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SECTION 1: PUBLIC SCOPING OVERVIEW 

1.0 SCOPING PURPOSE AND PROCESS 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in partnership with Mid -America Regional Council (MARC), 

solicited public input for the Missouri River Bed Degradation Integrated Feasibility Study and 

Environmental Impact Statement. Public 

scoping was conducted in accordance 

with the National Environmental Policy 

Act and USACE procedures. Public 

scoping occurred between February 7, 

2014 and March 31, 2014. This 

document describes the public scoping 

process and summarizes input received 

from scoping. 

The purpose of the Missouri River Bed 

Degradation Integrated Feasibility Study 

and Environmental Impact Statement is 

to evaluate alternatives addressing 

erosion of the river bed (bed 

degradation) of the Missouri River in an 

effort to reduce future economic 

damages. Since the early 1990s, the bed 

degradation of the Missouri River has 

been occurring at an accelerated rate. 

Bed degradation negatively impacts and 

increases the operation and maintenance 

costs of federal and non-federal 

infrastructure, including the Bank 

Stabilization and Navigation Project, 

bridges, utility crossings, flood risk 

management structures, and water 

intake structures. The feasibility study 

focuses on the Missouri River from near 

Waverly, Missouri, to St. Joseph, 

Missouri, encompassing the area where 

bed degradation is most severe.  

Public scoping provided an opportunity for the general public, non-governmental organizations, 

government agencies and other stakeholders to learn about the bed degradation problem, potential 

solutions to address the problem, and provide comment on what should be considered during the study. 

Except where subject to the confidentiality provision of the National Historic Preservation Act all received 

comments are public record. 

Figure 1 HTML email distributed on February 26, 2014  
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Figure 2 MARC website home page story 

1.1 PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMISSION PROCESS 
Public comments were collected using a variety of methods. A web page was established by MARC to accept 

comments electronically at: www.mobeddeg.org. Comments were accepted via mail at: U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers, Kansas City District, c/o CENWK-PM-PR (Degradation Study), 601 E. 12th Street, Kansas City, 

MO, 64105.  Written comments were accepted during three public meetings. 

1.2 SCOPING PROCESS ANNOUNCEMENTS 
The Notice of Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Missouri River Bed Degradation 

Feasibility Study, Kansas and Missouri, United States was published in the Friday, February 7, 2014 Federal 

Register (Volume 79, Number 26). The notice of intent (see Appendix B) announced the scoping process to 

solicit public comments identifying  issues related to the proposed project. The notice of intent summarized 

the project and provided a mailing address for comment submission, points of contact for the public, and 

the dates, times, and location of the public scoping meeting.  

1.3 PRESS RELEASES 
For the meeting held on March 11, 2014, at the Mid-America Regional Council, a news release dated 

February 13, 2014, was distributed  to 137 media contacts including all local television stations, news-

reporting radio stations, and newspapers in the nine-county area (see Appendix C). For the meetings held 

in Kansas City, Missouri, and Jefferson City, Missouri, on April 8 and 9, 2014, respectively, a press release 

was issued on March 18, 2014 (see Appendix D).  

1.4 STAKEHOLDER NOTIFICATION 
An HTML email (Figure 1 HTML email distributed on 

February 26, 2014) dated February 26, 2014, 

announced the public scoping process to approximately 

650 recipients. Recipients were derived from MARC-

managed email distribution l ists, including project 

partners, city and county administrators, MetroGreen 

stakeholders, and environment and water resource 

management stakeholders. 

USACE distributed a Notice of Public Scoping Meeting 

by email dated February 11, 2014, to 107 recipients on 

the USACE Kansas City regulatory email distribution list 

(see Appendix F). Agencies receiving the Notice of 

Public Scoping included the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. 

Geological Survey, USDOT Federal Highway 

Administration, USDA Natural Resource Conservation 

Service, Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 

Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks and Tourism, 

Kansas Water Office, Kansas Department of Agriculture, 

Kansas State Historic Preservation Office, Kansas 

http://www.mobeddeg.org/
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Department of Transportation, Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Missouri Department of 

Conservation, and Missouri Department of Transportation. 

1.5 PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS ONLINE DISTRIBUTION 
A request for public input was promoted on the MARC website home page (Figure 2 MARC website home 

page story). The request for input was posted on the home page and MARC calendar of events from 

February 25, 2014 to March 31, 2014 (see Appendix G). Comments could be submitted through an online 

submission form.  

USACE publicized the public meeting on the USACE Kansas City District Regulatory website (Figure 3).  

