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CHAPTER 1 
PUBLIC OUTREACH 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 authorized the mitigation of 48,100 acres 
of fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River to be part of the Missouri River Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Project (Mitigation Project).  An Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for this Federal Action was prepared and completed in 1987.  In the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1999, Congress modified the Mitigation Project by 
an additional 118,650 acres, increasing the total acreage of the Mitigation Project to 
166,750 acres.  The potential environmental impacts related to the development of the 
additional 118,650 acres are being evaluated in a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS). 
 
As part of the SEIS process, scoping meetings were conducted to solicit comments on the 
scope of the SEIS from individuals, Native American tribes, organizations, and agencies.  
This chapter describes the public outreach that was performed to inform the public of the 
opportunity to comment on the scope of the SEIS and participate in the scoping process. 
 
1.1 Notice of Intent (NOI) 
 
A NOI for the Intent To Prepare a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project Located on the Missouri 
River From Sioux City, Iowa to the Mouth Near St. Louis, Missouri in the States of Iowa, 
Nebraska, Kansas and Missouri was published in the November 2, 2001 Federal Register 
(Volume 66, Number 213).  The NOI included a summary of the project, points of 
contact for the public, and the dates, times, and locations of the public scoping meetings. 
 
1.2 Media Announcements 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) issued a news release to various forms of 
media, including newspaper, television, and radio.  In addition, a legal notice was 
published in various local and regional newspapers to announce that, as the lead federal 
agency, the Corps would be seeking input on the project at public scoping meetings.  The 
legal notices were published at least seven days prior to the day of the public scoping 
meeting.  Legal notices appeared in the following newspapers: 
 

• Sioux City Journal (Sioux City, Iowa) 
• Onawa Democrat (Onawa, Iowa) 
• Enterprise Publishing (Blair, Nebraska) 
• Omaha World-Herald (Omaha, Nebraska) 
• Plattsmouth Journal (Plattsmouth, Nebraska) 
• Sidney Argus-Herald (Sidney, Iowa) 
• News Press (Nebraska City, Nebraska) 
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• St. Joseph News Press (St. Joseph, Missouri) 
• Leavenworth Times (Leavenworth, Kansas) 
• Odessan (Odessa, Missouri) 
• Columbia Daily Tribune (Columbia, Missouri) 
• News Tribune (Jefferson City, Missouri) 
• Missourian (Washington, Missouri) 

 
1.3 Public Scoping Announcement Mailing 
 
A mail flyer was sent out to approximately 1,900 individuals, organizations, Native 
American tribes, government agencies, and elected officials.  The flyer detailed the 
Mitigation Project, including the project needs, proposed action, and potential issues.  
The flyer provided an overview of Mitigation Project work to date and an anticipated 
schedule for completion of the SEIS.  The flyer also solicited comments from the public 
on the scope of the SEIS, included the dates, times, and locations of the public scoping 
meetings, and provided information to allow the public to send comments by mail.
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CHAPTER 2 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

 
2.0 Introduction 
 
Public scoping meetings were held on the following dates and at the following locations 
to solicit public input regarding the scope of the SEIS for the Missouri River Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Project: 
 

• November 13, 2001: Sidney, Iowa - Sidney Elementary School, Cafeteria, 1004 
Illinois Street; 

• November 14, 2001: Onawa, Iowa - West Monona Community High School, 
Commons Area, 1314 15th Street; 

• November 15, 2001: St. Joseph, Missouri - St. Joseph Civic Center, Meeting 
Room, 100 N. 4th Street; 

• November 19, 2001: Blair, Nebraska – Arbor Park Elementary School, 
Cafeteria, 1717 Adams Street; 

• November 26, 2001: Leavenworth, Kansas - Riverfront Community and 
Convention Center, 123 S. Esplanade;  

• November 27, 2001: Columbia, Missouri  - Columbia College, Dulany Hall, 
Banquet Room, 1001 Rogers Street; 

• November 28, 2001: Lexington, Missouri - Lexington High School, Cafeteria, 
2309 Aull Lane; 

• November 29, 2001: Plattsmouth, Nebraska - Plattsmouth High School, 1916 E. 
Highway 34; 

• December 5, 2001: Washington, Missouri - Washington Elementary School, 
Blue Jay Gym, 600 Blue Jay Drive. 

 
Attendees were encouraged, but not required, to sign an attendance sheet.  Handouts were 
available for the public, including a Project Overview sheet, Questions and Answers 
sheet, Comment Form, and copies of the Mailing Announcement Flyer (Appendix A).  
The public scoping meetings were held using an open house format.  Members of the 
project team from the Corps and HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) were available to answer 
questions and receive comments from the public.  All meetings were from 5:00 PM until 
8:30 PM.  Attendance ranged from six people at the Onawa meeting to 25 at the 
Columbia meeting.  Average attendance at the public scoping meetings was 15 people. 
 
The following sections describe each public scoping meeting, including facilitators 
present, comments received, and issues identified.  Twenty-nine written comments were 
received.  In addition, many comments were noted during conversations with meeting 
attendees.  All of the comments included in this chapter were verbal comments received 
from conversations with attendees except where identified as a written comment.  The 
frequency of individual verbal comments is not included in this chapter, however, the 
summary table (Table 3-1) attempts to present the frequency that each issue was 
mentioned.  The sign-in attendance sheets from each public scoping meeting are included 
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in Appendix B.  Written comments are summarized in the following sections of this 
chapter.  Copies of all written comments received are included in Appendix C. 
 
2.1 Sidney, Iowa 
 
2.1.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Sidney, Iowa meeting included Mike Barnes, 
Dwight Olson, and Luke Wallace from the Corps, Omaha District, and Scott Gard, Jeff 
Turner, George Oamek, and Mike Snyder from HDR. 
 
2.1.2 Comments 
 
There were eight attendees at the Sidney, Iowa meeting.  Comments obtained at this 
meeting are listed below: 
 

• The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is utilizing U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funds to purchase environmental 
easements for flood control and wetland restoration.  The NRCS has reportedly 
purchased 6,800 acres in Fremont County in two years and has a goal of 10,000 
acres in the county for this program. 

• The NRCS method of appraisal reportedly provides higher value than the Corps 
appraised value for the same property.  NRCS easement purchases of farmland in 
Fremont County reportedly average approximately $1200 per acre versus $900 
per acre priced by the Corps’. 

• The Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation is also purchasing land for conservation 
purposes in the Missouri River floodplain area.  The Nature Conservancy has 
reportedly restricted their purchases in the county to the loess hills area of Iowa. 

• A farmer in Fremont County reportedly sold an easement to the NRCS and then 
was able to lease 160 acres for an additional $25,000 per year for duck hunting. 

• Concern was expressed that the development of aquatic mitigation sites will 
adversely impact pheasant and quail populations by flooding nesting areas. 

• Fremont County has a high percentage of agricultural land in the floodplain. 
• NRCS environmental easement lands may be taxed at lower rates by the county 

due to the change in land use. 
• It was expressed that as more land becomes public land, the tax burden is shifted 

to remaining landowners. 
• There have reportedly been lower numbers of geese in the Missouri River 

floodplain that may reflect the dispersion of the migratory bird flyway due to 
lakes that have been built elsewhere in Iowa.  It was expressed that the Mitigation 
Project may shift the flyway back to the Missouri River. 

• What is the potential for the Corps to acquire land for mitigation sites along 
tributaries?  It was stated that there would be a potential for mitigation sites along 
the Nishnabotna. 



Public Scoping Issues  Chapter 2  
Identification Report  Public Scoping Meetings 
 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project 
Kansas City and Omaha Districts 2-3 January 2002 

• Belief that the priority for the use of tax money within the current budgetary 
environment should be on social services and not to reclaim wetlands.  (written 
comment). 

• Comment that the expanded Mitigation Project is the only feasible way that the 
Corps will be able to stimulate endangered fish and wildlife.  Creation of side 
channels and sandbar habitat has a much better chance of benefiting the 
endangered fish and wildlife than spring rises.  This work could, and should, be 
done on a multi-agency level with cooperation between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), NRCS, and the Corps.  (written comment) 

 
2.1.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Potential cumulative impacts of reduced tax revenues, resulting from other 
agencies and not-for-profit groups acquiring land along the Missouri River for 
similar conservation purposes 

• Difference in land appraisals by government agencies 
• Potential impacts to tax base and tax revenues 
• Use of tax money for wetland reclamation 
• Use of tributaries for the Mitigation Project 
• Habitat restoration for threatened and endangered species 

 
2.2 Onawa, Iowa 
 
2.2.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Onawa, Iowa meeting included Mike Barnes, 
Jerry Smith, and Luke Wallace from the Corps, Omaha District, and Scott Gard, Jeff 
Turner, and Mike Snyder from HDR. 
 
2.2.2 Comments 
 
There were six attendees at the Onawa, Iowa meeting.  Comments obtained at this 
meeting are listed below: 
 

• Two landowners in the area expressed their desire for more access to the Snyder-
Winnebago mitigation site, which is managed by the Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources (IDNR).  They also indicated that the one boat dock in the area is 
crowded on the weekends with fisherman and that an additional access point for 
the fisherman would open up the boat dock for the boaters. 

• Statement from local landowner that the existing mitigation sites in the area could 
have done more, such as directing more water from the channel for increased 
scour. 

• A farmer expressed his concern regarding the loss of tax revenue from the 
Mitigation Project and that it would increase the tax burden for remaining 
landowners. 
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• Comment that the Mitigation Project is really a balance between the needs and 
uses of the river. 

• Comment that the Corps needs to develop a plan for implementation of the 
Mitigation Project to accomplish the best mitigation sites with the land and money 
available. 

• It would be beneficial to the willing sellers if they received a capital gains tax 
exemption. 

• The federal government should allow a grace period during which the landowner 
could reinvest the money they receive for their land to reduce capital gains tax. 

