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1.0    INTRODUCTION 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 established a nationwide policy to 
include a detailed statement of the environmental impact of the proposed action in every 
recommendation or report on proposals for major Federal actions significantly affecting the 
environment.  Such detailed statements are referred to as environmental impact statements 
(EIS).   For the Regulating Works Project, the EIS was completed in April, 1976.  However, 
due to significant new circumstances and information relating to the potential impacts of the 
Regulating Works Project on the resources, ecosystem, and the human environment, the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), St. Louis District (District) has begun the preparation of a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).  
 
A notice of intent (NOI) to prepare a draft SEIS for the Regulating Works Project was 
published in the Federal Register (volume 78, number 245) on December 20, 2013.   
 
The intent of the NOI was to announce the Corps’ intention to prepare a draft SEIS that 
addresses the Regulating Works Project.  
 
NEPA also provides for an early and open public process for determining the scope of issues, 
resources, impacts, and alternatives to be addressed in an SEIS.  This process is referred to as 
scoping.  This scoping report documents scoping comments from interested parties and 
describes where in the SEIS individual comments should be addressed. It also outlines the 
project background and scoping process to date, and summarizes the key issues identified by 
members of the public during the initial scoping period.  Section 5.0 of this report contains a 
detailed analysis of the comments received.   The top five themes identified by members of the 
public include: 
 

• The belief that river training structures increase flood heights 
• The Corps should expand the scope of the SEIS beyond the Middle Mississippi River 
• The Corps should initiate a study by the National Academy of Sciences to evaluate the 

impacts of river training structures on flood risks. 
• The Corps should stop building river training structures until the analyses of impacts 

are complete 
• The Corps should evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
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2.0    STUDY AUTHORITY 
 
The Congress of the United States, through the enactment of a series of Rivers and Harbors 
Acts beginning in 1824, authorized the Secretary of the Army, by and through the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers St. Louis District (District), to provide a safe and dependable navigation 
channel, currently 9 feet deep and not less than 300 feet wide, with additional width in the 
bends as required, on the Middle Mississippi River (MMR).1  The MMR is defined as that 
portion of the Mississippi River that lies between its confluence with the Ohio and the Missouri 
rivers (hereinafter referred to as the Project; Figure 1).  This ongoing Project is also commonly 
referred to as the Regulating Works Project.  The Regulating Works Project utilizes bank 
stabilization and sediment management to maintain bank stability and ensure adequate 
navigation depth and width. Bank stabilization is achieved by revetments, while sediment 
management is achieved by river training structures, i.e. dikes.  Other activities performed to 
obtain the navigation channel are rock removal and construction dredging. The Project is 
maintained through dredging and any needed maintenance to already constructed features. The 
long-term goal of the Project, as authorized by Congress, is to provide a sustainable and safe 
navigation channel and reduce federal expenditures by alleviating the amount of annual 
maintenance dredging and the occurrence of vessel accidents through the construction of 
regulating works.  

                                                 
1 Congress originally authorized the project of improving navigation of the Mississippi River from the mouth of 
the Missouri to New Orleans in the Rivers and Harbors Act dated May 24, 1824, by the removal of trees that were 
endangering the safety of navigating the river.  In the Rivers and Harbors Act dated June 10, 1872, Section 2, 
Congress mandated that an examination and/or survey be completed of the Mississippi River between the mouth 
of the Missouri River and the mouth of the Ohio River, providing the first Congressional action to define this 
portion of the Mississippi River as distinct from the rest of the Mississippi River.  Congress authorized the 
specific improvement of the Mississippi River between the mouth of the Missouri River and the mouth of the 
Ohio River in the Rivers and Harbors Act dated March 3, 1873.  Between 1874-1892, Congress expanded this 
section of the Mississippi River to include that portion between the mouth of the Missouri and the mouth of the 
Illinois, but in the Rivers and Harbors Act dated July 13, 1892, Congress removed this additional section of the 
river and once again referred to it as the Mississippi River between the mouth of the Ohio River and the mouth of 
the Missouri River.  In the Rivers and Harbors Act dated June 25, 1910, Congress provided exactly how this 
Project was to be carried out by authorizing the construction, completion, repair, and preservation of “[i]mproving 
[the] Mississippi River from the mouth of the Ohio River to and including the mouth of the Missouri River:  
Continuing improvement in accordance with the plan adopted in [1881], which has for its object to eventually 
obtain by regularization works and by dredging a minimum depth.”  The 1881 plan called for the removal of rock 
hindering navigation, the contraction of the river to compel the river to scour its bed (now known as regulating 
works), and to be aided by dredging, if necessary.  The 1881 plan also provided for bank protection improvements 
(now known as revetment) wherever the river is causing any serious caving of its banks. (Letter from the 
Secretary of War, dated November 25, 1881, 47th Congress, 1st Session, Ex. Doc. No. 10).  The Project’s current 
dimensions of the navigation channel were established in the Rivers and Harbors Acts dated January 21, 1927 and 
July 3, 1930.  The Rivers and Harbors Act dated January 21, 1927 modified the Project pursuant to the Chief of 
Engineers recommendations, which further detailed the purpose of the Project to construct the channel through 
regulating works and augment this by dredging, stating that dredging should be reduced to a minimum.  The 
Project was also later modified to provide for the Chain of Rocks Canal and Lock 27 in the Rivers and Harbors 
Acts dated March 2, 1945 to address the rock formation hindering navigation in this area, and the rock filled low 
water dam at the Chain of Rocks was authorized in the Rivers and Harbors Act dated July 3, 1958 to assure 
adequate depth over the lower gate sills at Locks and Dam 26. 
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3.0    PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The Corps proposes to continue to provide a safe and dependable 9-foot-deep and minimum of 
300-foot-wide navigation channel on the Middle Mississippi River by means of one of the 
alternatives currently recommended for consideration.  Economic and environmental impact 
analyses will be utilized to determine which alternative is the best course of action.   
 
