitrogen 67 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)

Tulsa Port of Catoosa 44 Addressed in duplicate comment.

Tulsa Port of Catoosa 19 8.3.2.1.2, 8.3.2.1.1, Appendix C (biological resources - 
mitigation); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Venture Coke Company 66 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)

Affiliation Elected Officials

Commenter Name

������
��
�	��
��

������������
�!���������


��������������
�!���������


" 
#

"$

���(��&�	�'�(��)
" 
#

"$

����
!���(��&�	�'�(��)

" 
#
!*+

���(��&�	�'�(��)
" 
#
!*+

����
!���(��&�	�'�(��)

" 
#
��-

���(��&�	�'�(��)
" 
#
��-

����
!���(��&�	�'�(��)

" 
#
!./

���(��&�	�'�(��)
" 
#
!./

����
!���(��&�	�'�(��)

" 
#
!01

���(��&�	�'�(��)
" 
#
!01

����
!���(��&�	�'����)

" 
2� 
354���#2
6

7 
��2���

89����#��:�6R
����)�

=
��2#�

89����#��:�6R
����)�

=
��2#�@
?

=���)@
������
���>

2����
2���

=
4	��&�	�	��
A-
��
�	���

=
4	��&�	�	��
A-
��
�	����

?
A-
��
�	� 

354���#2
6

=
4	��&�	�	��
A-
��
�	����

?
A-
��
�	�D

CE
������:��	��

�	��


F!����)�
G 
���

H��&�(����
��4���
4	�(�

H��&�(����
��4���
4	�(�E
?

�!#����)@
������
����#

H��&�(����
��4���
4	�(�E
?

F�����I��>
����)�

.D
���>
�

*�2��#��:�2�	��#
J�������4	�(�	���

*�2��#��:�2�	��#�J�����
?

K�
�	�'�(����
��2��#<H��

�<�	��
�

*�2��#��:�2�	��#�J�����
?

"�
L�4���
2�>

H��
�<�	��
�

*�2��#��:�2�	��#�J�����
?>
K

����)�
01
=<�<����2���

*�2��#��:�2�	��#�J�����
?

CN
2
2:���
2���

J������(����
2���E
����)

"�
����
O<��
2���

J�����
����)

"�
����
O<��
2����

?@
.92I��

7 
��
��O�2��:�PS�!2�%O�2��:

��4�#
4	�(��#�J�������4	�(�	�	�

=
����2��#��:�2�	��#

0����������>
2���

.9����4	��
�	��
Q�89�	���	�(��# Other Substantive Comments Section Addressed

Hays, Pat 47 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure); 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 
(economics)

Henry, Brad 28 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 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Wilkinson, Ed - The 
Arkansas Senate

82 Request Vache Grasse Creek at 
NM 288 be dredged for 
construction of a port and marina.

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.

Affiliation Federal Agencies

Commenter Name
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Q�89�	���	�(��# Other Substantive Comments Section Addressed

Bureau of Indian Affairs 92 The Eastern Oklahoma Regional 
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.

No response required.  Attached tribes were added to 
project mailing list.  The USACE is in consultation with 
the SHPO, State Archeologist, and interested tribes, in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.

Bureau of Land 
Management

7 No response required.

U.S. Department of Energy 68 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.

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 
Interior

77 Potential Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act Section 
6(f)(3) issue?

Comments noted.  4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3 (biological 
resources - aquatic impacts); 4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 
8.3.2.1.3 (biological resources - T & E species); 8.3.2.1.1, 
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 
Protection Agency

78 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.

Affiliation Individual Citizens

Commenter Name
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Q�89�	���	�(��# Other Substantive Comments Section Addressed

Alman, Larry 3 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Bown, Ken and Mary 81 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C 
(biological resources - mitigation)

Bratton, Donald G. 103 The DEIS says that the basis for 
the mitigation plan is a "worst 
case" condition that maximizes 
the amount of mitigation 
required.  The plan assumes that 
all of the dredging indicated on 
the base survey will be done.

Comments noted.  8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological 
resources - mitigation).  The assessment methodology is 
based on worst case scenario to ensure that all of the 
impacts are captured.  Through implementation of the long 
term monitoring and adaptive management plan, 
mitigation would be adjusted based on results of the 
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 Pine Mountain Dam Project and 
Vache Grasse Creek Project 
(cumulative impacts).

Comments noted.  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.  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. 86 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); 
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Carter, Allen 49 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 46 Addressed in duplicate comment.  4.8.5, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8 
(biological resources - terrestrial impacts)
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Carter, Allen 36 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); 
4.7, 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)

Carter, Allen 23 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); 
4.7, 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)

Cauley, Tommy 59 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.

4.4.4, 5.4, 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.

Chesser, David and Carol 135 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Christopher, J. Clif 89 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Cooper, TW and Margie 111 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Cosner, Tom 42 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)

Cosner, Tom F. 22 Dredged sediments should be 
disposed of on least valuable land 
and disposal site should not just 
be based on cost of disposal.