• Concern expressed regarding the use of all-terrain vehicles at the mitigation sites.  
A recreationist was in support of all-terrain vehicle access. 

• An agency representative stated the purpose of the mitigation sites are for fish and 
wildlife, and the sites should be managed with a primary goal of fish and wildlife 
enhancement.  If that means that access to the site needs to be restricted, then that 
is how the land should be managed. 

• The project is long overdue and has been needed for some time.  In full support of 
the Mitigation Project. 

 
2.2.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Public access to mitigation sites 
• Mitigation for capital gains tax 
• Conflicts with recreational uses of mitigation sites 
• Potential impacts to tax revenue 
• Desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat 

 
2.3 St. Joseph, Missouri 
 
2.3.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the St. Joseph, Missouri meeting included Kelly 
Ryan and Ralph Werthmann from the Corps, Kansas City District, and Scott Gard, Jeff 
Turner, Tim Fobes, and Mike Snyder from HDR. 
 
2.3.2 Comments 
 
There were nine attendees at the St. Joseph, Missouri meeting.  Comments obtained at 
this meeting are listed below: 
 

• Does the Corps have any locations planned for acquisition and development of the 
118,650 additional acres? 

• Concern was expressed as to the potential impacts of the mitigation sites to 
levees.  Particularly, could the retention of water cause soil boils or breaches in 
the levees? 
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• Some agencies inquired about what monitoring would be done on the mitigation 
sites. 

• Existing sites in Missouri are attracting many hunters.  Some problems have been 
reportedly encountered with hunters using all-terrain vehicles. 

• Agencies expressed concern regarding the accuracy of the current Missouri River 
stage models. 

• Agencies expressed interest in cost-sharing the monitoring of chutes. 
• Agencies would only want boat access at some sites. 
• Agency is concerned about the transfer of land process.  For example, the 

Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) would like to see each parcel be 
turned over for their management as they are acquired.  They have had problems 
with cottonwoods growing up in the sites while they are waiting to receive 
management control and this makes it difficult for them to manage the land, as 
opposed to receiving the land straight out of agriculture. 

• Capital gains tax cuts for willing sellers would help land acquisition opportunities. 
• The payment in lieu of taxes is reportedly being made to the state and then passed 

on to the counties, however, the counties may not be passing payments on to the 
levee districts. 

• Concern that spreading out flows from the river across the floodplain will 
decrease the amount of water in the navigation channel and also not allow the 
river to flush itself of sediment to maintain the nine-foot channel depth. 

• Comment in support of the Mitigation Project. 
 
2.3.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Potential impacts to flood control structures 
• Monitoring of mitigation sites 
• Enforcement of public land regulations, especially with regard to all-terrain 

vehicles 
• Need to develop more accurate Missouri River stage models for use in the design 

of mitigation sites 
• Limiting public access to boat ramps at some mitigation sites 
• Mitigation related to capital gains tax 
• Need for some of the payment in lieu of taxes to be distributed to levee districts 
• Need to transfer management of mitigation sites to states as they are acquired in 

order to make management more efficient 
• Impacts to navigation 
• Desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat 
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2.4 Blair, Nebraska 
 
2.4.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Blair, Nebraska meeting included Mike Barnes, 
Jerry Smith, and Luke Wallace from the Corps, Omaha District, and Scott Gard, Mike 
Snyder, George Oamek, John Morton, and Dick Gorton from HDR. 
 
2.4.2 Comments 
 
There were 21 attendees at the Blair, Nebraska meeting.  Comments obtained at this 
meeting are listed below: 

• Corps appraisals of land have seemed low. 
• What is the relationship between the Master Manual project and the Mitigation 

Project? 
• One farmer questioned the “willing seller only” statement based on his experience 

with a fellow landowner in the area who had reportedly agreed to a condemnation 
of his property.  However, that land acquisition was for an 1135 project. 

• Concerns expressed about the local Natural Resource District (NRD) or other 
government agencies using condemnation to obtain land that could then be 
transferred to the Corps for the Mitigation Project. 

• Concerns expressed about owning property that is surrounded by land purchased 
by government agencies for wetland restoration. 

• Concerns expressed about buying land in a checkerboard fashion. 
• The emphasis on saving wildlife should have changed after the events of 

September 11, 2001. 
• Mitigation sites for the additional 118,650 acres may be difficult to find, 

particularly in the lower areas where the Missouri River floodplain is very 
narrow. 

• Only limited monitoring of existing mitigation sites.  There is not enough 
information on how existing sites are performing from an ecological enhancement 
and wetland restoration standpoint. 

• Existing mitigation site chutes were reported to look like extensions of the Bank 
Stabilization and Navigation Project work, and should appear more natural. 

• If aquatic habitat is going to be emphasized more in this authorization, will it be 
more expensive than terrestrial habitat mitigation sites? 

• Concern expressed regarding the Corps’ requirements to provide access to 
mitigation sites.  For example, if the Corps was to purchase a mitigation site that 
was landlocked and this landowner was adjacent to the site, could the Corps take 
his land to provide land access to the site? 

• Concern expressed regarding increased trespassing on private lands adjacent to 
mitigation sites. 

• The Mitigation Project has merit. 
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• Comment in disagreement with the Mitigation Project from a landowner along the 
Missouri River.  Stated that he is not a willing seller and has a long-term lease on 
his farmland.  (written comment) 

 
2.4.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Corps land appraisal procedures are inaccurate 
• Confusion with other government programs (e.g. 1135 projects), especially as it 

relates to condemnation of property 
• Potential impacts to adjacent privately owned lands 
• Difficulty in acquiring all additional 118,650 acres authorized 
• Need to do more monitoring of mitigation sites 
• The purchase of private land to provide public access to mitigation sites 
• Cost of aquatic habitat versus terrestrial habitat 
• Increased trespass on private property adjacent to mitigation land 
• Desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat 

 
2.5 Leavenworth, Kansas 
 
2.5.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Leavenworth, Kansas meeting included Kelly 
Ryan, Nickie Perry, and Jud Kneuvean of the Corps, Kansas City District, and Scott Gard 
and Mike Snyder of HDR. 
 
2.5.2 Comments 
 
There were 15 attendees at the Leavenworth, Kansas meeting.  Comments obtained at 
this meeting are listed below: 
 

• Concerns expressed regarding the interests of recreational boaters on the Missouri 
River.  Not enough access and the wing dikes are dangerous. 

• A citizen gave information on the location of a historic camping site at Diamond 
Island, in Wyandotte County. 

• Members of the Sierra Club expressed their support of the Mitigation Project. 
• One attendee wrote, “I encourage full mitigation of the project and buying out 

entire levee districts where feasible.”  (written comment) 
• “Looks terrific – let’s get on with it!”  (written comment) 
• Will the Corps be able to purchase land along tributaries between the bluffs for 

the project? 
• Regarding the Benedictine Bottoms, an attendee was concerned about wetlands 

holding water after the expense that was incurred to buy and install the pumps.  
He was concerned about this oversight happening again, however, is in support of 
the project. 

• What is the process for approval of individual sites? 
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• There is not sufficient access for canoeing on the Missouri River. 
• Comment in support of the Mitigation Project.  In support of the preservation and 

restoration of threatened and endangered species and other fish and wildlife 
habitat.  Feels that the land acquisition policies of the Corps are restrictive and the 
project is acquiring land too slowly.  Suggests the Corps use an aggressive 
marketing campaign for the project to identify willing sellers.  Recommends 
utilizing a “Right of First Refusal” agreement with landowners, lowering the 
minimum acreage requirement from 100 to 50 acres, accepting land transfers 
when the Corps is successful in civil or criminal lawsuits, being diligent in 
locating historic sites on proposed mitigation sites, constructing supplemental 
levees, and making all project documents available on the internet.  (email) 

• Comment in support of the Mitigation Project and improvement of fish and 
wildlife habitat along the Missouri River.  The commentor suggests speeding up 
land acquisition and would like to see the Corps invest time and money into a 
marketing strategy that would publicize the Mitigation Project and educate 
landowners.  (email) 

 
2.5.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Need to improve boating access to Missouri River 
• Use of tributaries for mitigation sites 
• Impacts to adjacent agricultural land, especially Benedictine Bottoms 
• Criteria for purchasing mitigation sites 
• Need to be more flexible and proactive in land acquisition 
• Need to include habitat for threatened and endangered species 
• Desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat 

 
2.6 Columbia, Missouri 
 
2.6.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Columbia, Missouri meeting included Glenn 
Covington and Richard Lenning of the Corps, Kansas City District, and Scott Gard, Tim 
Fobes, and Crystal Thomas of HDR. 
 
2.6.2 Comments 
 
There were 25 attendees at the Columbia, Missouri meeting.  Comments obtained at this 
meeting are listed below: 
 

• Notching of dikes that facilitate wildlife habitat development reportedly created 
shallow water in the main channel and barges are reportedly dragging in these 
areas. 

• Will notching be used for mitigation site development? 
• Does the Corps have criteria for how deep they will cut dikes? 
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• Are the mitigation sites for the 118,650 acres already identified? 
• Concern that the Mitigation Project will cause localized significant indirect 

impacts and losses to local economies.  For example, as more and more land was 
put into the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) in northern Missouri, the 
amount spent locally on machinery, fertilizers, and at mills has decreased and in 
turn decreased sales tax collected on these agricultural commodities. 

• There is a need for monitoring the mitigation sites. 
• Will there be funds for monitoring?  There is a need for increased funding for 

monitoring and a greater need to monitor for threatened and endangered species. 
• Concern expressed about whether or not the government would be a good 

neighbor (e.g. weed control, making sure wetlands do not impact adjacent 
landowners). 

• The Farm Bureau wants to keep farmers on the land. 
• Taking land out of farmland production will impact the supply side by increasing 

prices. 
• What are the benefit/cost ratios of the Mitigation Project? 
• Increases in property values may not be positive to young farmers who lease 

farmland. 
• Impacts to landowners adjacent to existing mitigation sites are reportedly making 

more willing sellers by default. 
• Concerns expressed about the overall increase in acreage for the Mitigation 

Project.  With 118,650 acres for the Mitigation Project and 60,000 for the Big 
Muddy National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), how much land is really needed for 
mitigation? 

