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US Fish and Wildlife Service Recommendations and USACE Responses 

1. Fully evaluate the river and floodplain restoration potential of Alternative E. 

Since no weir would be installed with Alternative E, we anticipate there will be current 

and future opportunities by the USACE, Service, and other federal, state, and local 

partners to restore and enhance existing river functions after flood risk management 

activities are completed. These measures could include the placement of instream 

habitat (shoals, gravel bars, woody debris), enhancement or creation of sandbars, the 

creation of oxbows in the newly excavated floodplain (i.e., similar to riverside levee 

borrow pits along the MS River; see USACE website), and the reforestation of the 

riparian buffer along the Pearl River within the Project area. Selection of this alternative 

also allows the future opportunity to retrofit the existing weir at the J.H. Fewell WTP for 

improved fish passage, or possibly the complete removal of the weir if the WTP is 

eventually decommissioned. Provided such measures do not negatively impact flood 

storage and conveyance, we anticipate they could significantly improve the fish and 

wildlife resources found within the Project area, especially for those areas of the river 

that have been previously channelized and have reduced riparian vegetation (i.e., 

mowing, herbicide areas). Such measures could fulfill the USACE’s responsibilities 

under Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act, which directs all federal agencies 

to carry out “programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened species”. 

Finally, Alternative E provides the opportunity to restore rivercane (Arundinaria 

gigantea) and switch cane (Arundinaria tecta) to suitable sites within the Project area. 

These species were identified by Tribal Nations as Cultural Keystone Species that 

should be conserved and restored. Therefore, we request these measures and 

opportunities be evaluated in the final EIS and considered when selecting a final plan 

for implementation. Such measures would be permanently eliminated for future 

consideration should a weir and impoundment be constructed. 

USACE Response: Concur.  USACE will include a qualitative assessment of river and 

floodplain restoration potentials of Alt E in the current report.  Detailed assessments will 

be conducted in subsequent phase(s). 

2. Fully evaluate the recreational and economic development potential of Alternative E. 

The USACE, in developing the DEIS, has failed to consider and describe the 

recreational and economic development opportunities associated with Alternative E. 

The DEIS incorrectly assumes Alternative E would not provide any of the recreational 

opportunities that Alternative D would provide, such as biking/hiking trails, boat ramps, 

kayak launches, camping, and wildlife viewing. Many of these recreational opportunities 

are realized on urban rivers across the United States, and it’s unclear as to why such 

opportunities have not been furthered explored in the DEIS. For example, the existing 

multi-use Museum Trail and greenway could be expanded along the existing levee 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

system and new fill material areas. An expanded trail system such as this would not 

require the establishment of a new lake to be successful. New boat ramps and public 

access points to the Pearl River south of the J.H. Fewell WTP weir could alleviate 

reduced river access that currently exists. The creation of a series of oxbow 

lakes/borrow pits along the newly excavated Pearl River floodplain could create fishing 

opportunities that may be lacking in the Jackson metropolitan area. Such river-based 

recreational opportunities could result in increased economic development within the 

Jackson metropolitan area while preserving and restoring fish and wildlife resources 

that would be lost with the creation of a new lake. 

Such features associated with Alternative E could also assist in creating a new 

greenway and blueway system connecting public lands (i.e., Fannye Cook Natural Area, 

LeFleur’s Bluff State Park, Crystal Lake) through the Jackson metropolitan area, further 

improving recreational access to the river and economic development associated with 

such sustainable development of the river. The DEIS as currently written fails to realize 

these benefits and implies such opportunities can only be gained via creation of a new 

lake. Therefore, we recommend these recreational and economic development 

opportunities be evaluated in the final EIS and considered before a plan for 

implementation is selected. 

USACE Response: Concur.  USACE will include a qualitative assessment of 

recreational and economic development opportunities associated with Alternative E in 

the current report. Detailed assessments will be conducted in subsequent phase(s). 

3. Develop a site-specific riverine mitigation strategy for Alternatives C and D before 

selecting a plan for implementation. 

We recommend identifying the specific riverine mitigation strategy and/or location of 

mitigation lands before selecting either Alternative C or D for plan implementation. With 

the significant impacts to riverine species that are expected with either of the weir 

alternatives, we believe it would be prudent to identify specific sites and measures that 

will be conducted to offset riverine impacts before either weir plan is selected. 