Alternatives recommended for consideration currently include: 
 

• Continue with the Regulating Works Project. This would entail continuing to build rock 
dikes, weirs, and revetment at the current pace and continuing to dredge as necessary to 
maintain the navigation channel. This alternative would lead to the minimum amount of 
continued maintenance dredging.  

 
• Do not build any new dikes, weirs, or revetment going forward but maintain the 

existing structures to perform their intended functions. Maintenance dredging would 
continue into the future at roughly the current level. 

 
To the extent possible under existing authorities, environmental laws, regulations, and policies, 
the District considers the environmental consequences of its activities as it constructs and 
operates the Project and acts accordingly.  An important component of each activity is the use 
of scientific, economic, and social knowledge to understand the environmental context and 
effects of District actions in a collaborative manner, employing an open, transparent process 
that respects the views of Federal and State stakeholders, individuals, and groups interested in 
District activities. 
 
 
4.0    SCOPING PROCESS 
 
NEPA affords all persons, organizations and government agencies the right to review and 
comment on proposed major Federal actions that are evaluated by a NEPA document.  This is 
known as the “scoping process.”  The scoping process is the initial step in the preparation of 
the SEIS and will help identify (1) the range of actions (project, procedural changes) (2) 
alternatives (both those to be rigorously explored and evaluated and those that may be 
eliminated), and (3) the range of environmental resources considered in the evaluation of 
environmental impacts.   
 
A special public notice (Public Notice No. 2013-744) requesting comments regarding the scope 
of the SEIS was sent to Federal, state, and local agencies; and interested groups and individuals 
on December 20, 2013. The media advisory announcing the scoping meetings was provided to 
more than 35 media outlets January 8, 2014, including regional print and broadcast outlets and 
wire services.  Announcements for the public scoping meetings appeared on the Corps web and 
social media pages, and in the following publications the week prior to the events: 
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• The Alton Telegraph 
• The Southern Illinoisan 
• The Southeast Missourian 

 
The public scoping meetings were held on:   
 

• Tuesday, January 14, 2014 
National Great Rivers Museum, Classroom 
#2 Locks and Dam Way 
Alton, IL  62002 
 

• Wednesday, January 15, 2014 
Chester City Hall 
1330 Swanwick St. 
Chester, IL 62233 
 

• Thursday, January 16, 2014 
Missouri Dept of Conservation 
Cape Girardeau Nature Center, Multipurpose Room 
2289 County Park Dr. 
Cape Girardeau, MO  63701 
 

The schedule for each scoping meeting was:   
 

• 5:00 – 7:00 p.m.  Open House 
 
The open house session provided attendees with an opportunity to visit a series of poster 
stations staffed by project team members and subject matter experts regarding the following 
topics:  the NEPA process, dredging on the MMR, river engineering on the MMR, as well as 
maps of the study area.  Comment cards were provided. 
 
Before leaving, attendees were reminded to pick up comment sheets, should they wish to 
submit additional comments at a later date.   
 