• The number of birders has increased nationally and the mitigation sites would 
represent significant opportunities for recreational activities such as bird 
watching. 

 
2.6.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Potential impacts to navigation, especially as it relates to notching of dikes 
• Potential impacts to tax revenue and local economies 
• Need for monitoring of mitigation sites 
• Potential impacts to adjacent landowners, especially as it relates to weed control 
• Impacts to agricultural community, especially as it relates to: 

o Taking farmland out of production 
o Displacing farmers 
o Generally making it more difficult for the remaining farmers 

• Cumulative impacts from other programs acquiring land, specifically the Big 
Muddy NWR 

• Desire for increased threatened and endangered species habitat 
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2.7 Lexington, Missouri 
 
2.7.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Lexington, Missouri meeting included Jud 
Kneuvean, Nickie Perry, and Dave Monnig of the Corps, Kansas City District, and Scott 
Gard, Tim Fobes, and Jeff Turner of HDR. 
 
2.7.2 Comments 
 
There were 15 attendees at the Lexington, Missouri meeting.  Comments obtained at this 
meeting are listed below: 
 

• Not in favor of Mitigation Project based on impacts to agriculture. 
• Payment in lieu of taxes should cover all taxes lost and payments should go 

directly to local entities. 
• Payment in lieu of taxes needs to pay for local bond commitments. 
• Local government should be able to acquire mitigation land from the government 

for local government needs. 
• “Willing seller” is an intimidation process.  It was alleged that the Corps has a list 

of desired land and they won’t fix levees if they want the land. 
• Land acquisition takes several years and the Corps allows farmers to continue to 

farm until all land for a site is acquired.  This was stated to be unfair to adjoining 
landowners and is “part of the intimidation process”. 

• Corps needs to work with landowners and levee districts to maintain flood control 
structures. 

• Need to control noxious weeds. 
• If the federal government doesn’t make payment in lieu of taxes for two years the 

land should be sold. 
• Wetland conservation and wildlife is not supported because it is administered in 

Washington.  The federal government should establish wetland banks and transfer 
private wetland acreages to wetland banks.  “Wetland banking would improve 
wetland quality and create a positive attitude of landowners.” 

• “Mitigation Project is a monster” 
• River bank protection “is absolutely paramount”.  Must maintain channel and 

flow protection. 
• Local government infrastructure needs river flow potential for wastewater 

treatment and water works. 
• Opposed to Corps’ notching of banks.  The Corps is reportedly cutting banks if it 

doesn’t affect navigation, but it is taking private land. 
• Mitigation sites will increase the water table on neighboring lands and increase 

traffic.  Need to consider impacts to tributaries and landowners. 
• Mitigation sites should be developed on tributaries.  They are just as important as 

along the river. 
• Create habitat in upland areas. 
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• Willing sellers is a misnomer.  The project squeezes a landowner to sell and the 
landowner only has one buyer. 

• Corps needs to evaluate land acquisition policies. 
• Concern that the emphasis of the Mitigation Project is switching from fish and 

wildlife to recreation, to the detriment of threatened and endangered species. 
• Need to have levee districts and farmers represented on a coordination committee. 
• Presiding Commissioner of Carroll County, Missouri stated his concern regarding 

the loss of tax revenue and the payment in lieu of taxes program.  He also 
expressed concern regarding potential impacts to levees and who would pay for 
potential relocation of levees.  (written comment) 

• Concern expressed regarding spring flooding and the loss of agricultural land and 
corn production.  (written comment) 

• Concern expressed that more water control and bank stabilization is needed.  Also 
added that he already has trouble with trespassing from hunters.  (written 
comment). 

• Mitigation site goal should be to also create good opportunities for passive 
recreation. 

• When the Corps buys a small parcel from a landowner with the anticipation of 
buying adjacent lands, but those deals fall through, this can create problems for 
adjacent landowners.  Small sites are also thought to be hard to manage and 
provide less habitat benefits. 

• Should not have high maintenance mitigation sites. 
• The purchase and development of 118,000 acres along the Missouri River is a 

significant change of land use and a major land use issue. 
• Landowners adjacent to mitigation sites are concerned that they are losing control 

over the management of their property and have increased risk to their property. 
• There are overlaps in determining what acreage is aquatic and what is terrestrial 

on a mitigation site.  It depends on the amount of moisture, upstream 
management, and the spring rise associated with the Master Manual operation of 
the Missouri River. 

• Corps may buy some small sites that the state may not want to manage. 
• There can reportedly be problems if the Corps purchases land along a levee that 

does not have documented rights. 
• When the Corps purchases land in a levee district where the cost of repairing the 

levee during floods is a 80/20 match, the Corps reportedly won’t be required to 
provide the 20 percent cost share for the land they own in the levee district. 

• Need detailed information on the Overton Bottoms and the Corps support and 
good working relationship with the levee district in that area and the benefits the 
levee district received from the Mitigation Project. 

• The Mitigation Project can be a practical and effective way to meet the objectives 
of habitat restoration, increased recreation opportunities, and flood control.  
Concern that public schools will be significantly and adversely impacted due to 
the loss of property taxes from transfer of land from private to public ownership 
unless effective provisions are made to replace revenue.  Consideration should be 
made to include the tributaries in the Mitigation Project.  (written comment) 
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• The purchase of significant acreage and its removal from the real property tax 
role, in some rural counties, can have a significant negative impact on the 
county’s annual budget.  Corps should lobby Congress to allow a payment in lieu 
of taxes to counties, which is comparable to the pre-purchase real property tax 
assessment.  (written comment) 

 
2.7.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Impacts to adjacent landowners and other infrastructure in and adjacent to the 
river 

• In lieu tax payments need to go to local governments and cover all tax losses 
• Corps’ willing seller and other management policies are in conflict, resulting in 

owners being forced to sell 
• Need better interim management of mitigation land as it is acquired 
• Need to consider other alternatives, such as mitigation banks 
• Use of tributaries for the Mitigation Project 
• Desire for increased threatened and endangered species habitat 

 
2.8 Plattsmouth, Nebraska 
 
2.8.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Plattsmouth, Nebraska meeting included Mike 
Barnes, Luke Wallace, and Dwight Olson of the Corps, Omaha District, and Scott Gard 
and Jeff Turner of HDR. 
 
2.8.2 Comments 
 
There were 11 attendees at the Plattsmouth, Nebraska meeting.  Comments obtained at 
this meeting are listed below: 
 

• Who owns accretion land along the Missouri River in Iowa?  Iowa is giving away 
accreted land by not claiming it.  Accreted land could be used for mitigation if the 
state would claim it and would have to buy less land. 

• An EIS has been prepared for well fields located in Ashland, Nebraska and it 
designated the Missouri River flood plain as an area for mitigation for pallid 
sturgeon.  Saunders County, Nebraska farmers are reportedly seeking 
compensation for impacts on crops associated with a lowered water table.  The 
Municipal Utilities District (MUD) is reportedly maintaining that during the wet 
season there may be benefits to farmers from a lowered water table that will 
improve their crop production. 

• Existing Corps mitigation projects have had adverse impacts on farm field 
drainage and on drainage district operations and associated additional costs. 

• On the upper Hamburg mitigation site there have been some trees and grasses 
planted that are alleged to inhibit the river from meandering. 
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• If water could be stored on a mitigation site, operation and maintenance costs 
could be reduced on a nearby drainage district. 

• The state of Iowa can claim ownership of accretion formed lands, which may 
provide opportunities for the Corps to obtain mitigation sites from public 
ownership. 

• In Nebraska, the farmer can reportedly claim ownership of accretion lands if they 
own the bank line and the claim is based on what is determined to be the thread of 
the river. 

• The states of Nebraska and Iowa have identified ideal sites for the Mitigation 
Project.  One commenter stated that every loop in the river was an opportunity for 
mitigation site development. 

• The Corps has allegedly over-engineered and designed the mitigation sites.  
Mitigation site planning needs to allow more natural development of the 
mitigation sites. 

• Adaptive management is the key for achieving Mitigation Project objectives. 
• Generally larger mitigation sites will provide better opportunities to maximize 

habitat as well as recreational benefits on the site.  
• The location and development of 166,750 acres of mitigation sites along the 

Missouri River has been characterized as a “String of Pearls”.  Because the 
original river habitat consisted of over 500,000 acres, individual sites may be 
difficult to manage.  Trying to create individual sites may require a goal of 
focusing on the development of only high quality habitat. 

• The use of tributaries as a source of mitigation sites may provide more 
opportunities to obtain land from willing sellers and to potentially develop larger 
parcels and provide better habitat development options for the limited land 
available. 

• The development of larger mitigation sites may be better for agricultural interests 
due to the potential to store water that would alleviate flooding on croplands 
downstream and would result in fewer impacts to levee districts and adjacent 
landowners. 

 
2.8.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Potential impacts to adjacent landowners due to increases in groundwater 
elevation 

• Make sure engineering, design, and adaptive management of mitigation sites are 
consistent with objectives 

• Use of tributaries to obtain mitigation sites 
• Use of larger sites for better habitat and recreation 
• Potential effects to flood control 
• Ownership and, where applicable, use of accretion lands 
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2.9 Washington, Missouri 
 
2.9.1 Facilitators 
 
Public scoping meeting facilitators at the Washington, Missouri meeting included, Glenn 
Covington, Nickie Perry, Jud Kneuvean, Dave Monnig, and Don Meier of the Corps, 
Kansas City District, and Scott Gard and Mike Snyder of HDR. 
 