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.

Crombie, Pat 45 See section 8.3.2.1 and Appendix C for threatened and 
endangered species mitigation.

de la Houssaye, Jon and 
Robyn

113 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Douglas, C. A. 18 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)

Epperson, Robert 5 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?

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 30 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?

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.

Geddes, Gerald 110 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Gieringer, Suzanne C. 119 comments noted.  4.2.2, 5.2, 6.4, 7.2 (air quality); 4.12, 
5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Gieringer, Wallace A. 121 Comments noted.  8.3.2.1, Appendix C (biological 
resources - mitigation)

Gieringer, Wally 57 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Gray, John W. 85 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Gray, Willis A. 84 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Hardy, B.J. 15 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.3.2.1.2 (biological resources - 
aquatic impacts)

Horan, Patrick 9 Addressed cumulative impacts of 
Proposed Action, Pine Mountain 
Dam and Interstate 49 bridge 
over the Arkansas River.

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); 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.

Horan, Patrick 41 I have submitted my comments 
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.

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)

James, Stephen 16 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 
II and III investigations.

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.

Jett, Bill and Wanda 98 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Jones, Greg 37 Comments noted.  4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)
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Keltner, Ron 100 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Kuhn, Clarence J. 80 Comments noted.  4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters)

Leone, Frank J. 34 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)

Leslie, Stephen A. 114 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Limbard, Bob 1 Comment noted.  No response required.

Limbird, Bob 33 The Corps has a 3-foot overdraft; 
so, 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.

Addressed in duplicate comment.  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, 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, 5.9, 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).

Limbird, Bob 24 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.

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); 
4.7, 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 108 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.

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, 5.9, 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).

Lynch, John 107 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

McKiever, Kevin 120 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation); 
4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)

McSwain, Betty 35 Comments noted.  4.5.1.4, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - 
water quality)

McWater, Harry 75 USACE should use dredged 
material to create parks/camping 
areas and open levees/dikes for 
fish spawning areas.

4.9, 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.

Parker, Linda 132 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Parker, Rebecca 97 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Plate, Ron 88 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.

8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation); 
4.9, 5.9, 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.

Plate, Ron 17 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)

Prater, Larry 40 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Renaud, Betty 91 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Sachse, Nick 95 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters); 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C 
(biological resources - mitigation)

Sarna, Alan 11 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (recreation and aesthetics)

Scott, Steven H. 87 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Scott, Steven H. 10 4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - water management); 
8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Seaman, Donald 129 Comments noted.  No response required.

Sexton, Phillip W. 27 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.  4.7, 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 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Speakes, Darrell 12 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics)

Stehle, Daniel 90 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Strode, Joseph A. 101 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 4.7, 5.7, 6.9, 7.7 (infrastructure - flood control)

Vanhaute, Hans L. 94 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Ware, Mary Ellen 115 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Williford, Doug 105 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Zweifler, Michael D. 83 Comments noted.  4.5, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters)

Affiliation Interest Groups

Commenter Name
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Bowles, Jim - Saturday's 
Bass Club

29 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)

Cathcart, Robbie - Grant 
County B.A.S.S. Club

122 4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8 (biological resources - aquatic 
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 
B.A.S.S. Federation

99 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Davenport, Bobby - AR 
B.A.S.S. Federation

55 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Finch, Toby - AR B.A.S.S. 
Federation

102 Concerned about impacts to 
fisheries.  Mitigation identified in 
DEIS is incomplete and 
inadequate.

Comments noted.  8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological 
resources - mitigation); 4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and 
aesthetics).  See comment response provided to Arkansas 
Game and Fish Commission in Section B.3.2 of Appendix 
B.

Gordon, Shawn - Mill 
Creek B.A.S.S. Club

60 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)

Horton, Chris - B.A.S.S. 
Outdoors

116 Comments noted.  4.8.4, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8, Appendix C 
(biological resources - aquatic impacts); 8.3.2.1.2, 
Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Horton, Chris - B.A.S.S. 
Outdoors

54 Initial comments from the Game 
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).

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

Murphy, Phillip - Alma 
Bassmasters

13 No response required.
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Phillips, Betty - Citizens 
for Resp of Yesterday

21 Concerned for impacts to 
cemetary along the river bank in 
Barling, Arkansas.  The 
backwash from the dam has 
caused damage to the gravesites.

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.

Samet, Melissa  - Corps 
Reform Network

136 Public involvement reproduction 
fee and restriction of document 
distribution

Distribution of the EIS is compliant with 40 CFR 1506.6 
(c)(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.

Sanner, Harvey Joe - AR 
Waterways Association

130 Comments noted.  No response required.

Stoeckel, Joe - AR 
Chapter, American 
Fisheries Soc

128 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.

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).

