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Lead Agency: US Army Corps of Engineers

Title: Final Supplement to the Final Environmental Statement (FSFES)
Storage Reallocation: John Redmond Dam and Reservoir, Kansas

Designation:  Final Supplement to the SFES (FSFES)

Proposed Action: Reallocate water storage from the flood control to the conservation pool by raising the
conservation pool elevation 2 ft, in a single, permanent pool raise, from elevation 1039 ft NGVD to 1041
ft NGVD. This action provides a more equitable redistribution of remaining storage capacity depleted as
a result of greater influx of sediment than originally expected and the uneven sediment accumulation and
distribution within the conservation pool.

Affected Jurisdiction: The John Redmond Reservoir project lands covers approximately 29,800 acres
and approximately 190 river miles downstream of the dam. Of the total acreage, approximately 18,545
acres are leased to the US Fish and Wildlife Service and managed as the Flint Hills National Wildlife
Refuge and 1,472 acres are leased to the State of Kansas and managed by Kansas Department of Wildlife
and Parks as the Otter Creek Wildlife Area. All 29,800 acres are situated in Coffey County, Kansas.

Point of Contact: Stephen L. Nolen, Chief, Planning and Environmental Division (CESWT-PE);
1645 South 101 East Avenue, Tulsa, OK 74128-4629; telephone 918-669-7660.

Abstract: This FSFES addresses alternatives and environmental impacts associated with the reallocation
of water supply storage from the flood control pool to the conservation pool at John Redmond Reservoir
by permanently raising the conservation pool elevation by two feet from 1039 ft NGVD to 1041 ft
NGVD. This proposed action provides a more equitable redistribution of remaining storage capacity
depleted as a result of greater influx of sediment than originally expected and the uneven sediment
accumulation and distribution within the reservoir. Normally, the Corps does not raise the elevation of
the conservation pool solely to adjust for the impacts of sedimentation; rather, the storage capacity is
redistributed among authorized project purposes. However, this proposed action of raising the
conservation pool is expected to ameliorate the adverse impacts of the unanticipated sedimentation on the
M&I water supply storage that the State acquired under the two contracts. Water supply storage was to
occur within the conservation pool when maintained at the surface elevation of 1039.0 ft NGVD. Studies
by the USACE have determined that sediment is accumulating in the conservation pool at a faster rate
than originally forecasted and is reducing the amount of available storage capacity. A range of
alternatives was developed and screened to determine viable alternatives to carry forward for analysis.
The result was four alternatives that are evaluated in this FSFES: no action, raise the conservation pool
elevation by 2 ft, raise the conservation pool by 2 ft incrementally, and dredge the sediments from the
conservation pool. Assessment topics include impacts to the manmade structures and facilities on land
leased to the USFWS and managed as the Flint Hill National Wildlife Refuge that would be submerged as
a result of the pool raise and terrestrial habitat at both the Refuge and the Otter Creek Wildlife
Management Area. Volumes | and Il include the FSFES and supporting information, Volume Il is the
Storage Reallocation Report.

Review Comments Deadline: Comments must be received by 26 March 2013.






FINAL

SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

VOLUME |

Prepared for:

Storage Reallocation:
John Redmond Dam and Reservoir, Kansas

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District
1645 South 101 East Avenue
Tulsa, OK 74128-4609

Prepared by:

engineering-environmental Management, Inc.
9563 South Kingston Court
Englewood, CO 80112

g ot

February 2013






EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

John Redmond Dam was initially authorized as the Strawn Dam and Reservoir under the Flood
Control Act of 17 May 1950. The intent of design and construction was to provide flood
control, water conservation, recreation, and water supply for communities along the Neosho
River in southeastern Kansas. The John Redmond Project is also operated for wildlife purposes.
Up to the time of construction, the Neosho River had flooded 57 times in 34 years of recorded
history. The project was renamed John Redmond Dam and Reservoir by an act of Congress in
1958, to posthumously honor John Redmond, publisher of the Burlington Daily Republican
newspaper, and one of the first to champion the need for flood control and water conservation
along the Neosho River.

Dam construction by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) was undertaken between
1959 and 1964, at a site west of Burlington, Kansas. Water storage began during September
1964, collecting drainage from an approximately 3,015-square mile drainage basin. John
Redmond Dam lies below Marion Dam, constructed on the Cottonwood River (a tributary to
the Neosho River), and Council Grove Dam, also constructed on the Neosho River and is the
integral component of this flood control system. Uncontrolled drainage to the John Redmond
Dam includes approximately 2,569-square miles below the upper two dams. Downstream of
John Redmond Dam to the Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees in Oklahoma, approximately 7,238-
square miles of uncontrolled drainage releases water to the Neosho River.

John Redmond Reservoir contains two types of water storage that are separated by zones from
the top to the bottom of the lake: flood control pool and conservation pool. Unlike other Corps
reservoirs, there is no inactive storage pool at John Redmond. The upper zone provides
524,417 ac-ft of flood control storage and is reserved to contain floodwaters; it otherwise
remains empty and is managed for agriculture, wildlife habitat, and recreation under the Otter
Creek State Wildlife Area, Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge, and USACE authorities. The
conservation pool provides 50,501 ac-ft of storage for water supply, water quality, and space to
contain sediment. The pools, dam structure, agricultural land, wildlife habitat, and recreation
sites are contained within approximately 29,800 acres.

The state of Kansas and the federal government entered into a water supply agreement in 1975,
for 34,900 ac-ft of water storage and through the design life of the project (calendar year 2014).
The water is provided to the Cottonwood and Neosho River Basins Water Assurance District
Number 3 and the Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating Station. District Number 3 includes 21
municipal and industrial water users. Water supply storage was to occur within the
conservation pool when maintained at the surface elevation of 1039.0 ft. Studies by the USACE
have determined that sediment is accumulating in the conservation pool and is reducing the
amount of water stored there. Without the pool rise, the amount of conservation storage
reduction predicted by calendar year 2014 is approximately 16,946 ac-ft. This is 35.7% short of
the contractual agreement. The reallocation report is included in this FSFES in VVolume II1.

The USACE has been authorized by Congress to conduct a study of reallocation of flood
control storage to provide the loss of water supply. This SFES addresses the water supply
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storage reallocation in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (NEPA) (42 USC § 4332 (1994)) and the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Implementing the Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508).

Purpose and Need for the Action

The purpose and need of the proposed federal action is to make an equitable redistribution of
the storage remaining between the flood control pool and conservation pools due to uneven
sediment distribution. Sediment has been collecting mainly in the conservation pool, thereby
reducing the conservation pool faster than was designed while the flood control pool has not
received as much sediment and has retained more storage than it was designed to retain. The
reallocation does not guarantee the water storage volume contracted to the Kansas Water Office
by the 1975 agreement, but makes an equitable redistribution of the remaining storage. The
project area is defined as the John Redmond Dam and Reservoir site and the Neosho River to
near the Oklahoma border or approximately 190 river miles of the approximately 350-mile-
long Neosho River.