2.9.2 Comments 
 
There were 23 attendees at the Washington, Missouri meeting.  Comments obtained at 
this meeting are listed below: 
 

• One landowner stated that the willing sellers policy is a “big lie”. 
• Corps needs to spend more money on the operations and maintenance of the 

navigation and stabilization works than on mitigation sites. 
• By acquiring land along the river for the Mitigation Project, the Corps is creating 

competition for land and driving up land prices. 
• How is the Master Manual related to the Mitigation Project? 
• Concern regarding the impacts to the counties from tax revenue that is lost from 

land that is acquired for the Mitigation Project. 
• A landowner stated that the Mitigation Project is “part of the problem”.  He 

claimed to have lost 35 acres of land when a dike was notched in the river 
adjacent to his property. 

• Concern about how the land acquisition is reported.  For example, if the land is 
acquired by the Corps and then turned over to the MDC, it will look as if more 
conservation lands have been acquired than actually have been if both agencies 
report the same land. 

• Question as to whether or not the Corps would competitively bid for land that is 
for sale at public auction. 

• Question as to whether or not a levee district could take borrow from the river 
side of a mitigation site. 

• Would an adjacent landowner have to give access to a mitigation site that did not 
already have access? 

• The Corps is creating willing sellers by buying out the land around them. 
• The Mitigation Project has taken away productive farmland. 
• The Mitigation Project impacts local communities.  Loss of agriculture will 

decrease expenditures on agricultural products (such as fertilizer, etc.).  Elevators 
would go broke. 

• Mitigation land will allegedly not serve as a cushion for flooding downstream. 
• Question regarding the effectiveness of how the Corps is managing mitigation 

sites. 
• Concern regarding potential impacts of the Mitigation Project to local levees. 
• Comment in opposition to the Mitigation Project.  Stated that the buy up of land 

in the Missouri River bottom by government agencies causes a loss of revenue to 
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the counties and surrounding communities.  Alleged that the benefits of 
channelization of the Missouri River outweigh the lost habitat.  Suggested that no 
land should be purchased inside levee districts.  Stated concern that construction 
and management of mitigation sites will adversely impact adjacent private 
landowners and force them to sell their land.  (written comment) 

 
2.9.3 Issues Identified 
 

• Willing seller and land acquisition policies, including impacts to landowners due 
to property value increases and reporting of acquired land 

• Potential impact to tax revenue and local economies, including agricultural 
dependent businesses 

• Potential impact to flood control structures 
• Potential impact to adjacent lands, esp. from dike notching and access 

requirements 
• Are existing mitigation projects achieving objectives 

 
2.10 Additional Written Comments 
 
In addition to the comments obtained at the public scoping meetings, written comments 
on the scope of the SEIS received by December 20, 2001 were also included in this 
report.  This section includes written comments that were not identified as being 
associated with a particular public scoping meeting.   
 
2.10.1 Comments 
 
Sixteen such comments were received and are summarized below: 
 

• Comment in support of the Mitigation Project.  (email) 
• Comment that the existing mitigation sites in Missouri have been focused 

between River Mile (RM) 219 and 155 and have created high-quality habitat that 
has drawn birds away from the marginal habitat where this commenter frequents.  
He suggests focusing new mitigation sites in Missouri between Waverly, MO and 
the Iowa state line, specifically between RM 280 and 330.  He also commented 
that the potential recreation benefits of the Missouri River have been an untapped 
resource and need to be considered in the future management of the river.  (mail) 

• A statement from the Missouri Coalition for the Environment was received 
indicating their strong support for the modified Mitigation Project.  Stated that 
they feel the goals of the Mitigation Project would be best served by focusing 
expenditures on land acquisition and “non-structural” restoration efforts.  Also, 
suggested locating mitigation sites near metropolitan areas where possible.  (mail) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project and improving fish and 
wildlife habitat.  (email) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project and encouraging it to move 
as expeditiously as possible.  (email) 
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• Written comment on behalf of the Ozark Chapter of the Sierra Club, representing 
10,000 members, in support of the Mitigation Project and habitat restoration for 
fish and wildlife and threatened and endangered species along the Missouri River.  
(email) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project and its many benefits to 
restoring habitat, greater recreation opportunities, and greater flood protection.  
(email) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project and enhancement to fish 
and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River and the riverine ecosystem.  (email) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project.  (email) 
• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project and to urge the Corps to 

provide non-consumptive forms of outdoor recreation at the mitigation sites, in 
addition to hunting and fishing.  (email) 

• Written comment in support of the Mitigation Project.  (email) 
• Comment from the MUD for the City of Omaha and surrounding communities 

which stated that MUD would like to see the following issues addressed or 
studied in the SEIS:  1) ice formation, 2) water quality, and 3) riverbank stability.  
(mail) 

• Comment from the Endangered Species Coalition in favor of the concept of 
acquiring lands for the purpose of restoring fish and wildlife habitat.  Also 
recommends that when fund for habitat acquisition and restoration are received: 

o The Corps should move levees back from the main channel or not rebuild 
levees in order to restore connection between the river and floodplain.  
This would restore shallow water habitat for the pallid sturgeon. 

o The Corps needs to be selective in land acquisitions, giving first priority to 
lands at the confluences with major tributaries and lands in minimal need 
of restoration.  The Corps should also consider suitable habitat on major 
tributaries for mitigation sites. 

o The Corps should decommission wing dikes or replace them with chevron 
dikes, which would allow for sand and silt deposition and create nesting 
habitat for the interior least tern and piping plover.  (mail) 

• Comment from the St. Louis Audubon Society stating their strong support of the 
Mitigation Project.  (mail) 

• Comment from the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) stating 
that the scope of the SEIS should be broader than just acquiring additional 
floodplain areas, but should include enhancing existing resources whether in 
public or private ownership.  Stated that the SEIS should address how the 
Mitigation Project will be used to benefit the endangered and threatened species 
along the Missouri River.  Stated the MDNR’s belief that the Mitigation Project is 
a major mechanism available to the Corps to address the needs of these species.  
Also, stated that the Corps should develop a strategic plan to guide the Mitigation 
Project implementation and should coordinate with other programs such as WRP 
and the Big Muddy NWR.  (mail) 

• Written comment stating the following concerns: 
o Payment in lieu of taxes 
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� Congress should provide full funding every year for personal 
property and improvement taxes at the time of purchase, plus 
amounts for real property taxes on the purchased lands. 

� If Congress does not make full payments three years out of five, 
then the land should be sold for back taxes. 

� All local lawfully authorized tax increases should be paid on all 
government lands purchased for this project. 

� The bonding capacity of an entity should not be reduced due to the 
exclusion of agency owned lands. 

� When land is purchased for the Mitigation Project, payments 
should be made for the remaining current tax year and the prorated 
taxes paid by the seller so that local entities do not experience a 
revenue shortfall. 

o Statutory powers 
� Mitigation lands should be subject to all local laws regulating 

lands, including zoning, condemnation and/or sale of lands for 
rights-of-way. 

� Mitigation lands should be considered as being held in trust and 
should be made available to local entities for worthwhile public 
works projects if necessary.  Local public projects should have the 
right to condemn mitigation lands. 

o Management of mitigation project lands 
� Mitigation Project lands should be managed according to local 

laws, including noxious weed control, floodplain development 
ordinances , and access regulations. 

� Mitigation lands should not be subtracted from the base acreage of 
levee and drainage districts for the computation of benefit cost 
ratios for 84-99 levee repair program funds or other public 
projects. 

o Provisions in the Mitigation Project 
� The scope of the Mitigation Project should include provisions for 

complete maintenance and operation of the navigation channel and 
its channelization and bank stabilization structures 

� The scope of the Mitigation Project should include provisions for 
operating wetland banks on U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) designated “Prior Converted” lands purchased for the 
project. 

� The scope of the Mitigation Project should include a 
comprehensive economic study and benefit cost ratio for the areas 
where land is to be purchased. 

o Buying from willing sellers 
� The Corps should not engage in unfair or scare tactics to force 

landowners to sell. 
o Land use regulations 

� Concern regarding the change in land use within levee districts as a 
result of mitigation sites.  Stated that acquisition of a mitigations 
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site should require an approval for the change in land use from the 
County Commission. 

� The mitigation sites should not be operated in such a manner as to 
change the character of the existing land use on adjacent lands.  
(mail) 

 
2.10.2 Issues Identified 
 

• Should focus on land acquisition and non-structural projects 
• Should focus on threatened and endangered species 
• Impact to existing recreation and conversely, potential recreational opportunities 

at mitigation sites 
• Ice formation 
• Water Quality 
• Potential impact to flood control structures 
• Potential impact to navigation 
• Willing seller and land acquisition policies, including impacts to landowners due 

to property value increases and reporting of acquired land 
• Potential impact to tax revenue and local economies, including agricultural 

dependent businesses 
• Potential impact to adjacent lands 
• Desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat 

 
2.11 Coordination Team Meeting 
 
A meeting of the Mitigation Project Coordination Team was held on January 17, 2002 in 
St. Joseph, Missouri to obtain agency comments regarding the scope of the SEIS and 
potential issues associated with the Mitigation Project.  Representatives from MDC, 
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks (KDWP), IDNR, Nebraska Game and Parks 
Commission (NGPC), and the EPA, along with members of the Omaha and Kansas City 
Corps Districts were present.  Issues identified by agency representatives were consistent 
with issues identified during the public scoping process. 
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CHAPTER 3 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

 
3.0 Introduction 
 
This chapter presents a summary of the issues identified during the public scoping 
process.  Some of these issues have the potential to be significant to the Mitigation 
Project and may require evaluation in the Draft SEIS for the Mitigation Project.  Table   
3-1 presents a summary and frequency of the issues identified during the public scoping 
process.  It should be noted that the frequency that an issue was mentioned does not 
solely determine the importance of an issue.  For example, the cumulative effects of 
multiple governmental land acquisition programs was only specifically mentioned four 
times, however, this issue was present in discussions of other related issues such as: 
increased tax share on remaining landowners, decline in sales tax revenue, increase in 
non-taxable land, and being forced to sell land.  Therefore, the Corps has determined that 
certain important issues will be addressed in the SEIS regardless of the frequency they 
were mentioned during the scoping process. 
 