Partnering agencies were invited to participate in the Scoping Process via the River Resources 
Action Team (RRAT) Executive Board.  A meeting with the RRAT Executive Board was held 
on February 20, 2014.  Each agency decided in the meeting that they would provide comments 
on the SEIS via agency letters to the Corps.  Letters received are included in Appendix C. 
 
River Industry personnel were invited to participate in the Scoping Process via a conference 
call on April 23, 2014 with River Industry Executive Task Force (RIETF) and River Industry 
Action Committee (RIAC) personnel.  To date, no comments have been received from these 
organizations. 
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This Scoping Report presents and summarizes the scoping comments expressed at the public 
scoping meetings, a partnering agency / stakeholder scoping meetings, as well as all other 
scoping comments received. 
 
This Scoping Report indicates where in the draft SEIS individual comments should be 
addressed.  This Scoping Report will remain in draft form until the draft SEIS is submitted for 
public review, and will be published on the SEIS website at the following address: 
 
http://www.mvs.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/SEIS.aspx 
   
 
5.0   SCOPING COMMENTS 
 
Scoping comments document the public’s concerns, partnering agency concerns, and river 
industry concerns about the scope of the proposed course of action as well as identify 
significant resources and suggested alternatives.  Scoping comments shall be considered during 
the study process and in preparation of the draft SEIS.  A total of 17 participants signed in for 
the scoping meetings, with 5 at Alton, IL, 5 at Chester, IL, and 7 at Cape Girardeau, MO.   
 
A total of 79 comments were received during the comment period.  However, the total number 
of communications generating these comments was 17,731.  Table 1 below provides a 
breakdown of the comments received. 
 
Table 1.  Scoping Comments by Organization / Comment Method. 
 
Commenter No. of Communications No. of Comments 
National Wildlife Federation Action Alert 
System Emails 17,154 5* 
Izaak Walton League of America Congress 
Web System Emails 464 4* 
Traditional Mail 1 1 
Izaak Walton League of America  1 4 
National Wildlife Federation, American 
Rivers, Great Rivers Environmental Law 
Center, Missouri Coalition for the 
Environment, Prairie Rivers Network, River 
Alliance of Wisconsin 1 4 
USEPA Region 7 1 9 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 2 6 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 1 6 
Missouri Department of Conservation 1 22 
Public Meeting Comment Cards 5 17 

Total 17731 79 
*Template email.  Three percent or less of emails were modified. 

 

http://www.mvs.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/SEIS.aspx
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A scoping comment may contain several specific comments directed at multiple areas of 
concern.  Hence, a single comment could potentially be addressed in multiple sections of the 
draft SEIS. 
 
The comments were categorized according to their applicability to the SEIS.  SEIS categories 
include: Purpose and Need; Alternatives; Affected Environment; Environmental 
Consequences; and Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations. An 
individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter 
heading. 
 
Purpose and Need 
A majority of the comments received in this category indicated that the Corps should expand 
the scope of the SEIS to include the entire Upper Mississippi River - Illinois Waterway (UMR-
IWW) System instead of focusing on the Middle Mississippi River portion of that system and 
that a moratorium should be imposed on construction of new river training structures until the 
analyses of impacts are complete. 
 
Alternatives 
The most frequent comment in the Alternatives category suggested that the Corps should fully 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives. It was suggested that an alternative that protects and 
restores the Mississippi River should be selected. It was also suggested that the No Action 
Alternative should be defined. 
 
Affected Environment  
Comments related to the Affected Environment covered a broad range of topics. The most 
frequent dealt with the belief that river training structures increase flood heights, the need to 
expand the scope of the SEIS to the entire UMR-IWW, and the need to initiate a National 
Academy of Sciences study to evaluate the impacts of river training structures on flood risks. 
 
Environmental Consequences 
Comments related to Environmental Consequences covered a broad range of topics. As with 
the Affected Environment comments, the most frequent dealt with the belief that river training 
structures increase flood heights, the need to expand the scope of the SEIS to the entire UMR-
IWW, and the need to initiate a National Academy of Sciences study to evaluate the impacts of 
river training structures on flood risks. 
 
Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations 
Two comments were received that fell under this category. The comments indicated that the 
Corps should specify the manner by which it intends to permit individual projects under the 
Clean Water Act and that the SEIS should include external independent review. 
 