Swann, Doug - AR Natural 
Heritage Commission

53 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation); 
4.9, 5.9, 6.11, 7.9 (recreation and aesthetics); 4.12, 5.12, 
6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Swann, Doug - AR Natural 
Heritage Commission

112 8.3.2.1.2, Appendix C (biological resources - mitigation)

Tullas, Bob - ARRC 2 4.12, 5.12, 6.14, 7.12 (economics)

Ward, Joe - Lake Eufaula 
Association

71 How will the proposed changes 
impact the conservation pool and 
water contracts on Lake Eufaula?

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.

Wood, Fox III - Tucker 
Model Farmers Assoc

38 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)

Wood, Fox III - Tucker 
Model Farmers Assoc

4 No response required.
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Wood, Jim - AR Wildlife 
Federation

32 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.
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Wood, Jim - AR Wildlife 
Federation

104 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.

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 
(c)(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 
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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.

Wood, Jim - AR Wildlife 
Federation

48 "easement problems" 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.
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Wood, Jim - AR Wildlife 
Federation

74 In order for the Draft EIS to meet 
the NEPA Sec. 102(2)(c) 
completeness test at 40 CFR 
1502.9, USACE must invest the 
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".

4.8.1, 5.8, 6.10, Chapter 7, Table 8-1 (biological 
resources - T & E species); Regarding the federally 
endangered ivory-billed woodpecker, see sections 4.8.1.1, 
4.8.1.2, 5.8, 6.10, 7.8.

Affiliation Local Agencies

Commenter Name
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Q�85����������# Other Substantive Comments Section Addressed

City of Coweta 106 City of Coweta water supply 
issue (not related to EIS).  
Request dredging of sediment 
plug to old river channel at NM 
416.

Comment noted.  Contact the Tulsa District Corps of 
Engineers about a Continuing Authorities Project to 
address this issue.  In the final mitigation package the 
USACE is proposing to dredge and rework the culvert 
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 Discuss and analyze activities 
that could impact National 
Pollutant Discharge and 
Elimination System (NDPES) 
permits of regulated facilities.  
Alternation of 7Q10 flows, base 
flows, and/or volume, and 
dissolution of pollutants could 
impact facilities.

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).

Fort Smith Port Authority 14 No response required.

Oklahoma Archeological 
Survey

6 Comments noted.  4.10, 5.10, 6.12, 7.10, 8.3.2.2, 
Executive Summary, Appendix A (cultural resources)

The Economic 
Development Alliance

56 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)

The Economic 
Development Alliance

8 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)

Wagoner County Rural 
Water Dist. #5

131 City of Coweta water supply 
issue (not related to EIS).  
Request dredging the channel 
that connects the navigation 
system to the old river channel 
where their water intake is 
located.

Comment noted.  Contact the Tulsa District Corps of 
Engineers about a Continuing Authorities Project to 
address this issue.  In the final mitigation package the 
USACE is proposing to dredge and rework the culvert 
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).

Affiliation State Agencies
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Arkansas Dept of 
Environmental Quality

26 4.5.1.4, 5.5, 6.7, 7.5 (surface waters - water quality)

Arkansas Game & Fish 
Commission

93 Our agency would like a National 
Ecosystem Restoration Plan and 
an Environmental Management 
Program to be developed.

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.

Arkansas Natural Heritage 
Commission

126 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.

4.8.2.1 (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.

Arkansas Waterways 
Commission

52 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)

Oklahoma Dept of 
Wildlife Conservation

137 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)

Oklahoma Historical 
Society

125 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.

The Dept. of Arkansas 
Heritage

31 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. 
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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. 

�     If 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. 
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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. 

(2c) 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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B.3.4.2 Public Meeting in Fort Smith, Arkansas 
 

The following transcript was recorded during the public meeting held on May 4, 2005 in Fort 
Smith, Arkansas. 
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B.3.4.3 Public Meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma 
 

The following transcript was recorded during the public meeting held on May 5, 2005 in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 
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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. 
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B.3.5.1 Comments from Commercial and Industrial Organizations
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B.3.5.2 Comments from Elected Officials
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B.3.5.3 Comments from Federal Agencies











United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
P.O. BOX 26567 (MC-9) 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87125-6567 

TAKE PRIDE 
INAM ERICA 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

June 14,2005 

Colonel Wally Z. Walters 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Little Rock District 
P.O. Box 867 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203-0867 

Dear Colonel Walters: 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (Draft EIS) for the Arkansas River Navigation Study on the McClellan Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System (MKARNS) in several counties in Arkansas and Oklahoma. The DO1 
offers the following comments and recommendations for your consideration as you prepare the 
final document. 