3.1 Potential Impacts to Tax Revenue and Tax Base 
 
Issue:  How will the removal of land from agricultural use impact the tax revenue of 
a county?  Concerns regarding how the Mitigation Project would impact tax revenue and 
the local tax base were common at the public scoping meetings.  There were concerns 
that although the Mitigation Project includes a payment in lieu of taxes, these payments 
are reportedly not making their way to the local level (e.g. levee districts) to compensate 
for loss of tax revenue.  This issue will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Removal of a large amount of land from agricultural use will result in a 
decline in sales tax revenue.  Less spending for machinery, fertilizer, and other 
agricultural commodities would result in less sales tax revenue that could cause an impact 
to local economies.  Several meeting attendees expressed concern about how the local 
economy would be impacted by such a loss in agriculture.  These types of impacts to 
local economies have reportedly been experienced in northern Missouri after a large 
amount of agricultural land was enrolled in CRP.  This issue will be addressed in the 
Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Landowners were concerned that if neighboring landowners sell their land, 
they will be left with a higher tax burden to make up for lost tax revenue.  As 
landowners sell their land to the Corps, fewer landowners would remain to bear the tax 
burden in that county.  There is a concern that taxes would go up for the remaining 
landowners.  This issue will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  If the Corps begins to buy land inside of levees, how will the distribution and 
payment of levee assessments be handled?  Concern was expressed regarding the  
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Corps’ financial responsibility to a levee district if it becomes a landowner inside of the 
levee.  This issue will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Potential cumulative impacts of decreased tax revenue due to multiple 
agencies and not-for-profit organizations acquiring land along the Missouri River.  
The public scoping meetings also brought attention to the fact that the Corps is not the 
only agency acquiring land along the Missouri River.  The NRCS has been buying 
environmental easements for the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), the Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation has purchased land, the Nature Conservancy is expressing an 
interest in the Missouri River area, and the USFWS is acquiring land for the Big Muddy 
NWR.  This issue will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.2 Land Acquisition 
 
Issue:  Corps’ land appraisal is lower than that of other governmental entities.   
Comments were received that the Corps is not paying as much for land acquisition as 
other governmental agencies.  Because land is acquired from willing sellers only, 
landowners do not feel the Corps is offering a fair price for land.  The policies that guide 
the Corps’ Real Estate Division in its land appraisals will be included in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  A cut or exemption in capital gains taxes for lands sold to the Mitigation 
Project would most likely encourage willing sellers.  Several informative comments 
were received regarding how capital gains taxes could be modified to encourage willing 
sellers.  A bill is currently in Congress that would, if passed, cut the capital gains tax on 
lands sold for conservation purposes by 50 percent.  Tax legislation is beyond the 
authority of the Corps and will not be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Corps should revise its land acquisition policies.  The Corps has been operating 
under a willing seller policy for the Mitigation Project and will continue acquiring land 
on a willing seller basis.  This will not be evaluated in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Corps should develop a land acquisition plan.  The Corps will develop a plan 
for the acquisition of land under the modified Mitigation Project.  However, development 
of a land acquisition plan will be done after completion of the Draft SEIS during the 
implementation of the Mitigation Project and will, therefore, not be included in the Draft 
SEIS. 
 
3.3 Public Access to Mitigation Sites 
 
Issue:  Provide increased access to the river at mitigation sites.  Public access to the 
mitigation sites was a point of concern for recreationists and landowners.  One individual 
expressed a desire for more canoe access points while others expressed a desire for more 
boating access.  The stated purpose of the Mitigation Project is to restore fish and wildlife 
habitat along the Missouri River to mitigate for the impacts of the Missouri River Bank 
Stabilization and Navigation Project.  Because the mandated purpose of the mitigation 
sites is for fish and wildlife, access does not fall within the scope of the Mitigation 
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Project authorization.  Although recreational and access benefits from the mitigation sites 
will likely occur, these will depend largely on how the sites are developed and managed 
once they are turned over to the states.  Therefore, this issue will only be addressed in a 
general way in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Hunters and recreationists using all terrain vehicles on mitigation sites, 
requires state to find it necessary to restrict access to these sites.  This is an issue that 
depends on the objectives of the mitigation site.  Therefore, this issue will only be 
addressed in a general way in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.4 Potential Impacts to Adjacent Lands 
 
Issue:  Increased trespassing on adjacent lands.  Trespassing on adjacent lands is a 
potential impact that will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Increased flooding or rises in the water table on adjacent lands from creation 
of wetlands or water bodies.  The potential for the construction of mitigation sites to 
result in increased flooding or rises in the water table on adjacent lands will be addressed 
in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Increased taxes and levee assessments.  The potential impacts to the taxes and 
levee assessments of adjacent landowners will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Can/Will the Corps seize private lands adjacent to mitigation sites to 
provided access to these sites.  The Corps is not required to provide public access to 
mitigation sites.  It is also the policy of the Corps to only acquire land from willing 
sellers.  Therefore, the Corps would not take private lands adjacent to mitigation sites in 
order to provide public access to these sites.  These facts will be presented in the Draft 
SEIS. 
 
Issue:  Adjacent private landowners being forced to sell their land.  Concern was 
expressed that remaining landowners in the area of a mitigation site would be left with no 
choice except to sell their land as a result of the impacts (e.g. increased taxes or levee 
assessments, increased flooding) of the Mitigation Project.  The potential impacts to 
adjacent private landowners will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.5 Potential Impacts to Levee Districts and Flood Control 

Structures 
 
Issue:  Potential for the mitigation sites to adversely impact levees.  Concern about 
the potential for soil boils or breaches in the levee.  Concern was also expressed 
about the impacts of notches on dikes.  Comments were received regarding the 
potential for the construction of a mitigation site to impact levees and other flood control 
structures.  Concern was expressed that the integrity of levees needs to be maintained.  
The potential impacts of the Mitigation Project to flood control structures will be 
addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
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Issue:  How will the Corps handle the relocation of levees?  Concern about who 
would pay for levee setbacks.  Whether or not a mitigation site requires a levee setback 
will be on a site-specific basis.  However, the relocation of a levee would be considered 
part of the construction of a mitigation site and, therefore, would be funded by the Corps.  
This issue will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.6 Monitoring of Mitigation Sites 
 
Issue:  Need for more monitoring of the mitigation sites and funding for monitoring 
projects.  Many agency personnel commented on the need for more monitoring of the 
mitigation sites.  There was also concern about what funding would be available for 
monitoring projects.  The opinion was common that monitoring will be essential for 
determining the effectiveness of mitigation sites and the success of the Mitigation 
Project.  Monitoring of mitigation sites is a component of the Mitigation Project 
authorization and as such will be described in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.7 Potential Impacts to Navigation 
 
Issue:  How would construction of mitigation sites impact navigation on the 
Missouri River?  Comments were received that barges are currently dragging bottom in 
the river at points adjacent to the existing mitigation sites.  Potential impacts to 
navigation will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
3.8 Natural Resources 
 
Issue:  There is a desire for increased fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri 
River.  Many comments were received in support of the Mitigation Project and stating a 
desire to see an increase in fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River.  The 
purpose of the Mitigation Project is to restore fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri 
River.  The potential effects of increased fish and wildlife habitat will be addressed in 
considering the Preferred Action and any other build alternatives evaluated. 
 
Issue:  Threatened and endangered species along the river need to be protected.  
Many comments were received regarding a need to protect threatened and endangered 
species along the Missouri River.  Many comments noted the potential for the Mitigation 
Project to benefit threatened and endangered species.  In compliance with NEPA, the 
potential impacts of the Mitigation Project to threatened and endangered species are 
required to be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
 
Issue:  The potential effects of the Mitigation Project on water quality and ice 
formation.  The MUD expressed concern about the Mitigation Project’s potential impact 
on ice formation.  Excessive ice formation may lead to ice damming, which has the 
potential to lower river levels.  Because MUD is responsible for treating Missouri River 
water to make it potable, any potential change in water quality would be a concern.  
These issues will be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
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3.9 Other Issues 
 
Issue:  Use of tributaries for the Mitigation Project.  Several comments were received 
at the public scoping meetings regarding the potential use of land located on tributaries of 
the Missouri River for mitigation sites.  There are not currently mitigation sites located 
on tributaries.  Due to the large amount of acreage being acquired for the project, it may 
become necessary to acquire land along the tributaries to meet the 118,650-acre goal of 
the project.  For purposes of the SEIS, the potential use of tributaries for mitigation sites 
will be addressed. 
 
Issue:  The size of the project is too large.  Other comments were received stating that 
the cost and size of the Mitigation Project are too large.  The 118,650 acres in the 
modified Mitigation Project is the acreage that was authorized by Congress.  This acreage 
must be addressed in the Draft SEIS. 
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Handouts



 

 

 
 
 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
SCOPING MEETING OPEN HOUSE 

 
 
 

WELCOME TO THE OPEN HOUSE 
 
The purpose of the open house is to provide the public with information on the 
proposed Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project. Native American 
tribes, agencies, organizations, and individuals are encouraged to participate in 
the SEIS process by providing comments on the scope and issues related to the 
proposed action for the Mitigation Project. Please feel free to take the information 
packets and look at the materials and maps displayed. Representatives from the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the consulting firm responsible for conducting the 
technical analysis for the SEIS are available at the display areas to answer your 
questions. 
 
You may provide input to this scoping process by discussing your thoughts on 
the project with the scoping meeting facilitators, by writing down your thoughts on 
the comment sheets, or by using the tape recorder to record your opinions 
regarding the Mitigation Project. 

 
MITIGATION PROJECT STUDY AREA 
 
The Mitigation Project Study Area extends the length of the Missouri River Bank 
Stabilization and Navigation Project (BSNP). The BSNP was authorized to 
provide bank stabilization and to provide for a 9-foot deep and not less than 300-
foot wide navigation channel of approximately 738 miles located between Sioux 
City, Iowa to the mouth near St. Louis, Missouri.  