Table 2 displays the categorization of specific comments by SEIS subject matter.  The most 
numerous comments were expressed regarding the Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences followed by Purpose and Need, Alternatives, and Consultation, Coordination, 
and Compliance with Regulations.   
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Table 2.  Categorization of Scoping Comments by Draft SEIS Subject Matter.  P&N = 
Purpose and Need, ALT = Alternatives, AE = Affected Environment, EC = 
Environmental Consequences, and CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance 
with Regulations. 
 

Source of 
Scoping Comment P&N ALT AE EC CC Totals 

Scoping Meeting Comment 
Cards 9 3 7 7 1 27 

Scoping Comment Letters 
and Emails 23 6 41 38 1 109 

Totals  32 9 48 45 2 136 
 
NOTE: A single scoping comment may be categorized under multiple SEIS subject matter 
headings.  
 
 
Table 3 below summarizes each scoping comment and indicates by SEIS subject matter, where 
an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  
Purpose and Need for Action; Alternatives; Affected Environment; Environmental 
Consequences; and Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be 
categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

Reponses to Public Notice 2013-744 

1 

 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

  
X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 17,154 personal emails generated from National Wildlife Federation template  (bold number represents number of submissions), comments: 
(1) Extensive peer-reviewed science also shows that river training structures constructed by the Corps for the sole purpose of reducing 

navigation dredging costs have increased flood levels 10 to 15 feet in much of the Middle Mississippi. Despite this science, the Corps 
continues to build new river training structures at an alarming rate (17,139). 

(2) It's critical that the Corps comprehensively evaluate impacts of all its navigation activities on fish, wildlife, and public safety (17,142). 
(3) Expand the scope of the Regulating Works Project supplemental environmental impact statement to encompass all navigation 

improvements and operations (17,138). 
(4) Initiate a study by the National Academy of Sciences to evaluate the impacts of river training structures on flood risks (17,144). 
(5) Stop building new river training structures until the National Academy study and supplemental environmental impact statement are 

complete (17,144). 
(6) Concerns that River Training Structures pose a risk to eagle habitats. (Not in template email) (93) 

2 

 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 

  
X 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

 
X 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

 464 personal emails generated from Izaak Walton League template  (bold number represents number of submissions), comments: 
(1) Since 1986, at least 51 peer-reviewed scientific studies have linked river training structures to increased flood heights.  These studies show 

that river training structures constructed by the Corps to reduce navigation dredging costs have increased flood levels on the Mississippi by 
10 to 15 feet (and, in some places, even more) during large floods (462).   

(2) Expand the SEIS to evaluate the full suite of navigation operations and maintenance (O&M) activities for the Upper Mississippi River – 
Illinois Waterway (UMR-IWW) (461).   

(3) Initiate a National Academy of Sciences study on the effect of river training structures on flood heights to inform development of the SEIS 
(461).   

(4) Impose a moratorium on the construction of new river training structures pending completion of the SEIS (462).   

4 
 

X 
  

X 
 

X 
 Rose and Mike Schulte, comments: 

(1)  We are in favor of continuing the Regulating Works Project.  Properly designed, the installed dikes, weirs, and revetments would certainly 
trap much of the sediment in the river, resulting in much less need to dredge. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

5 

 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 Izaak Walton League of America, comments: 
(1) Expand the SEIS to evaluate the full suite of O&M activities for the Upper Mississippi River –Illinois Waterway navigation system.  

Actions must be examined in a single environmental impact statement because they are connected actions.  A SEIS is required due to: 
a. Dramatic decline in the ecological health of the system 
b. Significant new scientific Information 
c. Significant changes in precipitation and stream flow 
d. Significant changes in applicable law and policy 

(2) Initiate a National Academy of Sciences study on the effect of river training structures on flood heights to inform development of the SEIS. 
(3) Impose a moratorium on the construction of new river training structures pending completion of the National Academy of Sciences Study 

and the SEIS. 
(4) Fully evaluate the impacts of all reasonable alternatives and select an alternative that protects and restores the Mississippi River. 

a. Properly define project purpose 
b. Rigorously evaluate all reasonable alternatives and ultimately select an alternative that protects and restores the Mississippi 

River 
c. Fully analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative Impacts 
d. Types of impacts that must be examined 

i. Impacts on hydrology 
ii. Impacts on fish and wildlife 

iii. Impacts on endangered species 
iv. Impacts on key habitats 
v. Impacts on sedimentation 

vi. Impacts on water quality 
vii. Cumulative impacts of climate change 

viii. Impacts on restoration and flood damage reduction efforts 
ix. Impacts on ecosystem services provided by a healthy Mississippi River and floodplain 
x. Impacts on recreational fishing and tourism industries that rely on a healthy Mississippi River and floodplain 

xi. Impacts on navigation 
e. Actions that must be evaluated in the cumulative impacts analysis 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

6 

 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 National Wildlife Federation, American Rivers, Great Rivers Environmental Law Center, Missouri Coalition for the Environment,  Prairie 
Rivers Network, River Alliance of Wisconsin, comments: 
(1) Expand the SEIS to evaluate the full suite of O&M activities for the Upper Mississippi River –Illinois Waterway navigation system.  