Many experts indicate that riverine mitigation is challenging, since loss of both habitat 

and function are difficult to compensate (National Academy of Sciences 1992, King et 

al. 1991). Mitigation efforts that restore in-stream functions elsewhere within the range 

of at-risk species could offset expected habitat loss to those resources. Mitigation efforts 

on the main stem of the Pearl River and its tributaries (e.g., Strong River, Bogue Chitto) 

should be a priority. Measures to promote fish passage, such as removing obsolete 

barriers (i.e., Poole’s Bluff and Bogue Chitto Sills) and incorporating monitoring and 

adaptive management could benefit the Gulf sturgeon, southeastern blue sucker, 

Alabama shad, American eel, striped bass, various darters, mussels, and others. 

Riparian protection via land acquisition or conservation easements could provide 

benefits to at-risk species through removal of threats associated with sedimentation and 

riparian forest loss. Maintaining or implementing vegetated streamside management 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

zones in agricultural areas could also stabilize the bank, protect water quality, benefit 

aquatic habitat, and provide habitat and travel corridors for wildlife. Removing threats 

associated with channel clearing/disengaging could also provide benefits to the alligator 

snapping turtle and other riverine turtles. Many of these conservation efforts could also 

benefit freshwater mussels, one of the most imperiled taxonomic groups in the country. 

USACE Response: Concur. A preliminary riverine mitigation plan has been developed 

in coordination with the resource agencies. A site-specific mitigation plan will be 

developed in subsequent phases once a FRM project is identified for further analysis. 

4. Conduct a sediment analysis for Alternatives C and D. 

A watershed and sedimentation analysis could aid in determining impacts and 

developing mitigation measures. Where the Pearl River and tributary stream water 

levels will be increased or decreased by project implementation, the potential extent of 

resulting channel re-adjustment or other hydrogeomorphic changes (e.g., bank erosion, 

channel incision) should be analyzed and appropriate mitigation measures 

implemented, such as in-stream structures, to ameliorate negative impacts to stream 

habitat and benthic and aquatic fauna. Impacts resulting from tributary channel re-

adjustment and proposed mitigation should be quantified and included in the impact and 

mitigation analysis including increased sedimentation and loss of riparian habitat. The 

potential for reduced flows during droughts and the resulting impact to downstream 

aquatic resources is a concern. Reduced flows could result in poor water quality 

conditions from downstream discharges further impacting aquatic resources. 

USACE Response: Concur.  USACE has committed to conducting sedimentation 

analysis in subsequent phase(s) and prior to implementation. 

5. Avoid and minimize impacts to sandbar habitat for Alternative E. 

The vulnerable riverine sandbar habitat, especially the less modified sites located 

outside of the channelized areas, has high wildlife resource value and is becoming 

relatively scarce on a regional and national basis. The Service’s mitigation goal for this 

habitat type is no net loss of in-kind habitat value. Measures to avoid and minimize 

impacts should be developed and implemented for Alternative E. Mitigation measures 

could also include implementation of some of the recovery criteria for the threatened 

ringed map turtle and should explore the inclusion of measures to help protect and 

restore habitat for those Pearl River endemic species. 

USACE Response: Concur. The USACE is working and will continue to work closely 

with USFWS to ensure avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of sandbar habitat. 

6. Conduct a comprehensive assessment of changes in the Pearl River Basin’s 

hydrology and land uses. 

Alteration of the Pearl River Basin’s floodplain has contributed to the decline in the 

overall function and values of the Pearl River as evidenced by the increased loss or 



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

decline of riverine dependent species, including some at-risk species, within the 

watershed and the loss of species diversity. A comprehensive assessment of changes in 

the Pearl River Basin’s hydrology and land uses should be conducted to determine their 

influence on flooding and the ecosystem response with a goal of identifying and 

developing ecosystem restoration projects that can reduce flood risk throughout the 

Basin. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. The current authority does not afford opportunity to 

conduct such a comprehensive assessment. 

Additional Service recommendations for Alternatives C and D only: 

7. Continue to coordinate with the Service on construction of a fish passage structure to 

ensure designs facilitate appropriate velocities and staging/resting areas for fish and 

turtles. 

USACE Response: Concur. USACE will continue to coordinate with the Service 

throughout all phases of the project. 