 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR THE MITIGATION 
PROJECT 
  
The purpose of the Mitigation Project is to restore a portion of the approximately 
550,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat that have been and will be lost through 
the year 2003 due to the Bank Stabilization and Navigation Project. The 
proposed action to be analyzed in the SEIS will include the acquisition of 

MISSOURI RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT (SEIS) 



 

 

mitigation sites from willing sellers, project design, and construction of mitigation 
sites on 118,650 acres to restore or enhance aquatic and terrestrial habitat. The 
SEIS will evaluate the no action alternative and other reasonable alternatives that 
may be identified during the scoping process.  Under the no action alternative, 
the additional 118,650 acres proposed for terrestrial and aquatic mitigation would 
not be purchased or developed. The original 1986 authorized Mitigation Project 
consisting of the development of 48,100 acres for mitigation will be completed as 
planned.  
 
KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
 
Potential environmental issues identified for consideration in the SEIS include 
land acquisition impacts, tax revenue, maintenance of channel for navigation, 
impacts to levee districts, mitigation site maintenance, maintaining flood 
protection, effects on private lands from modification of existing bank stabilization 
structures, and law enforcement issues. Beneficial effects of the Mitigation 
Project include increased habitat for fish and wildlife, increased land available for 
outdoor recreation, and improved flood protection for the basin.  
 
SEIS SCHEDULE 
 
The Draft SEIS is scheduled for publication in the spring of 2002. The public will  
be given an opportunity to provide comments on the Draft SEIS during the review 
and public hearings period required for the SEIS. A Notice of Availability, press 
release, and public notices in selected newspapers will be issued to announce 
the availability of the Draft SEIS for public review.  The Final SEIS and 
publication of the Record of Decision for the Mitigation Project is anticipated in 
the fall of 2002.   
 
SCOPING COMMENT PERIOD  
 
Comments on the scope of the SEIS should be received no later than December 
20, 2001 and directed to: Mr. Kelly Ryan, CENWK-PM-CJ, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Kansas City District, 601 East 12th Street, Kansas City, Missouri, 
64106-2896.     
 



 

 

 
 
 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT THE 
PROJECT AND THE SEIS 

 
 

Q1. What is the purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement? 
 
A1. To anticipate, prevent, and minimize environmental impacts to the extent 

possible by evaluating Federal projects while they are still in the proposal 
stage.  An EIS provides information to the Federal decision-maker and the 
public so that informed choices can be made for proposed Federal 
actions.  The EIS also serves as a public disclosure document, and it 
ensures that the policies and goals of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) are incorporated into Federal planning and decision-making.  
An EIS is required to provide a full and fair discussion of potentially 
significant environmental impacts and of reasonable alternatives that are 
available to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts. 

 
Q2. Why is this a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement? 
 
A2. The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 authorized the mitigation 

of 48,100 acres of fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River to be 
part of the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project.  An EIS for 
this Federal Action was prepared and completed in 1987.  In the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1999, Congress modified the Mitigation 
Project by an additional 118,650 acres, increasing the total acreage of the 
Mitigation Project to 166,750.  As a result of this modification, it became 
necessary to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of developing 
the additional 118,650 acres.  This evaluation is being performed in a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

 
Q3. Will the public be involved in this SEIS process? 
 
A3. The lead agency is required by law to involve the public in the SEIS 

process.  The public has been formally notified of the beginning of the 
SEIS process through a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a SEIS, which 
was published in the Federal Register, by a public scoping announcement 
mailing, by press releases to news and media, and by public notices in 
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selected newspapers.  This NOI began the public scoping process, which 
continues with public scoping meetings being held in Sidney, IA; Onawa, 
IA; St. Joseph, MO; Blair, NE; Leavenworth, KS; Columbia, MO; 
Lexington, MO; Plattsmouth, NE; and Washington, MO.  These locations 
were selected because they are located along the Lower Missouri River, 
which is the project area.  Comments on the scope of the SEIS from 
individuals, organizations, and agencies are encouraged.  These 
comments will help identify the significant issues to be evaluated in the 
SEIS.  The public will also be given an opportunity to provide comments 
on the Draft SEIS when it becomes available.  A Notice of Availability, 
press release, and public notices in selected newspapers will be issued to 
announce the availability of the Draft SEIS for public review. 

 
Q4. Why is there a need to mitigate fish and wildlife habitat along the 

Missouri River? 
 
A4. U.S. Congressional acts of 1912, 1925, 1927, and 1945 (Public Laws 62-

241, 68-585, 70-560, and 79-14) mandated the Corps of Engineers to 
construct, operate, and maintain a navigation channel and bank 
stabilization works on the Missouri River, known as the Missouri River 
Bank Stabilization and Navigation Project (BSNP).  The result of the 
BSNP was a navigation channel not less than 300-feet wide and 9-feet 
deep between Sioux City, IA and the mouth, near St. Louis, MO. 

 
 Before the BSNP, the Missouri River channel was uncontrolled and free to 

meander across the river valley with the associated erosion, deposition, 
and lowland flooding processes.  The natural channel occupied roughly 
300,000 acres and consisted of numerous islands, channels, chutes, 
sandbars, and slack water supporting vegetation in various stages of 
succession.  The meander belt of the river was an area of over 600,000 
acres adjacent to the natural channel that supported wetlands and various 
types of herbaceous and woody habitats.   

 
It is estimated that the BSNP will have eliminated over 500,000 acres of 
aquatic and terrestrial habitat from the natural channel and meander belt 
by the year 2003.  The purpose of the Mitigation Project is to restore a 
portion of this lost habitat. 
 

Q5. How will land be acquired for the Mitigation Project? 
  
A5. The land will only be purchased from willing sellers in the project area. 
 
Q6. Will the public get an opportunity to comment on individual 

mitigation sites purchased for this project? 
 



 

 

A6. In addition to the SEIS, site specific environmental assessments will be 
performed to determine the effects of development alternatives at each 
acquired site.  All activities will require full compliance with environmental 
laws and regulations.  Coordination with various Federal, State, and local 
entities, as well as Native American tribes will occur prior to completion of 
site specific environmental review.  Public involvement will be 
accomplished by news releases, public notices, public meetings, or by 
other means, as necessary. 

 
Q7. What is the “no action” alternative for the Mitigation Project? 
 
A7. The additional 118,650 acres proposed for purchase and development for 

terrestrial and aquatic mitigation along the 738 miles of the Lower Missouri 
River would not be purchased or developed. 

 
Q8. Who will be able to use the mitigated land once it is developed?  Will 

hunting and fishing be allowed? 
 
A8. Public access for fishing, hunting, and other recreational activities will be 

permitted on all mitigation sites after acquisition, subject to site specific 
management objectives. 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project 
Kansas City and Omaha Districts B-1 January 2002 
 

Appendix B: 
Public Scoping Meeting 

Sign-In Sheets



 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project 
Kansas City and Omaha Districts C-1 January 2002 
 

Appendix C: 
Public Scoping Meeting 

Written Comments



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
  



 

 

 
  



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

From: janemad@juno.com [mailto:janemad@juno.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2001 8:03 AM  
To: Ryan, Kelly  
Subject: Missouri River  

 

I am writing to show my support for the project that will improve the  
ecology and habitat for fish and wildlife on and around the Missouri  
River. Thank you.  

Jane Madden  
St. Louis, MO 63116 



 

 

From: DJDelwinjohnson@aol.com [mailto:DJDelwinjohnson@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 5:51 PM  
To: Ryan, Kelly  
Subject: Comments, wildlife habitat improvement, Missouri River.  

 

Mr. Kelly Ryan:  

I have been reading in the papers that, according to the National  
Environmental Policy Act of 1986, as amended 1999, a total of about 48,000  
acres of land along the Missouri River is supposed to be purchased for fish  
and wildlife habitat restoration by 2006, with later purchases to raise this  
total to about 166,000 acres.  According to the reports, only about 27,800  
acres have been purchased thus far.   

I am writing to express very strong support for getting on with the purchase  
of the additional authorized acreage.  We all know that past actions to  
improve navigation on the river have had bad effects on wetlands along the  
river, and that these actions have caused the loss of many more than 166,000  
acres of wildlife habitat.  For the health of our environment, and the  
welfare of our nation, we need, not only to hang on to natural areas we still  
have, but, whenever possible, restore as much as we can the natural areas  
that have been degraded in the past.  

I hope the Corps will be able to get on with this worthy project with as much  
dispatch as possible.  We owe it to future generations.   

Delwin Johnson  
837 Fairdale  
St. Louis, MO 63119-1219  
djdelwinjohnson@AOL.com  



 

 

From: williamnichols1@netscape.net [mailto:williamnichols1@netscape.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 1:29 PM  
To: SGard@hdrinc.com; Rasmussen, Galen G; Ryan, Kelly  
Cc: mblakley@telocity.com; senator_carnahan@carnahan.senate.gov;  
timekc@aol.com; Covington, William G; Bob.Dennis@lees-summit.mo.us;  
elizabeth@bridgingthegap.org; fgreenfire@hotmail.com;  
gooseman@planetkc.com; wgresham@kctera.net; bgriff@LVNWORTH.COM;  
WHaman1057@aol.com; mharding@services.state.mo.us; smcmillen@kc.rr.com;  
nrmahfs@mail.dnr.state.mo.us; mmansur@kcstar.com; eileenm@planetkc.com;  
ken.midkiff@home.com; GussieN@aol.com; rnichols@la.mppmail.com;  
Bjsherrick@aol.com; cockcrow@planetkc.com; gmzemansky@juno.com;  
scott.dye@prodigy.net  
Subject: Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project SEIS  
 
Dear Mr. Ryan, United States Army Corps of Engineers:  
 
It was a pleasure meeting you at the November 26, 2001, Public Scoping Meeting for the Missouri River 
Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project (“Project”) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“SEIS”).  
Following are my comments on the Project and the SEIS.  I wanted to get my comments in to you before 
the December 20, 2001, deadline.   
 