Actions must be examined in a single environmental impact statement because they are connected actions.  A SEIS is required due to: 
a. Dramatic decline in the ecological health of the system 
b. Significant new scientific Information 
c. Significant changes in precipitation and stream flow 
d. Significant changes in applicable law and policy 

(2) Initiate a National Academy of Sciences study on the effect of river training structures on flood heights to inform development of the SEIS. 
(3) Impose a moratorium on the construction of new river training structures pending completion of the National Academy of Sciences Study 

and the SEIS. 
(4) Fully evaluate the impacts of all reasonable alternatives and select an alternative that protects and restores the Mississippi River. 

a. Properly define project purpose 
b. Rigorously evaluate all reasonable alternatives and ultimately select an alternative that protects and restores the Mississippi 

River 
c. Fully analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative Impacts 
d. Types of impacts that must be examined 

i. Impacts on hydrology 
ii. Impacts on fish and wildlife 

iii. Impacts on endangered species 
iv. Impacts on key habitats 
v. Impacts on sedimentation 

vi. Impacts on water quality 
vii. Cumulative impacts of climate change 

viii. Impacts on restoration and flood damage reduction efforts 
ix. Impacts on ecosystem services provided by a healthy Mississippi River and floodplain 
x. Impacts on recreational fishing and tourism industries that rely on a healthy Mississippi River and floodplain 

xi. Impacts on navigation 
e. Actions that must be evaluated in the cumulative impacts analysis 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

7 

 
X 
 
 

X 
X 

 
 

X 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
X 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

Environmental Protection Agency Region 7, comments: 
(1) The programmatic scope of the regulating works project SEIS should describe the reach of the document including dredging and RTS. 
(2) The “no Action” Alternative should be defined. 
(3) Expand the range of alternatives beyond just new construction and no new construction. 
(4) Characterize the relationship between the SEIS and subsequent individual, tiered NEPA compliance efforts. 
(5) Prioritize project locations. 
(6) Consider lateral scope of analysis within meander belt of the MMR and the 500 year floodplain. 
(7) Include direct and indirect impacts for evaluation. 
(8) Address adaptation to regional climate change. 
(9) Specify the manner by which the Corps intends to permit individual projects under the Clean Water Act. 

8 

 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 

X 

 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 

X 

 Missouri Coalition for the Environment, comments: 
(1) Multiple and peer-reviewed scientific studies have linked river training structures with increased flood levels on the Mississippi River.  
(2) The Corps could comprehensively evaluate the affects of all its navigation activities on wildlife and public safety. 
(3) The scope of the SEIS should be expanded to encompass all the navigation operations and maintenance activities for the Upper Mississippi 

River – Illinois Waterway. 
(4) A National Academy of Sciences study should be initiated to study the effect of river training structures on flood heights. 
(5) A moratorium should be imposed on the construction of river training structures until the SEIS is completed. 
(6) Fully comply with the NEPA, by properly defining the project purpose, fully evaluating impacts and review all reasonable alternatives. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

9 

 
X 

  
X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 
X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 

X 
X 

 

 Fish and Wildlife Service, comments: 
(1) Since 1976 structures have been built that were not considered in the original EIS.  While some hydraulic modeling has been conducted for 

individual projects, the cumulative environmental impacts of these new structures have not been assessed with appropriate NEPA or Clean 
Water Act analyses. In order to assess the landscape scale of their environmental effects, these new structures should be considered in the 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS). 

(2) Because stage-discharge relationships have been altered anthropogenically and are likely to be further altered by climate change, a 
cumulative effects analysis would also benefit from an inclusion of flood control works on the Middle Mississippi River. Analyses should 
consider the effects of altered river stages on public lands acquired since 1976, such as Middle Mississippi National Wildlife Refuge and 
other lands secured for natural resource management. 

(3) Also since the 1976 EIS, a significant amount of new information has been generated about the ecology of the Upper Mississippi River and 
is applicable to the river between the confluences of the Missouri and Ohio Rivers.  This information should be used to fully inform an 
analysis of impacts. 