MARC distributed information through  social media outlets Facebook and Twitter to promote the comment 

period and public scoping meeting.  A Facebook post on March 11, 2014, promoted the informational 

website and online comment submission (see Appendix H). Five tweets were published by 

@MARCKCMetro between February 13 and March 26, 2014, promoting the public scoping process (see 

Appendix H). 

Figure 3. USACE regulatory website public n otice for the M issouri  River Bed Degradation Integrated Feasibility  Study and Environmental 

Impact Statement p ublic scoping meeting  

SECTION 2: PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

2.0 IN-PERSON COMMENT DATES AND LOCATIONS 
Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

hosted a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, March 11, 2014, from 4:30 to 7:30 p.m., at the MARC 

Conference Center, 600 Broadway, Kansas City, Missouri. The meeting provided an opportunity 

http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Media/PublicNotices.aspx
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for citizens to contribute their ideas about what issues the study should address and relate 

concerns.  

Attendees were encouraged, but not required, to sign an attendance sheet. Thirty-three attendees 

signed the registration/attendance sheet (see Appendix I).  

The Kansas City District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers held two public meetings to inform basin 

interests of upcoming district projects on or adjacent to the Missouri River below Rulo, Nebraska. 

The first public meeting was April 8 from 3 to 5 p.m. at the National Weather Service Center, 7220 

NW 101st Terrace, Kansas City, Missouri. The second public meeting was April 9 from 4 to 7 p.m. 

at the Lewis and Clark State Office Building Center, Nightingale Room, 7220 NW 101st Terrace, 

Kansas City, Mo. The meetings included short informational briefings from the Corps outlining 

activities planned for 2014 including the Missouri River Bed Degradation Study. Attendees had 

opportunities  to ask questions and provide comment. 

2.1 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING CONTENT  
The March 11, 2014 public scoping meeting was facilitated by: 

¶ Jesse Granet, Environmental Resources Specialist, USACE 

¶ Christy Ostrander, P.M.P., Project Manager/Plan Formulation, USACE 

¶ Lesley Rigney, Environmental Planner III ɂ Water Quality, MARC 

¶ Tom Jacobs, Environmental Programs Director, MARC 

In addition to the meeting facilitators, additional USACE staff were present as technical resources 

including John Grothaus, Chief Plan Formulation USACE; John Shelley, Ph.D., P.E., Hydraulic 

Engineer USACE; Mike Chapman, P.E., Chief River Engineering and Restoration USACE; David 

Hibbs, Assistant Chief of Regulatory Branch, USACE; Lindsey White, Project Management 

Specialist, USACE; Jennifer Henggeler, Economist, USACE. Additional stakeholders and project 

partners were also present and available to provide information and field questions.  

DURING THE MEETING, THE USACE PRESENTED Ȱ-ISSOURI RIVER BED DEGRADATION INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY 

STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTȱ (SEE APPENDIX J 
Public Scoping Meeting Presentation). The presentation described the importance of the Missouri 

River as a significant resource for the United States, a description of bed degradation, the causes 

and impacts of bed degradation, a description of the study area, and potential ways to address bed 

degradation. The presentation provided an overview for the next steps to determine 

environmental impact and economic benefits/costs associated with alternative solutions. The 

USACE representatives, MARC representatives and other stakeholders were available to provide 

information and answer questions. Meeting attendees were encouraged to use provided comment 

forms (see Appendix I). Attendees were also encouraged to submit comments online at 

www.mobeddeg.com. 

 

http://www.mobeddeg.com/
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Poster boards were available for participants to view (see Appendix K). Themes of the boards 

included: 

¶ ȰStudy Overviewȱ 

¶ ȰBank Stabilization and Navigation Projectȱ 

¶ ȰCritical Infrastructure at Riskȱ 

¶ ȰAlternative Solutions to Degradationȱ 

¶ ȰTechnical Analysisȱ 

 

A ÈÁÎÄÏÕÔ ÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ-ÉÓÓÏÕÒÉ 2ÉÖÅÒ "ÅÄ $ÅÇÒÁÄÁÔÉÏÎ )ÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ &ÅÁÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ 3ÔÕÄÙ ÁÎÄ %ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ 

)ÍÐÁÃÔ 3ÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȱ was available for meeting participants (see Appendix L). 

SECTION 3: PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT SUMMARIES 

3.0 SCOPING COMMENT OVERVIEW 
This section presents a summary of information provided to the study team during public scoping. 