I believe the Project is a worthwhile and valuable effort.  
 
Preservation and restoration of endangered or threatened species is a special concern of mine.  As a young 
boy, I can remember contributing a child-sized handful of pocket change to help bring the American Bald 
Eagle back from extinction.  You are fortunate to be working on such a worthwhile project and making a 
difference in the Missouri River. 
 
After I reviewed the printed materials, videotape and displays, I concluded the Project benefits the 
restoration of Missouri River wildlife habitat not only for endangered or threatened species of fish and 
wildlife but also for non-threatened species. 
 
Most important to me is that the Project is mitigating the straightjacket constraints of the Missouri River 
Bank Stabilization & Navigation Act.  The Project has minimal impact on commercial navigation. 
 
The Project appears to have no impact on water supplies to water departments, hydropower production or 
the flow to the Mississippi River.  Only non-prime or unique land between the levees is eligible to be 
included in the Project, the very same land already most susceptible to flooding or standing water.  
Sharecropping on Project land is still an option.  The Project improves air, water and land quality.  The 
Project provides more acreage to store floodwaters.  The Project provides opportunities to citizens to enjoy 
recreation near and on the Missouri River. 
 
If executed to its full potential, the Project will purchase the land necessary to reclaim a meaningful portion 
of the original 900,000 acre channel and meander belt estimated to have been lost by the year 2003 due to 
implementation of the Missouri River Bank Stabilization & Navigation Project. 
 
But the purchase of land for the Project is the “fly in the ointment.”  The Project is unduly restricted to 
purchasing tracts of land of more than 100 acres, limits are placed on the acquisition of agricultural land 
and purchases are only from a “willing seller.”  Additional minor constraints further fetter the potential 
success of the Project. 
 
Because of these restrictions, only 25,000 acres have been purchased in the last 10 years.  The 1986 
authorization that allowed the purchase 48,100 acres will expire in 2006.  No land has been purchased 
under the 1999 modification to the Project that authorized purchasing 118,650 acres additional acres. 



 

 

Simply, the Project is acquiring land too slowly.  
 
It is too slow to regain the more than 550,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat lost due to the 
channelization of the Missouri River, too slow to recoup the 15 million pounds of fish lost due to reduction 
of habitat and too slow to offset the march of Missouri River valley land developers.   
 
Most importantly, it is too slow to create enough habitat to have a significant impact upon the endangered 
and threatened species of fish and wildlife that are fending off extinction. 
 
I’ve heard the Senators from Missouri and the Director of the Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources preach 
habitat restoration as the “brass ring” to lift the threat of extinction.  They prefer habitat restoration to 
instituting flexible flows on the Missouri River.   
 
Senator Bond told the United States Senate in July 2001, the Missouri Dept. of Conservation had acquired 
72 properties totaling 45,000 acres.  He raved about a 60,000 flood plain refuge (the Big Muddy National 
Fish & Wildlife Refuge) between Kansas City and St. Louis.  He touted the authorization to purchase an 
additional 100,000 acres to restore habitat with “almost” 13,700 acres of land already acquired (the 
Project).   
 
What the Senator from Missouri didn’t tell the United States Senate is that as of November, 2000, only 
8,149 acres of non-connected land have been purchased for the Big Muddy National Fish & Wildlife 
Refuge.  That’s a long way from 60,000 acres. 
 
He also didn’t tell the United States Senate that the Project, to date, had only acquired 25,000 acres.  Of 
those 25,000 acres, “almost” 13,700 acres were purchased in Missouri, significantly below the authorized 
state allotment of 69,200 acres. 
 
The United States Senate wasn’t told that the State of Missouri budgeted $0.00 in 2002 towards acquisition 
of land for mitigation along the Missouri River.  Or that the Missouri Dept. of Conservation has no 
intention to purchase land along the Missouri River in the future except to fill gaps on existing conservation 
areas.   
 
The Missouri Dept. of Conservation’s scheme to reach the “brass ring” relies solely on the U.S. 
Government to purchase the land. 
 
However, the State of Missouri knows the Project is hamstrung by the restrictions on the amount of land, 
size of the tract, type of use of the land and purchases only from a “willing seller.”  Furthermore, the State 
of Missouri knows the Project is reluctant to acquire land by condemnation. 
 
Since the purchase of eligible Project land is slow, the State of Missouri can stand back and point at the 
U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers as the culprit why a significant amount of habitat restoration hasn’t occurred 
to stem the extinction of endangered species.   
 
By playing this political game, the State of Missouri will have successfully confounded the popular 
“flexible flow” plan for the Missouri River.  It will have defended the status quo benefiting only the 
navigation industry and farm lobby special interests.  It will have found a scapegoat to point the blame for 
the demise of endangered or threatened species.  The State of Missouri will have furthered its selfish goals 
at the expense of the upper Missouri River states advocating flexible flow. 
 
Although I’m a Missourian, I don’t support the intentions of my Senators or Missouri’s Dept. of Natural 
Resources.   
 
However, I am in favor of the current Project plan and SEIS with the following comments and criticisms.   



 

 

To expediently purchase more Project land, the U.S. ACE needs to embark upon an aggressive marketing 
campaign for the Project.  The Project shouldn’t wait for landowners to approach the U.S. ACE.  It 
shouldn’t even be presumed the average landowner is aware the Project even exists.   
 
The Project needs a quarterly public relations program of advertisements in local newspapers, farm 
publications, farm-related radio shows, etc.  Real estate professionals in targeted land purchase areas need 
to be made aware of the Project.  The Project should directly contact owners of the targeted properties, if 
only phone calls twice a year checking on the status of the property.  
 
Landowners of targeted properties must first think of the Project when considering sale of their properties.  
 
The U.S. ACE itself recognizes the “willing seller” criterion handcuffs the Project.  A private sector 
method the U.S. ACE could use to expedite purchase of targeted properties is to enter into a “Right of First 
Refusal” agreement with the landowners.   
 
In concept, a landowner would commit to offer his property for sale to the U.S. ACE prior to its sale to any 
other party.  For his commitment, the landowner would be paid a nominal sum from the Project.  The 
“Right of First Refusal” agreement would be recorded upon the Property’s Deed at the county Recorder’s 
Office.  
 
With the agreement in place, the landowner would be required to contact the U.S. ACE.  If he didn’t, any 
title insurance company, real estate agent or lawyer would note the “Right of First Refusal” agreement 
attached to the Deed.  This should halt the sale of the property until the U.S. ACE had been offered the 
opportunity to buy or refuse to buy the property.   
 
In this manner, the U.S. ACE would have placed itself “in the loop” before the sale of the targeted property, 
estate sale or bank foreclosure. 
 
The U.S. ACE and the landowner would then attempt to negotiate a fair sale price.  The landowner would 
definitely benefit by having two or more competing purchasers.  If unsuccessful in purchasing the property, 
the U.S. ACE should attempt to obtain a similar “Right of First Refusal” with the new buyer of the 
property. 
 
I’d also recommend loosening the “100 acre” tract size criteria.  The emphasis on large contiguous tracts is 
restrictive.   
 
The Project should purchase tracts of 50 acres or more of targeted properties.  Property purchases, even if 
smaller than 50 acres, should be considered if the land is adjacent to targeted properties.  Small tract 
properties should especially be purchased if the smaller tract would allow future public access to the larger 
targeted tract.   
 
Landowners may be reluctant to sell off tracts of 100 acres or more but may be more willing to sell off the 
smaller tracts to raise capital, divest themselves of tax-burdening acreage, etc.  Undoubtedly, a landowner’s 
interest in selling land would be keener in seasons where he’d experienced flooding, poor crops, etc. 
 
If a landowner sells a small tract to the Project, the U.S. ACE should, at the time of purchase, attempt to get 
a “Right of First Refusal” for the landowner’s larger tract.   
 
In that purchase of property for the Project must be offered for public comment, the community and local 
government should show less opposition, if any, to a smaller tract being purchased by the Project.  The 
community and local governments should then readily accept, with little opposition, any subsequent 
purchases that add to the size of the original tract purchase.  This might ease the potential loss of tax 
revenues to the local government. 



 

 

I would also recommend, when the U.S. ACE is successful in civil or criminal lawsuits, that the U.S. ACE 
accepts transfers of targeted land in lieu of full or partial financial compensation.  If possible, the land 
should be transferred to the U.S. ACE free of easements, pollution or “rights” of access or continued use by 
the previous owner. 
 
Because there are historical sites throughout the Project area, I would also recommend that the U.S. ACE 
be diligent in locating potential historical sites (i.e. steamboat wrecks, early settlements, etc.) prior to 
mitigation of land.  
 
I would also recommend purchasing land where supplemental levees could be constructed landward of 
previously existing levees.  The U.S. ACE would build the supplemental levees to the same specifications 
as the existing levees using the best available engineering techniques.   
 
Then the old levees would be breached.  Mitigation projects would ensue and the old levee carved into a 
chain of islands.  The entire property riverward of the new supplemental levees would be planted with 
native trees and plants, channeled into sloughs, backwaters, etc. in accordance with the goals of the Project. 
 
Finally, I’d like to see all pertinent Project documents (including public comments) loaded onto the Project 
Internet website for ease of review and access. 
 
In conclusion, thank you for allowing me the opportunity to participate and to submit these comments by e-
mail.  If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to write or call. 
 