The purpose of this SFES is to assess potential environmental impacts of water storage
reallocation and the higher conservation pool elevation. As addressed under Council on
Environmental Quality regulations, an environmentally preferred alternative is identified in
Chapter 2.0. For purposes of National Environmental Policy Act analysis, direct environmental
impacts are those associated with the USACE water storage reallocation actions and an
alternative to dredge sediments, while cumulative environmental impacts are associated with
other activities in the drainage basin. The USACE will consider all environmental impacts
identified in the SFES in its decision process before issuing a Record of Decision.

The USACE, acting as the lead agency, will use the SFES in its consideration of water storage
reallocation. An agreement between the Kansas and the USFWS to replace man-made
structures at the Flint Hills Wildlife Refuge impacted by the pool raise was required for project
approval. As of February 2013, said replacement and/or mitigation measures have been
completed. This SFES is intended to provide decision makers, responsible agencies, and
citizens with enough information on the potential range of environmental impacts to make
decisions on the alternatives analyzed in the document.

Other project-related studies have been or are being undertaken, including the preparation of
the Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, SUPER modeling
performed for the John Redmond Sediment Redistribution Study; U.S. Geological Survey
studies of channel widening and low-volume dams; a biological assessment of the proposed
action and alternatives to threatened or endangered species identified as present in the project
area; annual census for waterfowl and raptor populations; and research performed to study the
distribution, abundance, and life history of threatened or rare fish and mussel species.

The SFES process is designed to involve the public in federal decision making. Opportunities

to comment on, and participate in, the process were provided during preparation of the draft
SFES early in 2001. Comments from citizens and agencies were solicited to help identify the
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primary issues associated with the water storage reallocation project. Public meetings and
workshops were held as part of the water storage reallocation process to obtain comments on
the alternatives under consideration and to identify favorable elements or offer differing
opinions. The public input, as well as feedback from the appropriate resource and permitting
agencies, will be used to evaluate the alternatives and environmental impacts prior to final
decisions.

Since its initiation, the reallocation study has been delayed for a number of years as a direct
result of levee safety issues associated with the Hartford levee at John Redmond Reservoir.
These issues, which prohibited a conservation pool raise, have been resolved by repairs to the
levee.

Scoping Process

The purpose of scoping is to identify potential environmental issues and concerns regarding
water storage reallocation. The scoping process for the SFES included public notification via
the Federal Register, newspaper advertisements, direct mail, and two public meetings and
workshops. The USACE considered comments received during the scoping process in
determining the range of issues to be evaluated in the SFES.

In accordance with NEPA requirements, a notice of intent to prepare a SFES was published in
the Federal Register on 7 April 2000. The USACE received 17 comment forms, letters,
electronic mail, and a petition during the scoping period in response to the notice of intent and
public meetings. These written comments addressed the reallocation agreement, flood control
storage loss, dredging, dam safety, wildlife management and wildlife habitat improvement,
recreation, and an area of driftwood accumulation in the Neosho River that is locally dubbed
the logjam. A more detailed summary of the written scoping comments is included in Chapters
1.0, 7.0, and appendix A.

As part of the SFES scoping process, the USACE held public meetings in Burlington and
Chetopa, Kansas (29 March 2001and 5 April 2001, respectively). The public meetings or
workshops were designed to inform citizens about the water storage reallocation alternatives
and to solicit public participation and comments. In addition to these meetings, another meeting
was held with the Neosho Basin Advisory Committee on 16 March 2001. Two written
comments were received during the meetings; however, attendees could obtain comment forms
to fill out and return at a later date. Because of the scoping meetings and receipt of written
comments, an alternative to dredge sediments from the conservation pool was also evaluated by
means of the following summary of alternatives.

Proposed Alternatives
Alternatives studied for water storage reallocation included: no action, raise the conservation

pool elevation by 2 ft, raise the conservation pool by 2 ft incrementally, and dredge the
sediments from the conservation pool.
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Under the no action alternative, the dam and reservoir would be operated as they are currently
and there would be insufficient water supply storage to meet contractual agreements. This
alternative provides the baseline to assess the environmental effects of other alternatives.

Another alternative is to reallocate water storage in the conservation pool by 2 ft in increments
of 0.5 ft, 0.5 ft, and 1 ft. Raising the water stored in the conservation pool from 1039.0 ft to
1041.0 ft would achieve the water storage obligation. However, the current water supply
agreement with the Kansas Water Office allows for a conservation pool adjustment of 0.5 ft.

A final alternative is to dredge sediments from the conservation pool and forego a raise in the
pool elevation. Potential dredging activities could be mechanical or hydraulic, the latter
producing much larger quantities of spoil. Dredging requires identification of a disposal site,
haul roads and routes, and possible long-term disposal site maintenance. This is rarely a viable
alternative due to costs and potential environmental impacts.

The preferred alternative is to reallocate water storage in the conservation pool by 2 ftin a
single pool raise. Raising the water stored from elevation 1039.0 ft to 1041.0 ft would achieve
the water storage obligation. However, the current water supply agreement with the Kansas
Water Office allows for conservation pool adjustments of 0.5 ft. Both alternatives to raise the
conservation pool by 2 ft ultimately have the same environmental effect. There is more time
involved in the incremental raise, depending on how it is implemented.

Volume | of the SFES provides a description of existing environmental conditions in the
Neosho River drainage, including John Redmond Dam and Reservoir. Existing conditions are
described for the following resource categories: geology; soils; hydrology; water resources;
biological resources; air quality; aesthetics; prime or unique farmland; socioeconomic
resources; cultural resources; and hazardous, toxic, or radiological wastes. Volume Il includes
coordination, correspondence, and reports supporting the analysis in Volume I. VVolume |11
includes the Storage Reallocation Report.

Environmental Impacts

The SFES evaluates potential environmental impacts of the water storage reallocation
alternatives. The report compares potential environmental impacts with NEPA and the Council
on Environmental Quality impact significance thresholds for each of the environmental
resource categories described under Section 3.0 “Description of the Affected Environment.”
The environmental impacts of the alternatives described above are summarized in table ES-1.
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TABLE ES-1. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Resource

No Action Alternative

Dredge John Redmond
Reservoir Alternative

Phased Pool Storage
Reallocation Alternative

Proposed Action:
Storage Reallocation

Geology and Soils

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term, insignificant or
significant adverse
depending upon mitigation.

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation would
be required.

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation would
be required.