(4) Analysis should also include the cumulative effects of the Regulating Works Project and flood control on the Middle Mississippi National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

(5) Fully address all direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on Fish and Wildlife.   
(6) Since 1976, the pallid sturgeon and least tern have been listed as endangered species.  The Corps’ ongoing and future actions to deal with 

the effects of the Regulating Works on these species should be addressed. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

10 

 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 
 

X 

 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

X 
 

X 

 Missouri Department of  Conservation Comments: 
(1) Since 1976, there have been numerous studies and reviews conducted on river management and river ecology. 
(2) Since 1976, a new perspective on river management has emerged.  In 1986, as part of WRDA86, the river was declared a “nationally 

significant ecosystem and a nationally significant commercial navigation system” and it expressed Congress’ desire “to ensure the 
coordinated development and enhancement of the Upper Mississippi River System. 

(3) During the last 10 to 12 years, in an attempt to provide habitat diversity and to further reduce the need for dredging, different types of rock 
structures have been used in addition to the standard dike and revetment structures.  Limited biological monitoring has occurred to 
determine if these structures provide new habitats that are used by fish and other wildlife. 

(4) Concerns have recently been raised that further constricting the river with dike fields to minimize dredging in cross-over sections, these 
unique channel habitats that provide variable flows and depths are being lost.  While the 1976 EIS mentioned that there would be a loss of 
cross-over habitats as the river is further constricted by traditional rock structures and dredging, there has been no analysis of cumulative 
environmental impacts of the new types of rock structures that are now in use. 

(5) Loss of freshwater mussel habitat due to the operations and maintenance of the 9-foot Channel Project received little attention in the 1976 
and 1976 NEPA documents. 

(6) The presence of invasive species, combined with the loss of habitat through operation and maintenance of the navigation channel, was not 
addressed in previous NEPA documents. 

(7) Because similar circumstances and questions exist in the Pools and in the Middle Mississippi River with regard to use of channel training 
structures and other channel maintenance techniques, we encourage the Corps to consider broadening the focus of the NEPA assessment 
to include the pools. 

(8) In addition to the proposed alternatives for the study, we suggest that the following alternatives also be considered: 
a. An intermediate option where a greater level of dredging is acceptable that what is currently desired for the Channel Project, 

and funding is consistent to provide this level of dredging where it is the more environmentally benign maintenance strategy. 
b. Evaluate and remove certain river training structures that are unnecessary for maintaining the navigation channel and removal 

restores important habitat. 
(9) Address changes in the amount of public lands adjacent to the river and affects of channel management on those lands, including hydraulic 

and sediment transport. 
(10) Determine with partners, whether the habitat categories used in 1976 are still appropriate for analysis, and if not, identify the appropriate 

habitat classification scheme for the NEPA analysis.  Examine changes to those habitats since the 1970’s and predicted future changes. 
(11) Work with partners to develop a process to evaluate the impacts of different rock training structures, revetments, and dredging on fish and 

wildlife resource habitats and ecological functions, at local and reach levels, and from a cumulative perspective. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

 

 
 

X 

 X 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
X 

 X 
 
 X 
 
 X 
 
 X 
 
 
 X 

X 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

 (12) Consider alteration of aquatic habitats due to issuance of Clean Water Act Section 404 Permits and Rivers and Harbor Act Section 10 
Permits, in conjunction with the 9-foot Channel Project. 

(13) As boats have increased in size and horsepower, the drafting depths of tows have increased.  While a 9-foot channel is authorized, 
additional depth is necessary in places to allow tows to pass during low water situations.  This requires continued alterations to the 
riverbed.  These additional impacts should be included in the NEPA analysis. 

(14) Recreational impacts should be addressed, including, but not limited to those due to:  loss of water surface area due to channel 
constriction; loss of slower/slack water habitats such as backwaters in the pools and side channel habitats, and backwater areas; impacts of 
dike fields to boaters; and positive and negative opportunities for fishing access due to dike construction. 

(15) Water quality concerns; regulatory and biological considerations. 
(16) Fish movement, both local and migratory patterns. 
(17) Update lists of federal and state-listed species affected by river management and analyze effects of the Channel Project on the species and 

their habitats. 
(18) Identify existing freshwater mussel resource information, data gaps and effects of the Channel Project at local, pool, and cumulative 

levels. 
(19) Develop a list and maps of chronic dredging sites and spoils placement. 
(20) For the study area, update information in the Natural Resources Inventory Project. 
(21) In order to fully understand changes that have occurred to the river’s resources, we need to quantify and describe existing habitats, and 

have information on historic habitat conditions.  This information is critical in determining avoidance, minimization, and mitigation needs 
that will be addressed in the SEIS. 