Best regards,  
 
Bill Nichols  
7217 N.W. Tomahawk Lane  
Platte Woods, MO 64151  
(816) 587-6044 (home)  
--  
Sincerely,  
Bill Nichols  



 

 

From: Lori Wohlschlaeger [mailto:lwohlschlaeger@atwood.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 8:20 AM  
To: 'kelly.ryan@usace.army.mil'  
Subject: Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project  

 

Dear Mr. Kelly,  

I'm writing to you today to submit my comments on the U.S. Army Corps of  
Engineers "Missouri River Fish &  
Wildlife Mitigation Project"  

I support efforts to enhance the ecology of the Missouri River.  The project  
improves fish and wildlife habitat and the overall air, water and land  
quality.  It also provides more acreage to store floodwaters.  

The project provides opportunity for citizens to enjoy recreation on the  
Missouri river.  

Since only 27,800 acres have been purchased for the mitigation project so  
far, I would like to see the Corps mount an aggressive marketing campaign to  
acquire the targeted  goal of 48,100 acres by the year 2006.  

Please do what you can to help preserve the Missouri River ecosystem.  

Thank you,  

 

Lori Wohlschlaeger  
8604 Chestnut Circle #4  
Kansas City, MO 64131  



 

 

From: Ginger Harris [mailto:svharri@marisnet.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2001 11:29 PM 
To: Ryan, Kelly 
Subject: Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project 

Mr. Kelly Ryan 
CENWK-PM-CJ 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Kansas City District 
601 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106-2896 
  
Dear Mr. Ryan: 
  
Pursuant to the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, your agency has begun the much 
needed effort to restore habitat for fish and wildlife along the Missouri River. 
  
I want to thank you for your efforts so far and urge you to redouble your efforts in the coming year 
so as to reach the goal of purchasing 48,100 acres by 2006 for this purpose. 
  
I am also grateful that Congress has authorized an additional 118,650 acres for this purpose. 
Again, I urge you to take full advantage of this authorization to purchase the maximum number of 
acres in the Missouri River floodplain and to restore these for fish and wildlife habitat. 
  
The benefits of this program -- in addition to restoring habitat -- include greater recreation 
opportunities in Missouri, and even more vitally, greater protection from flooding.  The danger of 
flooding increases each year due to the increase in impervious surfaces throughout the Missouri 
River's watershed.  Therefore, mitigating this danger through preservation and restoration of the 
natural character of this floodplain is critical. 
  
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Virginia Harris 
556 Oakhaven Lane 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141-7613 



 

 

From: Carol Pufalt [mailto:cpufalt@swbell.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2001 11:34 PM  
To: Ryan, Kelly  
Subject: Missouri River Mitigation Project  
 

Dec 19 2001  

Mr. Kelly Ryan  
CENWK-PM-CJ  
US Army Corp. of Engineers  
Kansas City District  
601 E 12th St.  
Kansas City MO 64106 2896  

Dear Mr. Kelly,  

I am writing on behalf of the Ozark Chapter of the Sierra Club regarding the  
Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project. The Ozark Chapter has  
10,000 members in Missouri who are concerned about the health of the  
Missouri River. We support the efforts as outlined in the  
SEIS for habitat restoration and land acquisition. These efforts, if  
successful, will provide needed additional habitat for fish and wildlife,  
including some endangered species which depend on the Missouri river and  
riparian areas for essential habitat.  A more natural Missouri river will  
also provide increased recreational opportunities. The historical importance  
of the Missouri river will be more easily appreciated if the river includes  
more stretches that approach the its natural condition. In addition  
increased flood storage capacity will be created.  

We hope that the Corps is able to step up its acquisition program to  
increase the number of acres under the program. By offering to purchase from  
willing sellers the project provides another option for landowners stressed  
but repeated flooding or other setbacks related to riparian acres. This  
project provides a win win situation for landowners, wildlife, reparian  
communities and Missourians interested in recreation and in the natural and  
cultural history of the Missouri.  

Thank you for consideration of our comments.  

Sincerely,  

Caroline Pufalt  
Conservation Chair Ozark Chapter  
13415 Land O Woods #3  
St. Louis MO 63141 6078  



 

 

From: Roy Hengerson [mailto:roy.hengerson@sierraclub.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2001 4:01 PM  
To: Ryan, Kelly  
Subject: missouri river project comments  
 

December 19, 2001  

Mr. Kelly Ryan  
CENWK-PM-CJ  
Army Corps of Engineers  
Kansas City District  

Dear Mr. Ryan:  

I am writing to comment on the Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project of the Corps of 
Engineers.  I support efforts to enhance fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River corridor and 
improve the health of the riverine eco-system.  In addition to improving habitat, this project will contribute 
to improving water quality, air quality, and wetland and other land integrity.  This project will also improve 
recreation opportunities along the Missouri River corridor. 

I support incresing the acreage of floodplain lands acquired by the Corps of Engineers as well as the 
acreage that will receive remedial work and habitat restoration.  Congress has authorized up to 118,650 
acres of mitigation for the Missouri River corridor.  The current amount of land purchased for mitigation is 
only 27,800 acres; therefore the Corps should substantially increase their land acquisitions. 

I also would like to be included on the mailing list for this Project and be given further opportunities to 
comment as the mitigation planning and activities proceed.  Thank you. 

Sincerely,  

Roy C. Hengerson  

 

--  
Roy C. Hengerson  
2201 Weathered Rock Rd.  
Jefferson City, MO. 65101  
573-635-8066  
--  



 

 

From: Eileen McManus [mailto:eileenm@planetkc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2001 7:31 PM 
To: Ryan, Kelly 
Subject: Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.  I attended the public scoping 
meeting in Leavenworth, Kansas, with other Sierra Club members from the K.C. Thomas 
Hart Benton group.  I appreciate the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' preparation of 
educational materials for these meetings.  I found the video, handouts and pamphlets both 
informative and professional.  In fact, we liked it so well we asked for a speaker to come 
to our general meeting.  Glenn Covington came and he did an excellent presentation and 
we have asked our members to send in comments.  We also plan to visit the Benedictine 
Bottoms mitigation site in the spring. 
  
My comments on the project are all positive. It improves fish and wildlife habitat, 
increases acreage for floodwaters, and provides recreational opportunities for citizens 
along the river.  After meeting several Army Corps Engineers who are working on the 
project, I can say it's nice to see such earnest professionals working on this project and it 
looks like the project is in good hands.  If there is any suggestion I could make, it would 
be to speed up the acquisition of targeted lands.   
  
I realize in some cases your hands are tied because you have to buy from willing sellers.  
My experience as a leader in the Sierra Club is that by educating your audience, you are 
more likely to get a positive response.  I would like to see the Army Corps invest time 
and money into a marketing strategy that would both publicize and educate landowners. 
You have a good project that is trying to improve the land and water for all living beings.  
I hope it would be an easy sell but then again I'm sure there are all sorts of legal and 
logistical factors that make it quite complex.   Nevertheless, I hope you are able to meet 
your goal of 48,100 acres by 2006 and get a good start on the 118, 650 additional acres 
that Congress authorized in 1999. 
  
Thank you for your time.   
  
Sincerely yours 
  
Eileen McManus 
8200 Walnut 
K.C., MO 64114 

816-523-7823 



 

 

From: Rose T Huelsman [mailto:roseihm@juno.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2001 7:53 AM  
To: Ryan, Kelly  
Subject: Missouri river  

 

Count me among those who support the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife  
Mitigation Project.  

It will provide better fish and wildlife habitat, improve recreational  
activities, land and air quality. Go ahead and acquire the 48,100 acres  
that is the targetted goal.  It's probably not going to get easier, so  
let's do it!  

From information I have received, the negative tradeoffs are minimal  
compared with the long-term benefits.  

Sincerely,  

Rose Huelsman,  
Kansas City, MO  



 

 

From: Lynda [mailto:lalmail@myexcel.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2001 2:41 PM 
To: Ryan, Kelly 
Subject: Public comments 

   
Mr. Kelly Ryan 
CENWK-PM-CJ 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Kansas City District 
601 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106-2896  
 
Dear Mr. Kelly: 
  
 I would like to voice my comments to support  of efforts to enhance the ecology 
of the Missouri River.   
The project improves fish and wildlife habitat and the overall air, water and land 
quality.  It also provides more acreage to store floodwaters. 
  
The project provides opportunity for citizens to enjoy recreation on the Missouri 
river.  
  
Since only 27,800 acres have been purchased for the mitigation project so far, I 
would like to see the Corps mount an aggressive marketing campaign to acquire 
the targeted  goal of 48,100 acres by the year 2006. 
  
I ask that the show of my support be included in the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of developing the 
additional 118,650 acres to the Missouri River Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Project. 
  
Thank you,  
Lynda Loomis 
1 NW O'Brien # 9 
Lee's Summit MO 64063 
 
  



 

 

From: Leslie Lihou [mailto:leslielihou@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2001 12:20 AM 
To: Ryan, Kelly 
Subject: Draft SEIS comments 

                                                                                                7008 Amherst Ave. 
                                                                                               St. Louis, MO 63130 
                                                                                               December 20, 2001 
  
Mr. Kelly Ryan 
CENWK-PM-CJ 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Knasas City District 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
  
Dear Mr. Ryan, 
  
I would like to make official comments concerning the Draft SEIS for the Missouri River 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project.  I support the Corps' acquisition of an additional 
118, 650 acres for habitat along the Missouri River.  Providing terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat will contribute to species' survival and enhance natural processes, such as flood 
and erosion control, cleansing processes, recharging of streams, wetlands and reservoirs, 
and the healing of the river.  These expanses of land, wetland and water reservoirs will 
also supply areas for research on the ecosystems and on restoration procedures.  If  the 
Corps continues to survey and monitor these areas after their aquisition, experts can 
gather valuable data concerning interactions in these ecosystems. 
  
I urge you to provide for non-consumptive forms of outdoor recreation in addition to 
hunting and fishing.  Often hunting, fishing and trapping can interfere with these non-
consumptive forms of  outdoor recreation in seasons which are attractive to all outdoor 
enthusiasts.  Please create space where people can pursue birding, hiking, nature study, 
canoeing, camping  and comtemplation in serenity. 
  
Sincerely, 

Leslie Lihou 

 

 