Hydrology and Water
Resources

Long term significant
adverse; mitigation measures
would be required.

Long term insignificant and
significant beneficial; no
mitigation measures would
be required. Short-term
insignificant or significant
adverse (depending on the
level of sediment
contamination); mitigation
measures may be required.

Long term insignificant and
significant beneficial; no
mitigation measures would
be required. Long term
insignificant adverse; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

Long term insignificant and
significant beneficial; no
mitigation measures would
be required. Long term
insignificant adverse; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

Biological Resources

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term insignificant
beneficial; no mitigation
measures would be required.
Short term insignificant and
long-term significant adverse;
mitigation measures would
be required.

Short and long term
insignificant beneficial and
adverse, and long term
significant beneficial and
adverse; replacement
measures have been
completed

Short and long term
insignificant beneficial and
adverse, and long term
significant beneficial and
adverse; replacement
measures have been
completed

No insignificant or significant

Short-term insignificant

No insignificant or significant

No insignificant or significant

Air Quality impacts; no mitigation adverse impacts; mitigation impacts; no mitigation impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required. | measures would be required. | measures would be required. | measures would be required.
No insignificant or significant ig?r;?iggr:(t)g%\irrsme' Short term insignificant Short term insignificant

Aesthetics impacts; no mitigation g ' adverse; no mitigation adverse; no mitigation

measures would be required.

mitigation measures may be
required.

measures would be required.

measures would be required.

Prime or Unique Farmlands

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term insignificant
adverse; mitigation measures
may be required.

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation

measures would be required.

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

ES-5




TABLE ES-1. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Resource

No Action Alternative

Dredge John Redmond
Reservoir Alternative

Phased Pool Storage
Reallocation Alternative

Proposed Action:
Storage Reallocation

Socioeconomic Resources

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.
Short and long term
significant adverse; mitigation
measures would be required.

Short term significant
beneficial and short term
insignificant adverse; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

Short and long term
insignificant beneficial and
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.
Short and long term
significant beneficial and
adverse; mitigation measures
would be required and have
been completed

Short and long term
insignificant beneficial and
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.
Short and long term
significant beneficial and
adverse; mitigation measures
would be required and have
been completed.

Cultural Resources

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Long term insignificant
adverse; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Hazardous, Toxic, or
Radiological Wastes

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Short term insignificant
adverse; mitigation measures
may be required (depending
on the level of sediment
contamination).

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

No insignificant or significant
impacts; no mitigation
measures would be required.

Cumulative Impacts

No insignificant or significant
cumulative impacts; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

No insignificant or significant
cumulative impacts; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

No insignificant or significant
cumulative impacts; no
mitigation measures would
be required.

No insignificant or significant
cumulative impacts; no
mitigation measures would
be required.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Supplement to the Final Environmental Statement (SFES) addresses the Water Supply
Storage Reallocation Project for John Redmond Reservoir (JRR), Kansas, and the proposed
alternatives. The SFES has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District
(USACE) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended
(NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] 4332 (1994).

The USACE project manager operates the John Redmond Dam and Reservoir under the
direction of the Operations Division, Tulsa District. It is a multi-purpose dam project filled in
1964 and authorized for flood control, water supply, water quality, recreation, and fish and
wildlife habitat. In addition to site management by the USACE, leases have been signed with
other federal (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) and state (Kansas Department of
Wildlife and Parks [KDWP]) agencies to provide land management for the Flint Hills National
Wildlife Refuge (FHNWR) and the Otter Creek Wildlife Area (OCWA) (USACE 1976).

The John Redmond Dam is located on the Neosho River, about 3 miles north and 1 mile west
of Burlington, Kansas (figure 1-1). Other communities in the vicinity of the dam and reservoir
include New Strawn, Hartford, Neosho Rapids, Jacob’s Landing, and Ottumwa, Kansas.
Downriver effects on the Neosho River to the vicinity of (Grand Lake) Grand Lake O’ the
Cherokees are also examined in the SFES. The Neosho and Spring Rivers join near Miami,
Oklahoma, to form the Grand River, approximately 10 miles upriver of Grand Lake (GRDA
2001) (figure 1-1).

The state of Kansas and the federal government entered into a water supply agreement at JRR
to provide water for the Cottonwood and Neosho River Basins Water Assurance District
Number 3 (CNRB) and the Wolf Creek Generating Station (WCGS). The CNRB includes 12
cities and four industrial water users (Lewis, pers. comm., 2001). An estimated 34,900 ac-ft of
storage remaining after 50 years of sedimentation (calendar year [CY] 2014) forms the basis of
the 1975 agreement (USACE 1976). Water storage was to occur within the conservation pool at
the 1039.0-ft elevation; however, recent USACE studies have determined that sediment has
been deposited unevenly within JRR, both for the predicted amount and location of sediment
deposition. The sediment is accumulating in the conservation pool while the flood control pool
has experienced less than predicted sedimentation rates (see figure 1-2 for pool boundaries).

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose of the proposed federal action is to provide an equitable redistribution
(reallocation) of storage between the flood control and conservation pools; and for NEPA
compliance to determine the potential environmental impacts of the reallocation. The need for
the proposed federal action is because the USACE has been authorized by Congress to provide
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the redistribution due to the uneven sediment deposition. Most of the sediment deposition has
been below the top of the current conservation pool (elevation 1039.0 ft).

For the purpose of the SFES, the project area is referred to as the JRR project, including all
leased lands of FHNWR (18,545 acres) and OCWA (1,472 acres), and the Neosho River to
near Grand Lake, Oklahoma. The JRR project, including leased lands, covers approximately
29,800 acres of the reservoir and approximately 190 river miles of the Neosho River
downstream of John Redmond Dam (figure 1-1).

For purposes of the NEPA analysis, direct environmental impacts, both positive and negative,
are those that occur as a direct result of the action and in the same place and at the same time as
the action and would be primarily associated with alternatives to reallocate water storage and
the no action alternative. Indirect environmental impacts are those that occur indirectly as a
result of the action and may be at a different place or at a different point in time. Indirect
impacts would primarily occur as a result of the alternative to dredged sediment from the
reservoir. Cumulative impacts are impacts associated with other activities in the drainage basin.
Cumulative impacts would be evaluated for each alternative in conjunction with the impacts
associated with that alternative.

This document is a supplement to the May 1976 Final Environmental Statement; Operations
and Maintenance Program; John Redmond Dam and Reservoir, Grand (Neosho) River,
Kansas; Marion Lake, Cottonwood River, Kansas and Council Grove Lake, Grand
(Neosho)River, Kansas. The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require preparation of an
SFES if there is a substantial change in the proposed action, or if there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed
action and its impacts. The USACE has determined that this SFES is necessary in response to
the disproportionate sediment distribution. In light of this sediment distribution, the USACE
has had to consider new alternatives to the management and operation to ensure that available
water supply storage in the lake is adequate to meet the demands of water supply storage
agreements.