(22) Ideally, river habitat would be modeled using velocities at the 0.1 m/s (0.328 ft/s) intervals and the depth in 0.33 m (1.08 ft) ranges.  We 
believe this will allow for the best resolution to assess change detection during habitat modeling.  Using depth intervals of 1 m (3.2ft) is 
not preferred, but may be necessary given the complexity of the data sets.  We understand that modeling at this level of detail may be 
expensive and time consuming; however, the information provided will be invaluable in determining changes to aquatic habitat conditions 
information needed for the SEIS, and we encourage modeling at this scale. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

Comment Card Comments from Public Scoping Meeting 

11 

 
 

X 

  
X 

 
X 
 

X 
 

X 
X 

 
 
 
 

X 

Dr. Nicholas Pinter, comments: 
(1) We seek a vigorous study of the benefits and impact of the full range of channel construction and maintenance activities on the MMR. 
(2) New construction, including at Dogtooth Bend and Grand Tower, should be placed on hold until completion of the SEIS. 
(3) New construction types, e.g. S-dikes, should be numerically modeled in advance, not prototyped in the river. 
(4) The SEIS should be, or include, external and independent of the St. Louis District, including external independent review. 
(5) For all Corps MMR activities, specific goals and success metrics should be specified and monitoring plans provided. 
(6) The SEIS should explicitly recognize a “burden of proof” for impacts related to public safety. 

 

12 

 
X 
 
 

X 
 

X 

  
X 
 
 

X 
 

X 

  Ms. Emily Lyons comments: 
(1) Dredging is needed at the mouth of the old channel of the Mississippi River north ½ mile of Chester Bridge.  The old channel is still a 

waterway for the creeks and rivers watershed off the MO hills.  It is virtually stopping the flow.  That impacts the western side of Kaskaskia 
Island and St. Mary and much farmland. 

(2) The 1675 historic Immaculate Conception Church is threatened by the impact.  The historic 1706 Village retains its government and houses.  
Preserving our past secures our future.   

(3) On the eastern side of Kaskaskia, an old cemetery has been eroded by the placement of the dikes. 
 

13 
 

X 
 

X 
   Mr. Edward Lekosky, comments: 

(1) Increase bank line placement to dredge quantity.  This protects the cultivated bar-ground. 

14 

 
X 
X 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 

X 
X 
X 

 
 
 

X 
X 
X 

 Ms. Fern Hopkins, comments: 
(1) No more rock in river. 
(2) Dredging increase with money saved from not doing rock construction. 
(3) Side channel access is being restricted. 
(4) Bottom of river is filing and too narrow, resulting in higher flood stages. 
(5) Boats can’t pass each other on the river. 
(6) Problem structures should be removed. 
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Table 3. SEIS for Middle Mississippi River Regulating Works Project -- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by SEIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft SEIS.  SEIS categories include:  P&N = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment; EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations).  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than one SEIS subject matter heading.   

Programmatic SEIS 
Section Where Comment 

Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 
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X 
 

X 
   Mr. Charles Hopkins, comments: 

(1) Increase the bank line placement to dredge quantity.  This protects the cultivated bar-ground. 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

A-1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A: 
Special Public Notice, 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS) and Open Public Workshops 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

A-2 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

A-3 
 

 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

A-4 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B: 
Scoping Comment Cards 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-3 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-4 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

B-6 
 

 
 
 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: 
Scoping Comment Letters 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-2 
 

   

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-3 
 

 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-4 
 

 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-5 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-6 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-7 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-8 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-9 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-10 
 

 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-11 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-12 
 

   



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-13 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-14 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-15 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-16 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-17 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-18 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-19 
 

 
  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-20 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-21 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-22 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-23 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-24 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-25 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-26 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-27 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-28 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-29 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-30 
 

 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-31 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-32 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-33 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-34 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-35 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-36 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-37 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-38 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-39 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-40 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-41 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-42 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-43 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-44 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-45 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-46 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-47 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-48 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-49 
 

 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-50 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-51 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-52 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-53 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-54 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-55 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-56 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-57 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-58 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-59 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-60 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-61 
 

9



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-62 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-63 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-64 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-65 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-66 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-67 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-68 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-69 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-70 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-71 
 