Recreational Resources 

There are numerous federally funded Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) park 
properties within the study area. We recommend the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
consult directly with the officials who administer the LWCF program in the states of Arkansas 
and Oklahoma to determine if this project will have any potential conflicts with section 6(f)(3) of 
the LWCF Act (Public Law 88-578, as amended). The administrator for the LWCF program in 
Arkansas is Bryan T. Kellar, Director, Outdoor Recreation Grants Program, Department of Parks 
and Tourism, One Capitol Mall, Little Rock, Arkansas, 72201. The administrator for the LWCF 
program in Oklahoma is Kristina Marek, Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, 
Director of Division of Conservation and Planning, 15 North Robinson, 6th floor, Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma 73 102. 

For questions related to the LWCF projects in the State of Arkansas, please contact Jim Krejci, 
National Park Service, Midwest Regional Office, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska, at 
402-661 -1 560. For projects in Oklahoma, contact Roger A. Knowlton, at the same office, at 
402-661-1558. 



Fish and Wildlife Resources 

General Comments 

The action components for the selected alternative, deepening and maintaining the MKARNS to 
a 12-foot navigation depth, are projected to have significant adverse impacts on both terrestrial 
and aquatic fish and wildlife resources. These impacts would include the loss of terrestrial 
habitat due to the disposal of dredged material in upland sites and the loss of aquatic habitat due 
to disposal of dredged material in aquatic sites, the construction and raising of river training 
structures, and the removal and alteration of gravel bars. Adverse effects to freshwater mussel 
patches and beds (i-e., mussel concentration areas) are also anticipated from dredging activity 
and the aquatic disposal of dredged material. However, through appropriate project design 
modifications and mitigation these habitats can be conserved and possibly even restored at many 
locations along the Arkansas River. With long-term monitoring, adaptive management, and 
maintenance, appropriate mitigation and project design features could provide both conservation 
and restoration of impacted habitats within this system. 

Currently, a complete assessment of adverse impacts and a specific mitigation plan have been 
developed only for those impacts resulting from disposal of dredged material at terrestrial sites 
within the floodplain of the navigation system in Oklahoma. The terrestrial mitigation plan 
presented in the Draft EIS was developed through close coordination among the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS), Corps, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AGFC), and the 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (ODWC). Implementation of the terrestrial 
mitigation plan would provide adequate and appropriate mitigation to avoid, minimize, and 
compensate for terrestrial resource impacts. 

Conversely, the assessment of the environmental effects of the proposed Navigation Channel 
Deepening and Channel Maintenance features on aquatic fish and wildlife resources (e.g., side 
channel and slack water habitats, gravel bars, and mussel concentration areas) has not been 
completed. The preliminary analysis presented in the Draft EIS indicates a substantial, with- 
project deficit in habitat units (about 430 habitat units). However, the specific variables used to 
assess these impacts are still being fine-tuned and the final analysis is likely to differ 
considerably from that presented in the Draft EIS. Additionally, mitigation measures addressing 
impacts to gravel bars and freshwater mussel concentration areas have not been thoroughly 
developed. Until the final analysis is completed, an adequate plan to mitigate impacts to aquatic 
resource impacts cannot be developed. 

Because a complete mitigation plan for aquatic resource impacts has not been developed and is 
not included in the Draft EIS and feasibility report, the existing economic analysis of net benefits 
and costs that was used to determine the National Economic Development plan could not have 
included all necessary costs for mitigation features. An estimate of the cost of all mitigation 
features should be included in the final economic analysis of project alternatives once a complete 
mitigation plan for aquatic resources has been developed. 



The DO1 believes that the effects of the modifications to river flow management and channel 
depths, and the continued operation and maintenance of the navigation system on the fish and 
wildlife resources in the study area (including the reservoirs, wildlife management areas, 
downstream segments of the rivers, and in the main stem of the navigation channel), will likely 
have long-term consequences that cannot be adequately identified or appropriately assessed 
without long-term studies and extensive monitoring efforts. The Corps should utilize the 
authorities provided under section 906(b) of the 1986 Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA) and section 306 of WRDA 1990 to seek full Congressional authorization and funding 
for an adaptive "Environmental Management Program" in order to perform long-term studies 
and monitoring of the fish and wildlife resources associated with the navigation system. 

A long-term monitoring program would serve to: (1) facilitate the development of appropriate 
conservation measures that would maintain and restore the habitat value of the fish and wildlife 
resources associated with the navigation system; (2) assess the true magnitude of the cumulative 
impacts fiom the proposed modifications to channel depths and river flow management, and 
fiom maintenance and continued operation of the system; and (3) identify and address any 
unanticipated mitigation needs. Due to the necessity of a long-term monitoring program to 
ensure adequate compensation for impacts to fish and wildlife resources, the DO1 believes that 
the estimated cost of the long-term monitoring program and an estimate of the funds that would 
be needed to address mitigation needs identified through long-term monitoring should be 
considered in the Corp's benefit:cost analysis for ARNS. 