1.3 PUBLIC INFORMATION AND INVOLVEMENT

The NEPA process is designed to involve citizens in federal and local decision making. As
required by CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the USACE
provided for an early and open scoping process to determine issues to be addressed and those
considered significant to concerned citizens, organizations, and agencies. Public involvement
opportunities associated with the scoping process included the SFES notification process, the
notice of intent, and the opportunity to comment on the notice of intent, as well as interagency
and public scoping meetings.

1-2



Topeka
Lawfence
Council Grove Lake i
/—[ Kansas City
eosho River - Major Cities
/™~ Grand (Neosho) River
Jo ond Reservair [ JERS
|:| River Towns
Mari .
arion /™" Major Road Networks

Neosho Basin

Cottonwood Rive Lower Cottonwood. Kansas.

- Middle Neosho. Kansas, Oklahoma.

Neosho Headwaters. Kansas.
Wichita - Upper Cottonwood. Kansas.

- Upper Neosho. Kansas.
|:| State Outlines

U

s — N
| { J .
L~ ogho River w E
S

0 15 30 60
Grand Lake O' the Cherokees ey \iles

FIGURE 1-1. LOCATION MAP FOR JOHN REDMOND DAM, RESERVOIR, AND THE NEOSHO RIVER TO THE GRAND (LAKE O' THE CHEROKEES) RESERVOIR






Plum Creek Vs ~

Lebo Creek .
Troublesome Storage Pool Boundaries

Creek

Gravel Bars

Benedict Hick
Creek lekory
Creek

Top Flood Faol 1068.0

Fool 1039.0 Eley

1] R

Kennedy
Creek

Fool 1041.0 Elev

trawn w E

0 2 Miles

Burlington

FIGURE 1-2. JOHN REDMOND RESERVOIR SITE CONSERVATION AND FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE POOL BOUNDARIES






Additionally, publication of the draft SFES (DSFES) was announced in the Federal Register
on 28 June 2002, and the DSFES was circulated to individuals, agencies, and organizations on
the mailing list for their comments. Public notices of public meetings on the DSFES were also
issued, and public hearings were subsequently held to discuss the study with interested

parties. The public input, as well as feedback from resource and permitting agencies, was used
to evaluate the alternatives and environmental impacts prior to making final decisions.
Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 provide more information on the public coordination process.

1.3.1 Scoping Process

The purpose of scoping is to identify potential environmental issues and concerns regarding
the water storage reallocation project. The scoping process for the SFES included public
notification via the Federal Register, newspaper advertisements, direct mail, and two public
meetings. The USACE considered comments received during the scoping process in
determining the range of issues to be evaluated in the SFES.

In conformance with the requirements of NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7), a notice of intent to prepare
the SFES for the JRR Reallocation Study, Kansas, was published in the Federal Register on

7 April 2000 (appendix A). Alternatives to be evaluated were identified in the notice of intent
as the no action and two alternatives to raise the lake’s conservation pool water level by 2 ft to
accommodate for sediment buildup. Significant issues to be addressed in the SFES were
identified as potential impacts to:

Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge

recreation and recreational facilities

structures of the dam

fish and wildlife resources within, above, and below the reservoir
downstream flows on the Neosho River

other impacts identified by the public, agencies, and USACE studies

The scoping period ended on 1 June 2000.

Two public scoping meetings were held in conjunction with the notice of intent. The first
meeting was held on 29 March 2001, in Burlington, Kansas, and the second meeting was held
on 5 April 2001, in Chetopa, Kansas. In addition to these public scoping meetings, another
meeting was held with the Neosho Basin Advisory Committee on 16 March 2000.

The purpose of these meetings was to inform the public of the upcoming water supply
reallocation study and to allow citizens an opportunity to comment on the proposed 2-ft raise
in the conservation pool water level at JRR. An advertisement for the scoping meetings was
placed in the Coffey County Republican newspaper on 14 March 2001. Press releases were
sent to 47 newspapers and radio and television stations for publication or announcement
(appendix A). Copies of the presentation and handout materials are also included in appendix
A.
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Burlington, Kansas

Thirty individuals representing the public, county agencies, and state agencies attended the
scoping meeting held in Burlington, Kansas. Only two written comments were received at the
meeting, but attendees could also obtain comment forms to fill out later and return by mail.
The following is a synopsis of the concerns expressed by attendees of the Burlington, Kansas
meeting:

Remove the logjam at Jacob’s Creek.

Cut a channel around the logjam.

Logjam creates a higher pool in the upper reaches of the lake.

Removal of the logjam would permit water to enter the conservation pool.

Include seasonal pool management plan in the reallocation study.

Keep riffles at Hartford clean for madtom habitat.

Concern for flooding Neosho madtom habitat.

Operations Division should clean out logjam, as done in early years.

Logjam is causing increased flooding off USACE property upstream of JRR, around

flood pool lands, and upstream to Emporia, Kansas.

= Determine if the increased conservation pool limits Kansas Department of Wildlife
and Parks (KDWP) seasonal pool manipulation plans.

= Raising the conservation pool will adversely impact the KDWP OCWA management
area (1,600 acres) and make it flood more frequently.

= More damage to crops due to increased flooding because of conservation pool raise.

= Animals are being forced out of their habitat because of higher water levels (i.e.,
increasing crop damage and increasing car/deer accidents).

= Streambank caving caused from the way the USACE operates JRR, losing cushion of
extra flood control storage.

= Should build detention ponds above JRR to trap sediment as was promised before JRR
was built.

= Build Cedar Point Lake like the USACE was supposed to.

= Increase in conservation pool will increase the duration and frequency of flooding on
easement lands.

= K-130 bridge increases backwater effects.

= High pools isolate non-easement lands preventing farmers from harvesting crops.

The USACE has also received a petition (2001, specific date unknown) signed by 101
individuals from Jacobs Creek, Burlington, Emporia, Hartford, and Neosho Rapids, Kansas.
The petition requests the removal of a logjam 0.9 mile east of the Jacobs Creek (Strawn) boat
ramp. The petitioners state that the logjam is causing road and property flooding (appendix
A).

Chetopa, Kansas
Thirty individuals representing farmers, pecan growers, the city of Chetopa, and a

representative from Congressman Coburn’s office attended the meeting in Chetopa, Kansas.
Most attendees were in opposition to any action that would result in a reduction of flood
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control storage, no matter how slight. No written comments were received at the meeting, but
attendees could obtain comment forms to fill out later and return by mail. The following is a
synopsis of the concerns expressed by attendees of the Chetopa, Kansas meeting:

= There has been an increase in streambank caving on the Neosho River caused by the
way the USACE operates JRR for flood control.