  



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

C-72 
 



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

D-1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D: 
National Wildlife Federation Action Alert System Email   



 

Regulating Works SEIS Scoping Report - Draft  Prepared: 04-2014 
 Last Revised 5/13/2014 

D-2 
 

Dear Jasen Brown, 
 
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on the scoping process 
for the supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) on the Middle 
Mississippi River Regulating Works Project (Project).  In 2011, the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) found the St. Louis District 
(District) to be in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act.  To 
rectify this violation, the District conducted an environmental assessment to 
determine if the 1976 environmental impact statement should be supplemented. 
I agree with the District that a SEIS for the project is necessary.  
 
Between 1980 and 2009, the Corps built at least 380 new river training 
structures in the Middle Mississippi, including 40,000 feet of wing dikes and 
bendway weirs between 1990 and 1993.  This dramatic expansion of construction 
in the river is concerning.  The impacts of these structures on fish, 
wildlife, and river stage have not been properly examined.  Since 1986, at 
least 51 peer-reviewed scientific studies have linked river training 
structures to increased flood heights.  These studies show that river 
training structures constructed by the Corps to reduce navigation dredging 
costs have increased flood levels on the Mississippi by 10 to 15 feet (and, 
in some places, even more) during large floods.   
 
In order to adequately evaluate the environmental and human impacts and risks 
of the Project, I recommend the Corps incorporate the following suggestions 
into the SEIS. 
 
1. Expand the SEIS to evaluate the full suite of navigation operations and 
maintenance (O&M) activities for the Upper Mississippi River – Illinois 
Waterway (UMR-IWW).  The Project is just part of a number of activities 
carried out to maintain navigation on the UMR-IWW.  In addition to 
construction of river training structures, which the Project SEIS evaluates, 
other O&M activities include water level regulation, dredging and disposal of 
dredged material, construction of revetment, and O&M of the system’s 37 locks 
and dams.  Since all O&M activities are designed to maintain a single project 
– the UMR-IWW navigation channel – individual activities should not be 
evaluated in isolation.   
 
2. Initiate a National Academy of Sciences study on the effect of river 
training structures on flood heights to inform development of the SEIS.  A 
National Academy of Sciences review is necessary to ensure that: (a) the SEIS 
is based on the best possible scientific understanding of the role of river 
training structures on increasing flood heights; (b) the SEIS produces 
recommendations that will provide the public with the highest possible level 
of food safety; and (c) the public will have confidence in the public safety 
aspects of the analysis and recommendations contained in the final SEIS.   
 
3. Impose a moratorium on the construction of new river training 
structures pending completion of the SEIS.  Extensive peer-reviewed science 
demonstrates that river training structures have increased flood levels.  In 
light of these findings, it is critical that additional river training 
structures not be built unless and until a comprehensive SEIS establishes 
that such construction will not contribute to increased flood risks to 
communities. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Dear Mr. Jasen Brown: 
 
Thank you for taking comments on the US Army Corps of Engineers National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review on the St. Louis District's river 
training structures (RTS). NEPA is the foundation for natural resource 
protection; ensuring oversight of federal activities that may harm habitat 
and people. In 2011, the District was found in violation of NEPA due to a 37 
year lapse in environmental analyses. Since the last NEPA review, the 
District built over 380 RTSs to redirect the river for navigation, including 
40,000 feet of wing dikes and bendway weirs. The impacts of the RTSs on fish 
and wildlife have not been properly examined and over 50 studies link RTSs to 
flooding. So, please review the following during the NEPA process: 
 
1. Evaluate all navigation activities for the Upper Mississippi River - 
Illinois Waterway (UMR-IWW).  The District's activities are just part of many 
carried out to maintain navigation on the UMR-IWW. Since all of these 
activities are designed to maintain a single project - the UMR-IWW navigation 
channel - they should be evaluated collectively.   
 
2. Initiate an independent study on the effect of RTSs on flood heights. A 
National Academy of Sciences review is critical for ensuring that decisions 
are based on the best possible scientific understanding of the role of RTSs 
on flood heights and recommendations will provide the highest possible 
protection to the public.   
 
3. Impose a moratorium on the construction of new RTSs pending completion 
of the NEPA review. Extensive peer-reviewed science shows that RTSs increase 
flood levels. So, it is critical that additional RTSs not be built unless a 
comprehensive NEPA review establishes that such construction will not 
increase flood risks to communities. 
 
Sincerely,  
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