Input was received from nineteen entities. Five commenters were "unaffiliated" or did not identify 

themselves as representing a particular organization. Three commenters represented federal 

agencies. Two commenters represented state agencies. One commenter represented a county. One 

commenter represented a municipality. Five comments represented business interests. One 

commenter was from a charitable organization. For this summary, comments have been grouped 

into themes. The information was not organized as a function of frequency or importance. Written 

comments are compiled in Appendix M.  

3.1 NEPA COMPLIANCE PROCESS & STAKEHOLDER REPRESENTATION 

ISSUE: RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

¶ Feasibility study should include a comprehensive assessment of a robust range of 

reasonable alternatives. (EPA) 

¶ #ÁÒÅÆÕÌÌÙ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ ÏÆ ȰÎÏ ÁÃÔÉÏÎȱ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ. (EPA) 

¶ Range of alternatives should include alternatives which might preclude access to 

sediment and actions which remove sediment from the system. (EPA) 

¶ Include actions determined to slow or eliminate bed loss even if USACE determines 

those actions are outside existing authority or which would require Congressional 

action. (EPA) 

¶ Address the sustainability and long-term performance of each alternative. (EPA) 

¶ Address the effectiveness and long-term viability of the alternatives in context of 

changes in precipitation patterns and changing hydrology from regional climate change. 

(EPA) 
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¶ Determine what measures are feasible to minimize the head-cutting that is currently 

occurring on tributary streams. (Hobie Crane) 

ISSUE: PROJECT SCOPE AND PURPOSE 

¶ Provide clear statement of project purpose. (EPA) 

¶ Scope of study should match most problematic impact area focused around Kansas City; 

expanding EIS designation and alternative actions beyond current impact area would 

require broader stakeholder involvement. (Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

and Lathrop & Gage LLP) 

¶ Include downstream stakeholder representation. (Lathrop & Gage LLP) 

¶ Although geographic scope has been narrowed, environmental impacts should be 

assessed more broadly. (EPA) 

¶ Bed degradation and head cutting is affecting entire watershed including Platte River; 

include the Missouri Platte River as a secondary contributor to the study. (Stuart 

Caswell) 

¶ Ensure degradation study is not constrained or streamlined, ensure consideration of all 

impacts. (Holliday Sand and Gravel Company) 

¶ Inappropriate to apply results of the Kansas City study to other areas of the river. 

(Coalition to Protect the Missouri River and Lathrop & Gage LLP) 

ISSUE: NEPA PROCEDURES 

¶ Request for public comment on the Missouri River Bed Degradation Feasibility Study is 

premature. (Stoel Rives LLP) 

¶ Extend scoping comment period until USACE has released the Missouri River Bed 

Degradation Sediment Transport Model and a technical meeting to discuss the model 

with Holliday Sand and Gravel Company has occurred. (Stoel Rives LLP) 

3.2 TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON MODEL 

ISSUE: SEDIMENT TRANSPORT & DEPOSITION  

¶ Include comprehensive review of issues related to sediment transport and deposition. 

(EPA) 

¶ Feasibility study should identify main form of degradation, the relation to downstream 

silt transfer and hydrokinetic energy. (Clifford Wieser) 

¶ Examine sediment loss attributable to reservoirs. (Lathrop & Gage LLP) 

¶ Examine effects of the four low-head dams on the Kansas River with respect to 

sediment deposition. (Richard Geekie) 

ISSUE: HYDROLOGY  
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¶ Detailed study of the scouring impacts of dikes at various flow regimes, especially with 

regard to the height and the impacts of dramatically reduced frequency of overtopping 

flow. (Holliday Sand and Gravel Company) 

¶ Examine effect of upriver dams. (Hunter D Redmond) 

¶ Review uploaded documentation: Williams, G. P.; Wolman, M. G. (1984). Downstream 

effects of dams on alluvial rivers. USGS Professional Paper: 1286. Available at: 

http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/pp 1286. (Hunter D Redmond) 

ISSUE: MODEL REVIEW AND RELEASE  

¶ -ÏÄÅÌȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÁÎÄ ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÎÏÔ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÉÎ ÔÉÍÅ for independent expert 

review and comment prior to scoping comment period; future model review comments 

should be included and evaluated as part of the EIS. (Stoel Rives LLP) 

¶ It is premature for the Corps to be soliciting scoping comments without first finalizing 

the Missouri River Bed Degradation Sediment Transport Model, the apparent 

informational foundation of its proposed major federal action. (Stoel Rives LLP) 

¶ Request the HEC-RAS model to allow the Missouri Department of Natural Resources to 

evaluate the model, conduct additional analyses and provide more informed input. 