= The flood pool is already insufficient.

= Aloss of flood control in JRR will increase the duration and frequency, flooding lands
downstream on the Neosho River.

= The only real solution to sedimentation in the lake is dredging the reservoir.

= JRR’s only purpose is flood control — all other uses are subservient to flood control
or are extraneous.

= The only reason the USACE wants to raise the water level is for the duck hunter.

The USACE received 17 comment forms, letters, and electronic mail during the scoping
period in response to the notice of intent and/or public meetings. The content of the
comments, similar to the concerns expressed at the public meetings, are summarized below
and are presented in table 1-1:

Three generally for the 2-ft raise in water level.

Nine opposed due to loss of flood control storage.

Three stated that the lake should be dredged.

One stated that a raise in the water level would make the dam unsafe.

Two noted that wildlife management and habitat improvement should be a key part of

the project.

= Two noted that habitat would be negatively impacted.

= Two noted that the project would improve recreational opportunities.

= One was opposed to the project because it was being done strictly to benefit
recreation.

= Three stated that the logjam needs to be removed.

1.3.2 Public Comment Period on DSFES

Publication of the DSFES was announced in the Federal Register on 28 June 2002 (as
published in the Federal Register, the DSFES was referred to as the DSEIS), and the DSFES
was circulated for agency and public review comments from 11 July 2002 to 11 September
2002. Chapter 7.0 contains the list of agencies, organizations, and persons who received
copies of the DSFES. The DSFES was also made available through the cities of Burlington,
Chanute, Chetopa, and Emporia, Kansas.

Public meetings were held to allow individuals the opportunity to ask questions and submit
comments on the DSFES. Two meetings were held on 29 and 30 July 2002, at the Coffee
County Courthouse in Burlington, Kansas, and at the Chetopa Public School in Chetopa,
Kansas, respectively. Notices for the meetings were published in the Coffey County
Republican (23 and 26 July 2002), The Emporia Gazette (25 and 27 July 2002), The lola
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TABLE 1-1. WRITTEN SCOPING COMMENTS

Letter

Agency/Organization/

Where Discussed in the SFES —

. Comment .
No. Individuals Section Page
3.3 3-31t0 3-16
Raising the conservation pool would lead to more frequent flooding of 3.8.3 4-51t0 4-8
) ) longer duration, which would lower property values. 3.84 3-65 to 3-68
Kevin Wellnitz 4.3 3-68. 69
1 . - )
Neosho Rapids, KS - - -
Maintenance below the bridge north of Hartford on K-130 is poor. Trees 384 3-68. 69
are growing under the bridge obstructing water flow causing water on 4.8.6 4_2’5
the west side of K-130. o
Robert Withrow Opposed to raising the conservation pool that would result in loss of 33 3-3103-16
2 3.8.3 3-65 to 3-68
Chetopa, KS flood storage. 384 3.68. 69
Jane Bicker Opposed to raising the conservation pool that would result in loss of 33 3-3103-16
3 3.8.3 3-65 to 3-68
Chetopa, KS flood storage. 384 3-68. 69
Jeff Jackson Opposed to raising the conservation pool that would result in loss of 33 3-3103-16
4 3.8.3 3-65 to 3-68
Columbus, KS flood storage. 384 368 69
Linda Jackson Opposed to raising the conservation pool that would result in loss of 33 3-3103-16
5 3.8.3 3-65 to 3-68
Chetopa, KS flood storage. 384 3-68. 69
3.3 3-31t0 3-16
6 Irene & David Elmore Opposed to raising the conservation pool that would result in loss of 3.8.2 3-60 to 3-65
Chetopa, KS flood storage. 3.8.3 3-65 to 3-68
3.84 3-68, 69
It would be cheaper to dredge the lake than the cost of resulting flood
48.1 4-18
7 Delbert Johnson damage.
Oswego, KS . -
g A higher water level would make the dam unsafe. 14.3 1-10, 11
Release the water from John Redmond when it begins to rain to prevent 3.3.2 3-6to 3-9
8 Henry Bell additional flooding after a flood. 3.3.3 3-10to 3-16
Chetopa, KS . . . - -
P Opposed to raising the pool for hunting and boating. ggg gg; :g ggg
The flood pool is already insufficient. The Corps has had to make 332 3-6 t0 3-9
releases in excess of channel capacity. Reducing flood storage capacity 3'3'3 3-10 o0 3-16
would further exasperate the situation, resulting in a negative impact 3-8.2 3-61 t0 3-65
9 Jack Dalrymple downstream. o
Miami, OK 23 22
Compensating for sedimentation in the conservation pool sets a 3'3 33 tc; 3-16
dangerous precedent. The only solution is dredging. 4-8 1 4-18
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TABLE 1-1. WRITTEN SCOPING COMMENTS

Letter

Agency/Organization/

Where Discussed in the SFES —

. Comment .
No. Individuals Section Page
2.3 2-2
W. P. Zimmerman Any raise in the lake level will decrease flood control. Dredge the 33 3-3103-16
10 Welch, OK sediment 383 3-65 10 3-68
' ’ 3.84 3-68, 69
48.1 4-18
11 W K. N_|elsen Encourage raising the level of the conservation pool. Comment Noted.
Emporia, KS
12 No name Neosho madtom habitat will be flooded. 3.45 3-43, 44
Deborah Wistrom . . - . 3.3.2 3-10, 20, 21
Hartford, KS Raising the lake level will not stop the existing logjam problem. 336 3.05
Leonard Jirak Include pool management for fish and wildlife. Riffles below Hartford 333 3-10, 20, 21
N ; 3.3.6 3-25, 26
Hartford, KS need to be periodically flushed to ensure good habitat for madtom.
13 3.4.4 3-39, 40
25 2-3
Bob Culbertson ) . . 3.3.2 3-9
Manage pool levels with drawdowns for wildlife on a regular basis. 3.4.4 3-38 t0 3-40
New Strawn, KS
3.45 3-43, 44
5.1 5-2
14 Larry Bess Fishing has deteriorated over the past several years due to reduction of 3.33 3-16 to 3-21
Emporia, KS riffle areas and silting. Raising the lake level will result in more silt. 4.8.3 4-21, 22
The logjam is causing the banks to erode and drop more trees, making ggg 31%22 21
15 Ron Casey the logjam bigger. 344 3-39, 40
Hartford, KS 3.8.2 3-63 to 3-65
The current lake level is not deep enough to boat on. 383 3-67, 68
The lake level should be raised 2 to 3 ft. Comment Noted
16 Terry Emmons
Hartford, KS Clear the logjam to allow easier movement of the fish, and for boating ggg 3-§?é5202:621
access. 344 3-39, 40
Ben Cuadra - . . 3.8.2 3-63 to 3-65
17 Waverly, KS Supports the raising of the pool to increase boating access. 383 3-67, 68
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Register (25 and 27 July 2002), Farm Talk (24 July 2002), the Chanute Tribune (25 and

27 July 2002), the Chetopa Advance (24 July 2002), and the Oswego Independent-Observer
(24 July 2002). Appendix H of this Final SFES (FSFES) presents the public notice for the
meetings that was published in local newspapers, and any associated correspondence on the
availability of the DSFES, including the postcard accompanying the DSFES sent to the
mailing list.