Endangered Species Act Comments 

The FWS provided the Corps a revised Draft Biological Opinion in February 2005. The FWS is 
nearing completion of formal section 7 consultation for the following four species: (1) the 
interior least tern; (2) the American burying beetle; (3) the bald eagle; and (4) the pallid 
sturgeon. The outcome of this consultation should be incorporated into the Final EIS. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Comments 

The DOI, through the FWS, and its State Natural Resource Agency partners have been actively 
involved with the Arkansas River Navigation Study (ARNS) over the last several years. 
Together, they have participated in numerous site visits, meetings and conference calls and have 
fiequently provided important planning information. 

The FWS previously provided the Corps general planning information in a planning aid report 
dated April 2,2001. Further planning information was provided in planning aid letters dated 
September 29,2003 (pertaining to general habitat and species concerns and anticipated impacts), 
March 1,2004 (pertaining to concerns involving the expedited schedule of the project and 
insufficient time to properly evaluate project impacts, examine alternatives, and develop 
appropriate mitigation measures), May 5, 2004 (pertaining to aquatic habitat assessment 
methodology), June 15, 2004 (pertaining to dredging and dredged material disposal activities), 
and May 11,2005 (pertaining to freshwater mussel impacts). A preliminary Draft Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Report was provided in February 2005 and a final 



coordination act report is currently being prepared that will provide more specific planning 
information related to fish and wildlife resource concerns. 

The FWS continues to have frequent coordination with the Little Rock and Tulsa District Corps, 
private consultants, ODWC, and the AGFC pertaining to planning efforts on the ARNS. The 
FWS's overall planning goal is to conserve important fish and wildlife resources for the benefit 
of the American people, while facilitating balanced development. This goal is supported by 
language in the FWCA and other authorities. The FWCA establishes fish and wildlife 
conservation as a coequal purpose of water resource development projects and states that fish 
and wildlife resources shall receive equal consideration with other features of water resources 
development programs. The DO1 appreciates the Corps staffs receptiveness to comments and 
concerns provided to date by the FWS and its state partners. However, due to the expedited 
planning schedule of the project, a number of aquatic fish and wildlife resource issues remain 
unresolved. 

The effects of the proposed hydrologic and geomorphic modification of the Arkansas River 
ecosystem have not been fully assessed, but could be substantial. Future dredging along with 
associated deepening and scouring of the river channel could eliminate gravel shoals, an essential 
habitat component. Prior to construction of the MKARNS, gravel bars were plentiful as gravel 
movement was unimpeded and there was little gravel being removed from the system. Gravel is 
important spawning habitat for numerous species of fish, such as paddlefish, shovelnose 
sturgeon, and most species of darters. Results of the aquatic habitat impacts analysis 
demonstrate a positive relationship between fish abundance and the amount of gravel and 
sandlgravel mixture available. Accordingly, reducing the amount of gravel in the channel 
through dredging and construction or modification of training structures would have a major 
adverse impact to fishes and other aquatic organisms. 

Dredging also will directly affect many remaining mussel concentration areas. Mussel 
populations in the MKARNS have already been significantly reduced due to habitat alteration 
caused by initial dredging of the navigation channel and associated construction of locks and 
dams. Commercial harvesting of mussels and recent establishment of non-native zebra mussels 
in the navigation system continue to impact mussel populations. Many of the locations where 
mussels remain will be affected by dredging and dredged material disposal, including a 
substantial mussel bed in the Arkansas Post Canal where there are an estimated 2 million 
mussels remaining. 

Disposal of dredged material in certain aquatic habitats, such as backwater areas, will have 
significant adverse impacts unless efforts are taken to avoid or minimize disposal in high quality 
habitats. Such habitats are essential to many species of fish and wildlife for resting, foraging, 
and as reproduction and nursery areas, or as refugia from high flows. Prior to construction of the 
MKARNS, natural backwater and oxbow habitats provided these important functions. Most of 
the backwater areas that remain are now within dike fields or are behind revetments that are and 
will be subject to accretion and future dredged material disposal. There has been an ongoing 
effort in Arkansas to restore and maintain many of these high quality habitats through measures 
like dike notching that facilitate removal of accreted sediments. The aquatic habitat impacts 
analysis revealed that a positive relationship exists between fish abundance and water depths in 



diked disposal fields. Reducing water depths in dike fields through dredged material disposal 
would have a major adverse impact to fishes and will contribute to the cumulative loss of these 
habitats, causing further degradation of important fish and wildlife resources throughout the 
MKARNS. 

Construction of new training structures and modification of existing training structures designed 
to trap transported sediments will cause additional sediment accretion and loss of backwater 
areas. These measures will increase the rate of habitat loss and add to the cumulative loss of 
fisheries, backwater habitats, side channels, and land bridging of islands that has occurred since 
initial project completion. 