(Missouri Department of Natural Resources) 

3.3 LOCAL INTERESTS AND CONCERNS  

ISSUE: POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO ADJACENT LAND & INVESTMENTS ALONG RIVER 

¶ Lessening the impact on water suppliers and infrastructure, while maintaining flood 

risk reduction in the Kansas City region are paramount. (Missouri Department of 

Natural Resources) 

¶ Review the potential for solutions to increase the likelihood or severity of flooding in 

Parkville. (City of Parkville)  

¶ Consideration of Platte county investments along river, including improvements at 

Platte Landing Park. (Hobie Crane, Platte County Engineer) 

¶ Consideration of economic impact of bed degradation on the Missouri Platte River and 

the communities along the Platte River. (Stuart Caswell) 

¶ Protect cooling water intake structures for utility generating facilities located on the 

river . (KCP&L) 

¶ Examine effects on transportation infrastructure such as bridge footings, bridge 

abutments, and roadway embankments. (Missouri Department of Transportation) 

¶ Review impact of potential solutions on cost of construction materials. (Missouri 

Department of Transportation) 

¶ Review economic and environmental benefits of harvesting sand from the river rather 

than from the flood plain. (Lathrop & Gage LLP and Holliday Sand and Gravel Company)  

http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/pp1286
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¶ Seek multiple benefits; consider visibility of Kansas City landing rock 400 feet west of 

Main Street pier. (written unsigned comment) 

¶ Preserve dredging and sand extraction as a purpose of the river system. (Lathrop & 

Gage LLP) 

¶ An improved understanding of the how commercial dredging is the primary towing 

industry on the Missouri River related to transportation, the #2 authorized purpose on 

the Missouri River, and its actual value as such. (Holliday Sand and Gravel Company) 

3.4 BANK STABILIZATION NAVIGATION PROJECT & FEDERAL INTERESTS 

ISSUE: FUNDING 

¶ Financial obligation for the care, maintenance and sustainability of the Bank 

Stabilization and Navigation Project falls upon the federal government; therefore, 

responsibility for Missouri River bed degradation improvements address the 

Kansas City reach bed degradation through its resources; not through the resources 

of stakeholders. (Coalition to Protect the Missouri River) 

ISSUE: BANK STABILIZATION & NAVIGATION PROJECT 

¶ Protect downstream navigation. (Missouri Department of Natural Resources) 

¶ Examine impact of dredging relative to the Bank Stabilization and Navigation 

Project.  (Holliday Sand and Gravel Company) 

¶ Examine effect of grade control structures on navigation. (Holliday Sand and Gravel 

Company) 

¶ Impact of Bank Stabilization and Navigation Project on degradation. (Izaak Walton 

League of America) 

ISSUE: RECREATIONAL SITES 

¶ Protect recreation associated with Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. (National 

Park Service) 

ISSUE: NATURAL PROCESSES 

¶ Restoration of natural river processes. (National Park Service) 

¶ Impacts to aquatic habitat such as floodplain wetlands, groundwater, restoration 

projects, threatened and endangered species; integrated assessment of dredging. 

(U.S. Fish & Wildlife ) 

¶ Allow more room for river to function . (written unsigned comment) 

ISSUE: IMPACT OF UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS  

¶ Evaluate impacts of USACE on the system. (Lathrop & Gage LLP) 
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SECTION 4: SUMMARY 
The National Environmental Policy Act review process provides an opportunity for the public to 

be involved in the federal agency decision-making process. Citizens and communities often have 

valuable information about places and resources that they value and the potential environmental, 

social and economic effects that proposed federal actions may have on those places and resources.  

By providing citizens and communities the opportunity to comment on the Missouri River Bed 

Degradation Integrated Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement USACE can identify 

significant issues that should be included in the environmental review. 



       

APPENDICES 
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APPENDIX A  

CONTRIBUTING STAKEHOLDERS & PROJECT PARTNERS 

BSNF Railway Company 

City of Independence, Missouri, Water Department 

City of Leavenworth, Kansas, Water Department 

City of North Kansas City, Missouri 

City of Parkville, Missouri 

City of Riverside, Missouri 

Fairfax Drainage District 

Farley-Beverly Drainage District 

Holliday Sand & Gravel Company 

Kansas City, Kansas, Board of Public Utilities 

Kansas City, Missouri, Water Services Department 

Kansas City, Missouri, Water Supply 

Kansas Water Office 

Kaw Valley Drainage District 

Kansas City Power & Light 

Mid-America Regional Council 

Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) 

North Kansas City Levee District 

Platte County, Missouri 

Village of Farley, Missouri 

WaterOne of Johnson County 
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APPENDIX B  

Notice of Intent 




































































































































































