The public meetings were conducted as open house and informal question and answer
sessions. Three information stations were staffed by knowledgeable representatives of the
USACE and the DSFES environmental consultant to assist the public in obtaining details of
the proposed action, alternatives evaluated, and potential environmental effects. The DSFES
Executive Summary, a Geographic Information System (GIS) presentation, and large-format
maps were available to all individuals who attended the meetings. Comment forms and
question forms were also available for individuals who wanted to submit written comments.

Burlington, Kansas

All attendees were requested to sign in upon arriving at the meeting. Based on the registration
log, 42 individuals representing landowners, the Lyon County Commissioners, Coffee
County, the Coffey County Fire Department, Coffey County Emergency Preparedness, the
Neosho Basin Advisory Committee, the city of Chanute, the Kansas Water Office (KWO), the
KDWP, the USFWS, and the USACE, as well as the mayor of the city of Burlington, were
present at the meeting in Burlington, Kansas.

Most attendees asked general questions regarding the NEPA process and the proposed action.
Three written comments were received during the meeting, two of which were in support of
the proposed action to raise the conservation pool. The last comment was in regard to bank
stabilization along the Neosho River and the effect that raising the conservation pool at JRR
would have on such efforts. Two individuals requested that they receive hard copies of the
DSFES for their review during the public comment period. These individuals were added to
the mailing list for the project.

Chetopa, Kansas

All attendees were requested to sign the registration log upon arriving at the meeting. Based
on the log, 15 individuals representing landowners, the city of Chetopa, National Farms
Feedlots, and the USACE were present at the meeting in Chetopa, Kansas. Most attendees
asked general questions regarding the NEPA process and the proposed action. Two written
comments were received during the meeting, both of which expressed opposition to the
proposed action. Two individuals requested that they receive hard copies of the DSFES for
their review during the public comment period. These individuals were added to the mailing
list for the project.
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1.3.3 Agency and Public Comments on the DSFES

This section summarizes the comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, as
well as citizens, during the formal comment period on the DSFES. Copies of agency letters,
as well as substantive written comments received from the public, are included in appendix H.
Comments considered substantive are those that go beyond casting a vote in support of or in
opposition to an action; comments pertaining to information presented in the DSFES; or
questions regarding information in the DSFES or the project in general. Letters or forms not
containing substantive comment, polls, and petitions are not reproduced in this document.
They are on file and available for public inspection at USACE offices in Tulsa, Oklahoma.

Table 1-2 summarizes all written agency and public comments received, as well as responses
from the USACE. It is organized into four sections: Federal Agency Comments and
Responses; State Agency Comments and Responses; Local Agency Comments and
Responses; and Citizens’ Comments and Responses. Each section is organized alphabetically
by agency / individual name, and are numbered for easy reference. Copies of the written
agency and citizen correspondence is provided in appendix H, and are marked in the margin
with the corresponding comment number. To distinguish between agency and public
comments, agency comment numbers are prefaced with an “A” and public comment numbers
are prefaced with a “P.”

The USACE response immediately follows each comment summary in table 1-2. Some
responses refer the reader to those sections of the SFES where additional information is
presented on an issue, while some refer the reader to other comment responses.

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1.4.1 Climate and Topography

The JRR project area is influenced by a continental climate with average annual precipitation
of approximately 35 in in the vicinity of Emporia, Kansas; 40 inches at Chanute, Kansas; and
43 in at Miami, Oklahoma (USACE 1996, NRCS 1982, NOAA 2001). Precipitation is
heaviest from late spring through early summer, with about 75% falling during the growing
season. Temperatures range from below zero (-30 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) was recorded
historically at Chetopa, Kansas) to above 100°F (117°F was recorded historically at
Columbus, Kansas) and the winds are predominantly from the south, averaging approximately
12 miles per hour (mph) (FHNWR 2000, NRCS 1990 and 1985). Evaporation rates ranged
from approximately 73 in during normal years to approximately 111 in during drought years
in the vicinity of Emporia, Kansas (USACE 1996).
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’ Section Page
FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region VII

The EPA has rated this DEIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns — TMDLs set by the State of Kansas for John

Insufficient Information). A copy of EPA’s rating definitions is provided | Redmond Reservoir were reviewed with respect to

as an enclosure. EPA has assigned this rating on the basis that the potential impacts associated with alternatives.

DEIS does not provide evidence of analysis with respect to the State TMDLs exist for both siltation and eutrophication.

of Kansas’ plans to address water quality impairments at JRR While the dredging alternative could result in further

(siltation and eutrophication) via their Total Maximum Daily Load water quality impairment, the proposed alternative

(TMDL) program. (reallocation and pool level increase) has the
potential to improve impaired conditions through

Al General dilution and increased water depths (decreasing

sediment resuspension). Mr. Tom Stiles of the
Kansas Department of Health and Environment
(KDHE) was contacted concerning this analysis and
concurred with these conclusions. Mr. Stiles stated
that the KDHE supports the proposed alternative
and sees no adverse impacts on TMDL issues. A
short discussion of this issue has been added to the
text in Section 4.3.

Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental The Tulsa District concurs with the comment, and a

Impacts and Mitigation Measures — In the absence of quality data discussion has been added to the text related to the

concerning the chemical composition of lake sediments, EPA cannot dredging alternative in Section 4.3. Table ES-1 has

agree with the characterization that a dredging alternative would also been updated to indicate that the intensity of

result in insignificant consequences to assessed resources. A impacts is dependent on the level of contamination

dredging alternative could resuspend contaminants which include in lake sediments. However, it is important to note

“PCB, atrazine, heavy metals including lead, mercury and arsenic in that dredging is not part of the preferred alternative.

biota samples, and lead in sediment samples” DEIS, page 3-17, last

A2 Table ES-1 ES-5 paragraph. At certain concentrations, these contaminants could not

only present a threat to aquatic biota within JRR, but once re-

introduced into the water column, these contaminants could also be

passed through the spill way to present a health concern, or

economic burden (monitoring and removal costs) to water consumers

in the lower reaches of Neosho basin. The Corps statement at 4.3

(Dredge Alternative), “The significance of these effects would be

dependent upon the contamination level of sediments,” corroborates

EPA'’s concern over this alternative absent any further investigation.
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P.3 and 4.11 Cumulative Impacts — The DEIS states that the design | The Tulsa District believes that due to the
life of the JRR project is CY 2014 and that Kansas has entered unpredictable nature of flood events and sediment
ES-1 ES-1 agreement for water supply of 34,900 ac-ft of annual storage. Given deposition in the watershed, the year 2014 is a
1.1 1-1 that a cumulative impacts analysis should cover, past, present and reasonable prediction interval for future storage
A3 reasonably expected future actions that have a bearing on this availability in the cumulative effects analysis.
2.1 2-1 project, EPA believes that the Corps should evaluate the cumulative
411 4-30 impact of siltation/sedimentation against the reasonably expected
future demand for water supply storage, and Corps plans for meeting
these demands beyond the project design life.
P.32, Sec. 2.3 Last Paragraph — EPA agrees that sediments would Most sedimentation in reservoirs occurs sporadically
“be re-deposited over time,” however, the rate at which new during times of flooding conditions. The impact of
sediments would be introduced into JRR is dependent upon the land use will have an overall effect depending on
efficacy of soil conservation practices and sediment control best topography and the percentage of the runoff basin
management practices that have been implemented within the devoted to agriculture or other soil disturbances.
watershed. Over the past nearly 40 years, no clear
sedimentation trend is apparent, other than the
heaviest sediment deposition occurs during
Ad 2.3 2-2 significant flood events. Except around the lake
3.33 3-20 itself, the USACE has little impact on this process
but fully supports soil conservation efforts in the
water shed.
The text has been updated in Section 3.3.3
(“Surface Water"), page 3-20, first full paragraph to
indicate that future sediment deposition is influenced
by such practices.
4.3 Hydrology and Water Resources — Impacts to water quality This evaluation has been conducted and
A5 43 45 from any of the presented alternatives should be evaluated in concert | coordinated with the KDHE; please see the
’ with the KDHE TMDL for JRR. EPA recommends that the Corps response to comment number Al
assess compatibility of alternatives with proposed TMDLs for JRR.
A6 General The EPA appreciates the quality and clarity of the DEIS. Comment noted.
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United States Department of the Interior — Fish and Wildlife Service
The Tulsa District of the Corps of Engineers has been actively Comment noted.
working with the USFWS in analyzing the impacts of the proposed
action on fish and wildlife resources. However, additional analysis is
necessary. The USFWS is pleased that the district has agreed to
A7 5.4 5-5 replace the Jacob’s Creek boat ramp and will replace the Goose
Bend #4 and Strawn dikes and outlet works that will be partially
inundated by project implementation. The USFWS will continue to
work with the Corps on implementation of those project mitigation
features.
The proposed action provides for a permanent 2-ft increase in the Comment noted, and the text in Section 4.4
conservation pool at John Redmond Reservoir in Kansas. The (“Biological Resources Environmental Impacts”),
USFWS maintains the Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge, a 18,545- Phased Pool Storage Reallocation, has been
acre overlay refuge on the reservoir and the Kansas Department of updated to reflect this loss, as well as direct readers
Wildlife and Parks manages the 1,472 acres Otter Creek Wildlife to the mitigation section to show how this loss would
A8 General Management Area on project lands. The proposed pool raise will be compensated (see response to comment number
inundate approximately 500 acres of land managed specifically for A9).
wildlife within these two areas. Fish and wildlife refuge and state
game area land inundated by the pool raise is an irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources, and should be so identified in
the FEIS.
The USFWS cannot agree that project implementation will not affect The Tulsa District and USFWS have agreed upon
the bald eagle due to a lack of provision for riparian woodland mitigation to include 243 acres of wetlands/moist soil
replacement within the draft document. The USFWS, however, and 166 acres of riparian woodland that would be
4.4 4-11 anticipates favorable acceptance and implementation of replaced on the Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge at
A9 5.4 5-6 riparian/woodland mitigation recommendation. The Corps acceptance | suitable areas to be jointly determined by the
Appendix F App. F of the USFWS recommendation should be incorporated into the EIS. USFWS, Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks,
and the USACE. Section 5.4 (“Biological Resources
Mitigation”) has been updated to include this
mitigation. This work has been completed.
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The USFWS's final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act report is As indicated in the response to comment number
included in appendix F and includes specific comments and A9, the USFWS and USACE have agreed upon
recommendations of the Department relevant to this project. The draft | mitigation that would offset the loss to
EIS discusses mitigation of fish and wildlife habitat losses and the riparian/woodland habitat. An additional bullet has
A10 5.4 5-6 USACE analysis, also included in appendix F, concurred with the been added to Section 5.4 (“Biological Resources
Appendix F App. majority of the USFWS’s recommendations. The draft statement did Mitigation”), page 5-6 to indicate how the USACE
recognize, but did not address, a recommendation to acquire will address the recommendation. Replacement of
additional land for fish and wildlife management. The USFWS did not | all affected facilities and habitat on the FHNWR
specify the number of acres to be acquired and presented several has been funded by the KWO and implemented
options for bringing lands into federal and/or state management by the USFWS. In-kind replacement of all
authority. The number of acres to be acquired was dependent upon facilities and habitat is complete.
the option or mix of options that may be utilized. Wetland losses are
to be mitigated (Corps response to Recommendation 2) and will not
require any acquisition; therefore, the only resource loss not
addressed is the loss of riparian/woodland habitat. Approximately 195
acres of riparian and woodland habitat bordering the Neosho River
within the Flint Hills National Wildlife Refuge or adjacent to the
present conservation pool within the NWR and Otter Creek Wildlife
Area will be inundated. Riparian/woodland habitat is considered
resource category 2. Any loss of habitat value must be replaced in
kind.
Detailed measures to mitigate woodland losses should be addressed Comment noted, please see response to comment
A1l 5.4 5.6 in the final EIS. The selection of the mitigation option and the numbers A9 and A10.
' implementation of the option should be closely coordinated with the
USFWS and the Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks.