The FWS, ODWC, and the Corps cooperatively developed a list of 10 potential compensatory 
mitigation sites that could be used to offset impacts to terrestrial fish and wildlife resources. 
Two of those sites, as determined through a Habitat Evaluation Procedures analysis, fulfilled the 
acreage and habitat quality requirements needed to compensate for unavoidable impacts. As 
discussed in the Draft EIS, these two mitigation sites were preferred by all parties involved in the 
assessment because they are adjacent to lands currently managed by ODWC (the Billy Creek and 
Choteau Units of the McClellan-Kerr Wildlife Management Area), and would therefore facilitate 
management by ODWC. In accordance with section 3 and 4 of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, the DO1 requests that the Corps begin coordination with the FWS and the 
ODWC on the development of a General Plan (i.e., agreements that make project lands available 
to the FWS or State for fish and wildlife management purposes) for these two mitigation sites. 

The costs associated with implementation and maintenance of an appropriate fish and wildlife 
resource mitigation plan should be cost-shared at rates reflecting the purpose causing the loss, in 
accordance with section 906 (c) WRDA 1986, section 333 WRDA 1992, and section 2 (d) of the 
FWCA. Additionally, in accordance with sections 906 (a) (1) (A) and 906 (a) (1) (B) WRDA 
1986, mitigation should be performed prior to or concurrent with project implementation. 

Summarv Comments 

The DO1 has a continuing interest in working with the Corps to ensure that impacts to resources 
of concern to the DO1 are adequately addressed. The FWS, in particular, will continue to 
cooperate with the ODWC, AGFC, and the Corps in the assessment of potential impacts to fish 
and wildlife resources and in the development of a detailed mitigation plan. Completion of the 
navigation project will likely take 4-6 years and require extensive maintenance adjustments for 
many years following its completion. 

Routine, ongoing monitoring of mitigation measures over the life of the project will help ensure 
those measures are viable and effectively offset unavoidable impacts to important fish and 
wildlife resources. Implementation of a long-term, adaptive monitoring plan is essential to 
accurately evaluating potential environmental impacts and ensuring the success of mitigation 
measures. With long-term monitoring and adaptive management, mitigation and project design 
features can be adjusted to facilitate both conservation and restoration of important fish and 
wildlife resources of the Arkansas River system. 



The DO1 believes that the Draft EIS is missing certain components pertaining to predicted fish 
and wildlife resource impacts and measures to be implemented to offset unavoidable impacts. In 
order to ensure that fish and wildlife resources receive appropriate consideration, the Corps 
should: 

fully assess and describe potential impacts to aquatic fish and wildlife resources in the 
Final EIS; 

develop a specific mitigation plan for aquatic resource impacts through interagency 
coordination that would minimize, avoid, and fully compensate for project impacts, and 
include the mitigation plan in the Final EIS; 

develop a long-term monitoring plan through interagency coordination and include a 
description of the long-term monitoring plan in the Final EIS; 

address how mitigation needs identified through the long-term monitoring program will 
be met; 

incorporate the results of formal consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act into the Final EIS; and, 

include the cost of aquatic resources mitigation features, the long-term monitoring 
program, and an estimate of the funds that would be needed to address mitigation needs 
identified through long-term monitoring in the final benefit:cost analysis for ARIVS. 

Due to the incomplete aquatic resource impacts analysis and the lack of a final mitigation plan 
for these impacts, the overall position of the FWS on ARNS is still being formulated. The FWS 
will continue to participate with ODWC, AGFC, and the Corps in the assessment of potential 
impacts to fish and wildlife resources and the development of a detailed mitigation plan. 

The DO1 remains hopeful that the aquatics impacts analysis can be completed soon, in order for 
the Corps, AGFC, ODWC and FWS to more accurately determine the environmental impacts of 
the project and develop appropriate mitigation measures to offset unavoidable aquatic resource 
impacts. Dependent upon time allowed by the expedited schedule, the FWS intends to provide 
additional input through both this environmental documentation process and the other 
environmental review processes. The development of appropriate mitigation measures through 
coordinated efforts with the Corps, ODWC, and AGFC remains the first priority of the DO1 and 
FWS. 

If you or your staff have any questions in the continuing planning process, please have your staff 
contact Lindsey Lewis at the FWS's Arkansas Field Office and Ken Collins at the Oklahoma 
Field Office. Their phone numbers are 501 -5 13-4489 and 9 18-382-45 10, respectively. 



We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this Draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen R. spenckr, Ph.D. 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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B.3.5.4 Comments from Individual Citizens
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B.3.5.5 Comments from Interest Groups





















 









































Porath, Rebecca 

From: Hall, Richard E

Sent: Monday, May 16, 2005 8:07 AM

To: Porath, Rebecca

Subject: FW: Add to Ark Nav EIS related mailing list

Page 1 of 1

5/18/2005
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Johnny, 
  
Mr. Wood called me today.  He supports the project and  has some suggestions for the disposal area. He is wanting us to use some 
of his land for a disposal area (immediately below Kerr L&D)  He also stated that he would like to be put on the EIS mailing list (see 
below).   
  