8. In consultation with the natural resource agencies, a plan should be developed to 

identify and designate shoreline usage areas within the Project area, as well as down 

and upstream areas influenced by the project. Designations should include: 1) limited 

development, 2) public recreation, 3) protected shoreline, and 4) prohibited access 

areas (e.g., public safety). This would help ensure that fish and wildlife mitigation, 

including minimization, associated with the project are maintained and would aid in 

complying with ER 1110-2-8154. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. These designated shoreline usage areas will be 

considered in subsequent phase(s).  Some of these designations could be considered 

in the project specific mitigation plan to be developed. 

9. During low-flow periods, including droughts, sufficient flow should be maintained even 

if water levels fall below target pool elevations, matching the discharge from the RBR. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. An operation plan will be developed in subsequent 

phases and in coordination with the natural resource agencies. 

10. When filling the pool, the downstream flow should at least maintain the minimum 

required discharge from the RBR, while also allowing portions of flood flows to pass 

downstream. Develop a plan to aid in sediment flushing. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. An implementation and operation plan will be 

developed in subsequent phase(s) and will be coordinated closely with the natural 

resource agencies. 

11. Gate operations at reservoirs have been used to help flush sediment captured within 

pools downstream (Fruchard and Camenen 2012, Espa et al. 2013); therefore, 

development of an operational plan to aid sediment flushing should be undertaken. 



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Since benthic communities can be at risk of impairment (Cattaneo et al. 2021), such a 

plan should include ecological objectives and operations should limit or avoid adverse 

impacts downstream. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. An operations plan will be developed in subsequent 

phase(s) and coordinated with the natural resource agencies. 

12. Release of contaminants during construction and pool filling, and their impact on fish 

and wildlife resources is a concern that should be addressed via the development of a 

contaminant investigation and report on methods for addressing this potential issue. 

USACE Response: Prior to any construction, an American Society for Testing Materials 

(ASTM) Phase I and Phase II will be conducted to ensure this concern is addressed. 

13. Long-term water quality and quantity monitoring up and down stream and within the 

expanded channel should be undertaken pre- and post-construction. Measured 

parameters should include at minimum temperature, DO, total suspended sediments, 

nitrogen, pH, fecal coliforms, velocity, discharge, and water levels, as well as other 

physical and chemical parameters necessary to maintain the life cycle of selected 

aquatic species. This water quality monitoring plan should be developed in cooperation 

with the natural resource agencies and should be used to ensure aquatic AAHUs 

mitigated by the pool are achieved (ER 1110-2-8154; engineer regulation on water 

quality). 

USACE Response: Concur. WQ monitoring is required per the ESA consultation and 

the mitigation monitoring plan. 

14. Loss of any flows and the resulting potential changes to water quality, including 

salinities, within the Mississippi Sound should be monitored. Details regarding water 

quality parameters and location should be developed with the LDWF Marine Fisheries 

staff. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged.  Current H&H models show no impacts to the MS 

Sound.  If additional analysis, which will be conducted in subsequent phase(s), indicate 

any changes as far down as the MS Sound, USACE will coordinate with the Service on 

appropriate monitoring efforts. 

Additional Service Recommendations for Alternatives C, D, and E: 

15. On-site contract personnel including project-designated inspectors should be trained 

to identify colonial nesting birds and their nests and avoid impacting them during the 

breeding season (i.e., the period outside the activity window). Should on-site contractors 

and inspectors observe potential nesting activity, coordination with the MDWFP and the 

Service should occur. 

USACE Response: Concur. The EIS states that a qualified biologist would survey the 

area prior to construction to determine the presence of nesting birds. Coordination with 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Service and MDWFP would establish buffer zones and other guidelines to be 

implemented for nesting migratory birds depending on the species present. 

16. Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are found within the Project area and are 

protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). During project 

construction, on-site personnel should be informed of the possible presence of nesting 

bald eagles near the project boundary, and should identify, avoid, and immediately 

report any such nests to this office. If an active or inactive eagle nest is discovered 

within two miles of the project footprint, then follow the bald and golden eagle guidelines 

to determine whether disturbance will occur and/or an incidental take permit is needed. 

USACE Response: Concur. The EIS states that a qualified biologist would survey the 

area prior to construction to determine the presence of nesting birds. If eagle nests are 

found in the project area, the USACE MVK would apply for an incidental eagle take 

permit and would implement avoidance and minimization features described in the 

National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines until a permit with applicable requirements 

is received. 