Section 6.0 Applicable Environmental Laws and Regulations Comment incorporated.
1.0 1-15 Page 6.1: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (16
A12 USC 661 et seq.) should be added to the list of applicable laws and
6.0 6-1 regulations. The Act is the principal authority for incorporating fish
and wildlife conservation measures in water development projects.
The district and their consultant should be commended for preparing Comment noted.
A13 General a well organized and comprehensive EIS. If it had not been for the
lack of specific mitigation for riparian/woodland losses, the document
would have been exemplary.
Al4 5.4 TBD The Final Statement should incorporate specific mitigation measures Comment noted, please see response to comment
' for riparian/woodland loss. numbers A9 and A10.
As this department has a continuing interest in this project, we are Comment noted.
Al15 General willing to cooperate and coordinate with you on a technical assistance
basis in further project evaluation and assessment.
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STATE AGENCY COMMENTS
Kansas State Historical Society
The Kansas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has received A copy of the report was provided to the Kansas
and reviewed the above referenced EIS. We cannot comment on the SHPO. Based on subsequent consultation, the
findings concerning cultural resources since we have not reviewed Kansas SHPO has provided documentation
the Rust 2005 report. Our office requests that we be provided a copy indicating that a determination of no historic
Al6 3.9.2 3-75 of this report detailing the National Register eligibility evaluations of properties affected is warranted for the undertaking.
several archeological sites on the John Redmond Reservoir property. | The last paragraph in Section 5.9 (“Cultural
Resources Mitigation”) has been updated to indicate
these circumstances, and the appropriate
documentation has been included in appendix G.
Kansas Water Office
The Kansas Water Office is supportive of the USACE's efforts to Comment noted. The water supply agreement calls
reallocate storage from the flood control pool to the conservation pool | for the sediment to be redistributed and Exhibit B to
AlL7 General to account for uneven sediment distribution. This reallocation is be revised once the user has made the final
required as a condition of our contract with the federal government. payment for the storage and terms of Public Law 88-
140, Permanent Rights to Storage occur.
Water supply storage in John Redmond Reservoir is vital to the Comment noted.
AL8 3.35 3-22 citizens and industries of the Neosho basin in Kansas. | believe that
3.8.3 3-68 the report correctly reflects the demand that is placed upon this
storage and the limited alternatives that exist for its users.
| am concerned that the reallocation of storage may be used as a The reallocation of storage in John Redmond
reason for improvement or development of mitigation projects that are | R€Servoir is not being used as a reason for
not directly related to the reallocation of storage. improvement or development of mitigation projects
that are not directly related to the reallocation for
water supply storage. All mitigation IS directly
related to the reallocation of the water supply
storage. This action would not be occurring
L - . otherwise.
The need for the reallocation is brought about by an original sediment
Al9 5.0 5-1 distribution estimate between the conservation and flood pools that
does not match the actual situatiqn. Storage a_t\{ailable for water The Tulsa District does not agree that the need for
supply has been depleted by sediment deposmon_ to an extent that reallocation was due to an incorrect sediment load
the State’s water supply agreement has been infringed upon. estimate. However, large storm events have
occurred in the watershed that could not have been
predicted at the time the original sediment
distribution was made. The sediment load rate was
accurate but where it fell in the lake was different
from that predicted.
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As this incorrect estimation was made by personnel of the federal
government, it is not appropriate for citizens of the state of Kansas to | It is the Tulsa District's belief that government
pay for mitigation efforts that arise from that miscalculation. personnel correctly estimated the amount of
sediment going into the reservoir, but where the
sediment fell was different due to large storm events
that could not have been predicted at the time the
sediment deposition was estimated. Raising the top
of the conservation pool by 2 ft would not be
occurring if not at the request of the State of Kansas
for municipal and water supply purposes. The State
is receiving benefits from this action. Public Law 88-
140 allows permanent rights to storage but all costs
associated with the storage must be paid before
obtaining those permanent rights.
LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS
Coffey County Fire District
This letter is being sent to you regarding the concrete boat ramp in Comment noted, however, as stated in Section 4.8.3
Ottumwa, Kansas, in Coffey County at the John Redmond Reservoir (Recreation Environmental Impacts), phased pool
3.8.2 3.6.3 storage reallocation alternative and proposed action:
A20 . ) . Storage Reallocation, only one boat ramp, the
4.8.2 4-19 Please be advised the Coffey Counpy F_|re D!StI’ICt #1 WOt_JId _ Strawn ramp, in the Flint Hills National Wildlife
encourage any and all efforts to maintain a fire suppression water fill Refuge would be inundated. Therefore, the water fill
point in that area. point in Ottumwa would be maintained.
Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation
WCNOC supports the U.S. Corps of Engineers’ preferred option to Comment noted.
increase the conservation pool at John Redmond Reservoir two ftin a
A21 General . . . .
single pool rise. This should help ensure sufficient water storage so
that the State of Kansas can fulfill water supply contract obligations.
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In Section 2.1, reference to the operators of Wolf Creek Generating Comment noted and text has been updated.
Station (WCGS) is incorrect. WCGS is operated by WCNOC, both of
which are owned by Kansas Gas and Electric Company (KEG, now a
21 2.1 subsidiary of Westar [Westar] Energy, Inc.), Kansas City Power &
A22 Light Company (KCPL, now a subsidiary of Great Plains Energy,
383 3-69 Incorporated) and Kansas Electric Power Cooperative Inc. KGE and
KCPL have contracted with the state of Kansas for water supply in
John Redmond Reservoir to use for WCGS electricity production
purposes.
WCNOC agrees that the benefits provided by water level Past water manipulation plans that have occurred
manipulation of John Redmond Reservoir are important for fish, from time to time have no relationship to this
wildlife and water quality. Development of a modified water level proposed reallocation. Any seasonal manipulation
management plan with the proposed raise in conservation pool plan proposed by local or state interest for the future
elevation should be considered. However, water level manipulations will be evaluated on its own merits using the
A23 3.3.2 3-9 that unreasonably hamper the ability of the State of Kansas to fulfill procedure required by the Southwestern Division of
its obligations for contracted water supply should be avoided. the USACE. Any additional encroachment into the
flood control pool would affect pool elevation and
frequency as well as downstream flow frequency
and would require detailed analysis similar to that
made for the proposed reallocation.
CITIZEN COMMENTS
Jack Freund
I am concerned about the change of the elevation of John Redmond | The USACE generally purchased all the land at
Reservoir. | have approx 101 acres of easement land, about 94A. John Redmond up to elevation 1069' in fee. Flowage
cropland & 7 acres grass. When the Corps purchased the land the easements were purchased beyond that elevation
elevation was to be 1033, now they are wanting to raise the level to up to 1073". Current government ownership is more
1041. The Corps of Engineers paid about $100 per acre for the than adequate to accommodate a proposed 2-ftrise
easement. That amount was gone after the 1st flood. We pay taxes in the conservation pool elevation from 1039" to
3.7 3-59 on the land the same rate as anyone else on higher land. With lots of 1041".
3.8 3-60 trash to pick up. I think we should have an adjustment. Either buy
P1 484 4.2 more land or pay more damages on easement land. The Tulsa District does not have specific information
o on the tract owned by Mr. Freund. However, the U.S.
4.8.5 4-23 Government paid just compens