Thanks, 
Ed 
  
Mr. Fox Wood III 
26998 Foxwood Lane 
Spiro, OK   74959-4714 
  
Phone:918-962-2195 





































 
 

 

Arkansas River Navigation Study FEIS  B-450 Appendix B 
   Scoping Summary 
 

  

B.3.5.6 Comments from Local Agencies
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B.3.5.7 Comments from State Agencies 




































	DEIS written comments.pdf
	Comment 62.pdf
	Comment 117.pdf
	Comment 69.pdf
	Comment 20.pdf
	Comment 25.pdf
	Comment 65.pdf
	Comment 76.pdf
	Comment 134.pdf
	Comment 70.pdf
	Comment 133.pdf
	Comment 73.pdf
	Comment 64.pdf
	Comment 79.pdf
	Comment 61.pdf
	Comment 118.pdf
	Comment 72.pdf
	Comment 109.pdf
	Comment 63.pdf
	Comment 123.pdf
	Comment 124.pdf
	Comment 67.pdf
	Comment 19.pdf
	Comment 66.pdf
	Comment 28.pdf
	Comment 96.pdf
	Comment 82.pdf
	Comment 92.pdf
	Comment 7.pdf
	Comment 68.pdf
	Comment 77.pdf
	Comment 78.pdf
	Comment 3.pdf
	Comment 81.pdf
	Comment 103.pdf
	Comment 86.pdf
	Comment 23.pdf
	Comment 59.pdf
	Comment 135.pdf
	Comment 89.pdf
	Comment 111.pdf
	Comment 22.pdf
	Comment 113.pdf
	Comment 18.pdf
	Comment 5.pdf
	Comment 30.pdf
	Comment 110.pdf
	Comment 119.pdf
	Comment 121.pdf
	Comment 85.pdf
	Comment 84.pdf
	Comment 15.pdf
	Comment 9.pdf
	Comment 16.pdf
	Comment 98.pdf
	Comment 100.pdf
	Comment 80.pdf
	Comment 114.pdf
	Comment 1.pdf
	Comment 24.pdf
	Comment 108.pdf
	Comment 107.pdf
	Comment 120.pdf
	Comment 75.pdf
	Comment 132.pdf
	Comment 97.pdf
	Comment 88.pdf
	Comment 17.pdf
	Comment 91.pdf
	Comment 95.pdf
	Comment 11.pdf
	Comment 87.pdf
	Comment 10.pdf
	Comment 129.pdf
	Comment 27.pdf
	Comment 127.pdf
	Comment 12.pdf
	Comment 90.pdf
	Comment 101.pdf
	Comment 94.pdf
	Comment 115.pdf
	Comment 105.pdf
	Comment 83.pdf
	Comment 29.pdf
	Comment 122.pdf
	Comment 99.pdf
	Comment 102.pdf
	Comment 60.pdf
	Comment 116.pdf
	Comment 13.pdf
	Comment 21.pdf
	Comment 136.pdf
	Comment 130.pdf
	Comment 128.pdf
	Comment 112.pdf
	Comment 2.pdf
	Comment 71.pdf
	Comment 4.pdf
	Comment 32.pdf
	Comment 104.pdf
	Comment 74.pdf
	Comment 106.pdf
	Comment 58.pdf
	Comment 14.pdf
	Comment 6.pdf
	Comment 8.pdf
	Comment 131.pdf
	Comment 26.pdf
	Comment 93.pdf
	Comment 126.pdf
	Comment 137.pdf
	Comment 137b.pdf
	Comment 125.pdf
	Comment 31.pdf