17. Continue to include the Service in planning and project collaboration during the PED 

phase once a plan for implementation has been selected. 

USACE Response: Concur. USACE will continue to coordinate with The Service 

throughout all phases of the project. 

18. Creation and reforestation of a riparian zone from the toe of the levee to the river or 

lake should be undertaken where feasible to provide riparian habitat and provide 

erosion protection to the fill areas. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. Some creation or reforestation of a portions of this 

area near the edges of the river or lake could be added in subsequent phase(s). 

However riparian habitat will not be feasible everywhere. Further testing would need to 

occur to show that the reforestation would not significantly impact flood level reduction. 

It may be easier to create forested areas, at edges of excavation area, rather than along 

edge of river for portions of Alternative E. 

19. Mitigation should be implemented concurrent with construction. 

USACE Response: Concur. Mitigation will be implemented prior to or concurrent with 

construction of any FRM measures. 

20. Mitigation for unavoidable losses of fish and wildlife habitat, as reflected by loss of 

AAHUs, as well as loss of function, should be implemented within the Pearl River Basin. 

We recommend maintaining the interagency mitigation team for planning, coordination, 

future sampling, and HEP analysis. At minimum plan components should include: 

a. criteria for determining ecological success; 

b. monitoring until after successful completion; 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c. a description of available lands for mitigation and the basis for the determination of 

availability; 

d. incorporate a public land measure for any impacts to public lands; 

e. identification of the entity responsible for monitoring; 

f. development of a contingency plan (i.e., adaptive management); 

g. during consideration of mitigation sites, recovery goals for ESA listed species within 

the Project area should be considered as well as habitat that would help conserve at-

risk species; 

h. implement riverbank protection/stabilization in areas that are experiencing instability, 

gravel bar protection/restoration, sand and gravel mine restoration; and 

i. establish a consultation process with appropriate Federal and State agencies to 

determine acceptable means of mitigation and success criteria. 

USACE Response: Concur. The natural resource agencies will continue to be included 

in all phases of the project. As stated in the preliminary mitigation plan, loss of value and 

function of each habitat type will be mitigated in kind and within the PR basin. Each 

component listed will be included in the project specific mitigation plan to be developed 

during subsequent phases. 

21. Impacts to the public lands, such as LeFleur’s Bluff State Park, and other 

conservation lands (Fannye Cook Natural Area) should be avoided and minimized. 

Mitigation for such impacts should be located on public lands or property that is placed 

into the public trust. 

USACE Response: Concur. USACE has requested input from MDWFP regarding 

properties MDWFP would be interested in receiving as a substitution for USACE’ S 

consideration in mitigating potential impacts to park property from the PR FRM project. 

USACE will continue to coordinate with MDWFP on this matter. 

22. A conservation easement, in perpetuity, should be recorded on the deed of any 

mitigation sites not transferred to public ownership. 

USACE Response: Concur: any mitigation lands not transferred to public ownership 

will have a conservation easement, in perpetuity, recorded on the deed. 

23. Adequate turbidity, silt, and spoil containment barriers should be used to protect 

aquatic and wetland resources. 

USACE Response: Concur. A storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) is 

required and will include measures to be implemented during construction to address 

turbidity, siltation, and sluffing of soils. 

24. Incorporate sediment and erosion control measures during construction and re-

vegetate all disturbed areas not proposed for future access or staging immediately 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

following construction. Incorporate measures to identify potential erosion issues, and 

control erosion and potential head-cutting downstream. 

USACE Response: Concur. A SWPPP is required and will include measures to be 

implemented during construction to address erosion. Re-vegetation of cleared areas 

not intended for FRM or future access/staging will be considered in PED. 

25. Assess existing constrictions within the main stem of the Pearl River and identify 

solutions for flood reduction considerations (i.e., in stream debris-clean up, road and 

railroad bridge obstructions and inadequacy for flow). 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. This has been partially completed at this time, i.e. 

removal of abandoned railroad embankment just south of the Fewell Weir. Further 

analysis of “pinch points” could be completed in subsequent phase(s).  Generally, 

stream debris issues are more significant on the tributaries rather than the Pearl River 

itself and would not be expected to show a significant improvement to flood stages from 

flooding caused by the Pearl River. 