	DEIS written comments.pdf
	Comment 62.pdf
	Comment 117.pdf
	Comment 69.pdf
	Comment 20.pdf
	Comment 25.pdf
	Comment 65.pdf
	Comment 76.pdf
	Comment 134.pdf
	Comment 70.pdf
	Comment 133.pdf
	Comment 73.pdf
	Comment 64.pdf
	Comment 79.pdf
	Comment 61.pdf
	Comment 118.pdf
	Comment 72.pdf
	Comment 109.pdf
	Comment 63.pdf
	Comment 123.pdf
	Comment 124.pdf
	Comment 67.pdf
	Comment 19.pdf
	Comment 66.pdf
	Comment 28.pdf
	Comment 96.pdf
	Comment 82.pdf
	Comment 92.pdf
	Comment 7.pdf
	Comment 68.pdf
	Comment 77.pdf
	Comment 78.pdf
	Comment 3.pdf
	Comment 81.pdf
	Comment 103.pdf
	Comment 86.pdf
	Comment 23.pdf
	Comment 59.pdf
	Comment 135.pdf
	Comment 89.pdf
	Comment 111.pdf
	Comment 22.pdf
	Comment 113.pdf
	Comment 18.pdf
	Comment 5.pdf
	Comment 30.pdf
	Comment 110.pdf
	Comment 119.pdf
	Comment 121.pdf
	Comment 85.pdf
	Comment 84.pdf
	Comment 15.pdf
	Comment 9.pdf
	Comment 16.pdf
	Comment 98.pdf
	Comment 100.pdf
	Comment 80.pdf
	Comment 114.pdf
	Comment 1.pdf
	Comment 24.pdf
	Comment 108.pdf
	Comment 107.pdf
	Comment 120.pdf
	Comment 75.pdf
	Comment 132.pdf
	Comment 97.pdf
	Comment 88.pdf
	Comment 17.pdf
	Comment 91.pdf
	Comment 95.pdf
	Comment 11.pdf
	Comment 87.pdf
	Comment 10.pdf
	Comment 129.pdf
	Comment 27.pdf
	Comment 127.pdf
	Comment 12.pdf
	Comment 90.pdf
	Comment 101.pdf
	Comment 94.pdf
	Comment 115.pdf
	Comment 105.pdf
	Comment 83.pdf
	Comment 29.pdf
	Comment 122.pdf
	Comment 99.pdf
	Comment 102.pdf
	Comment 60.pdf
	Comment 116.pdf
	Comment 13.pdf
	Comment 21.pdf
	Comment 136.pdf
	Comment 130.pdf
	Comment 128.pdf
	Comment 112.pdf
	Comment 2.pdf
	Comment 71.pdf
	Comment 4.pdf
	Comment 32.pdf
	Comment 104.pdf
	Comment 74.pdf
	Comment 106.pdf
	Comment 58.pdf
	Comment 14.pdf
	Comment 6.pdf
	Comment 8.pdf
	Comment 131.pdf
	Comment 26.pdf
	Comment 93.pdf
	Comment 126.pdf
	Comment 137.pdf
	Comment 137b.pdf
	Comment 125.pdf
	Comment 31.pdf

	DEIS written comments.pdf
	Comment 62.pdf
	Comment 117.pdf
	Comment 69.pdf
	Comment 20.pdf
	Comment 25.pdf
	Comment 65.pdf
	Comment 76.pdf
	Comment 134.pdf
	Comment 70.pdf
	Comment 133.pdf
	Comment 73.pdf
	Comment 64.pdf
	Comment 79.pdf
	Comment 61.pdf
	Comment 118.pdf
	Comment 72.pdf
	Comment 109.pdf
	Comment 63.pdf
	Comment 123.pdf
	Comment 124.pdf
	Comment 67.pdf
	Comment 19.pdf
	Comment 66.pdf
	Comment 28.pdf
	Comment 96.pdf
	Comment 82.pdf
	Comment 92.pdf
	Comment 7.pdf
	Comment 68.pdf
	Comment 77.pdf
	Comment 78.pdf
	Comment 3.pdf
	Comment 81.pdf
	Comment 103.pdf
	Comment 86.pdf
	Comment 23.pdf
	Comment 59.pdf
	Comment 135.pdf
	Comment 89.pdf
	Comment 111.pdf
	Comment 22.pdf
	Comment 113.pdf
	Comment 18.pdf
	Comment 5.pdf
	Comment 30.pdf
	Comment 110.pdf
	Comment 119.pdf
	Comment 121.pdf
	Comment 85.pdf
	Comment 84.pdf
	Comment 15.pdf
	Comment 9.pdf
	Comment 16.pdf
	Comment 98.pdf
	Comment 100.pdf
	Comment 80.pdf
	Comment 114.pdf
	Comment 1.pdf
	Comment 24.pdf
	Comment 108.pdf
	Comment 107.pdf
	Comment 120.pdf
	Comment 75.pdf
	Comment 132.pdf
	Comment 97.pdf
	Comment 88.pdf
	Comment 17.pdf
	Comment 91.pdf
	Comment 95.pdf
	Comment 11.pdf
	Comment 87.pdf
	Comment 10.pdf
	Comment 129.pdf
	Comment 27.pdf
	Comment 127.pdf
	Comment 12.pdf
	Comment 90.pdf
	Comment 101.pdf
	Comment 94.pdf
	Comment 115.pdf
	Comment 105.pdf
	Comment 83.pdf
	Comment 29.pdf
	Comment 122.pdf
	Comment 99.pdf
	Comment 102.pdf
	Comment 60.pdf
	Comment 116.pdf
	Comment 13.pdf
	Comment 21.pdf
	Comment 136.pdf
	Comment 130.pdf
	Comment 128.pdf
	Comment 112.pdf
	Comment 2.pdf
	Comment 71.pdf
	Comment 4.pdf
	Comment 32.pdf
	Comment 104.pdf
	Comment 74.pdf
	Comment 106.pdf
	Comment 58.pdf
	Comment 14.pdf
	Comment 6.pdf
	Comment 8.pdf
	Comment 131.pdf
	Comment 26.pdf
	Comment 93.pdf
	Comment 126.pdf
	Comment 137.pdf
	Comment 137b.pdf
	Comment 125.pdf
	Comment 31.pdf