26. Sediment testing for contaminants is recommended in areas proposed for use as 

borrow or that would be flooded by the project, especially those around known 

contaminated areas that are proposed for use in levees, berms, or islands, where 

contaminant exposure to fish and wildlife is probable. The testing and response plan for 

any contaminated soil should be developed in cooperation with the natural resource 

agencies. 

USACE Response: Concur. Borrow material whether being brought onto USACE 

property or taken from USACE property shall be screened for environmental 

contaminants prior to transfer. Soils that exhibit hazardous waste characteristics (40 

CFR 261.21- 261.24), even if naturally occurring, are not eligible as borrow material. 

Professional judgement will be used to identify material that is suitable. USACE will 

ensure that the guidelines outlined within ER 1165-2-132 and the guidelines outlined 

within the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality  Groundwater Assessment 

Remediation Division and Waste Division are followed if testing and response to 

contaminated material is needed. 

27. An invertebrate, fishery, and aquatic turtle monitoring plan should be developed to 

ensure that all impacts of the project have been mitigated and that mitigation features 

(e.g., river restoration) are functioning as intended. This long-term plan should 

incorporate various gear types (e.g., electro-shocking, seines, gill nets) to maximize the 

detection of various riverine guild species most susceptible to water resource 

development projects. This plan should be developed in cooperation with the natural 

resource agencies. 

USACE Response: Concur. A detailed monitoring plan for the project specific mitigation 

plan will be developed in coordination with the natural resource agencies in subsequent 

phase(s) and prior to implementation. 

https://261.21-261.24


 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

28. A monitoring and adaptive management plan addressing upstream and downstream 

geomorphology impacts should be developed in coordination with the natural resource 

agencies to determine the need to implement grade or other erosion control (e.g., bank 

stabilization) features to minimize project impacts to the Pearl River and its tributaries. 

That plan should include at minimum the use of aerial photographs, geographical 

information systems, gauge and cross-section data, as well as other parameters 

deemed necessary during development of that plan. The plan should be developed in 

cooperation with the natural resource agencies. Monitoring may result in the 

determination of additional monitoring and/or mitigation needs from such impacts. The 

plan should incorporate a request for pre-authorization for such mitigation if it is 

determined necessary. 

USACE Response: Concur. A preliminary monitoring and adaptive management plan 

has been developed in coordination with the natural resource agencies. A detailed 

monitoring and adaptive management plan will be developed in subsequent phase(s) in 

cooperation with the natural resource agencies. 

29. Undeveloped portions of the floodplain serve to absorb and store storm run-off and 

reduce additional flood damages. Restrictive use zoning or non-development 

easements should be implemented by the NFI, prior to project construction, and contain 

language stringent enough to ensure that flood-prone development does not occur and 

that undeveloped lands in the floodplain are used for floodwater storage, wildlife, 

outdoor recreation, and other flood compatible land uses. Floodplain ordinances could 

be an effective measure to avoid additional future flood damages throughout the 

Jackson metropolitan area. 

USACE Response: Acknowledged. 



     

    

 

 

             
           

     

       

 

 

             
             

           

          

 

   

                   
              

    

 

 

                  
              

            
                

            
 

               
               

 

 

               
             

               

SUMMARY OF NFI COMMENTS�ON�USFWS CAR�FOR�

PEARL RIVER�FLOOD RISK�MANAGEMENT�PROJECT�

PAGE 7�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�This�FWCA report�has�been�provided�to the�Mississippi Department�of�Wildlife,�Fisheries,�and�
Parks�(MDWFP),�the�Louisiana Department�of�Wildlife�and�Fisheries,�and�the�Louisiana Ecological�
Services�Field�Office�for�comment.�

Comment:�and�Corps? - and�no formal input�from RH�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�The Service�under the�authority�of�FWCA,�worked�with�representatives�of�the�USACE�to assess�
fish�and�wildlife�resources�in�the�area, evaluate�alternatives,�address�issues�and�objectives,�and�
recommend�any�preliminary�measures�for�protection�and�conservation�of�resources.�

Comment:�greater�involvement�with�RH could�have�resolved�many�RH concerns�

Heading:�History�

Comment:�Should�add�the�real�history�of�the�Pearl�River�re�corps�report�from�the�late�1800's�-
explains�the�erosion,�sediment�and�other issues�that�are�currently�blamed�only�on�RBR and�other�
more�recent�conditions�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�Efforts�such�as�the�River and�Harbor�Act�of�1945�and�the�Flood�Control Act�of�1946 resulted�in�
construction�of�the�Jackson�and�East�Jackson�levees,�with�pumping�plants�to relieve�interior�ponding�
and�to promote�floodplain�development.�However,�such�flood�control�measures�did�not�eliminate�
flooding�issues,�as�evidenced�by�the�devastating�flood�of�1979.�This�cycle�of�alleviating�flood�issues,�
while�simultaneously�opening�the�floodplain�to�more�development,�has�potentially�exacerbated�the�
issues�

Comment:�ignores�the�important�fact of�the�extensive�channelization�of�the�river in�the�project�area�
during�the�construction�of�the�levees�in�1960's�and�the�impacts�to�the�environment/species�etc�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�As�pointed�out�in�previous�Service�assessments,�the�RBR removed�the�upper one-third�of�the�
drainage�basin�from�contributing�sediment�to the�riverine�system.�Reports�indicate�that�incision�and�
degradation�of�the�Pearl�and�Strong�Rivers�were�caused�by�the�RBR (Kennedy�and�Hasse�2009).�



             
                 

               
 

              

    

 

 

 

              
           

          

   

 

 

              
     

    

                
          

    

                
                

   

 

     

                 
               

                
             

             
   

 

 

Comment:�see�comment�above�about�history�- furthermore,�until RH is�able�to review�all the�
supporting�cited�reports�its�reserves�comments�on�many�of�these�issues�- this�is�because�much�of�
the�studies�conducted�on�the�Pearl River�have�many�flawed�and�use�untested�assumptions�in�their�
conclusions�

Text: Such�destabilization�and�degradation�led�to�a�decline�in�aquatic�resources�(Tipton�et�al. 2004).�

Comment:�ditto�

PAGE 8�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�Additionally,�research�revealed�that�the�Pearl River south�of�its�confluence�with�the�Strong�River�
had�undergone�a dramatic�change,�with�gravel substrates�being�replaced�with�unstable�sand�
substrate�following�construction�of�the�reservoir�(Piller et�al.�2004).�

Comment:�ditto references�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Those�flood�control�measures�were�inadequate�in�protecting�against�the�1979 flood�where�
levees�were�flanked�or nearly�overtopped.�

Comment:�it�was�overtopped�

Text:�In�1996,�USACE�examined�the�feasibility�of�constructing�additional�levees�along�both�sides�of�
the�Pearl River to provide�flood�control�to the�greater�Jackson�area. However,�no local sponsor�agreed�
to cost-share�project�implementation.�

Comment:�misrepresents�the�facts�- downstream�folks�got�the�legislature�to�kill the�project�- doesn’t�
mention�the�upstream�dry�dam�approach�and�why�it�died�- these�are�important�facts�to understand�
what�is�"practicable"�

Heading:�Description�of�Project�Area�

Comment:�this�language�is�confusing�and�does�not�clearly�define�the�"project�area"�- this�does not�
match�the�term used�by�the�Corps�and�other entities�–�the�project�area is�the�immediate�area around�
the�actual construction�–�using�this�broader�definition�appears�to�be�an�attempt�to�mislead�the�public�
- the�proper term for�this�broad�area is�study�area - RH comments�when�addressing�corrections�and�
comments�involving�"project�area" reflect�this�created�confusion�- also note�Figure�3 in�this�document�
"Project�Study�Area"�



 

           

    

 

 

 

                   
              

         

               
             

                
         

                
    

           

 

 

      

                  
             

       

               
            

      

 

 

 

                 
        

      

Paragraph 5�

Text: Several�levees�and�flood�control�structures�exist�within�the�Project�area.�

Comment:�and�channelization�

PAGE 11�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�The�USACE�defined�the�study�or�Project�area�as�the�floodplain�from�RBR�to just�south�of�Byram�
(RM�270.0 –�RM�301.77),�however,�flood�inducements�are�anticipated�as�far�downstream�as�the�
confluence�of�Copiah�Creek south�of�Georgetown,�Mississippi (RM�223).�

Comment:�this�is�wrong�- potential inundations�not�inducements�and�it�implies�they�are�factual -
they�are�not�at�this�time�- only�potentially�and�that�is�0-6"�

Text:�Therefore,�the�Service�considers�the�area for�which�direct�and�indirect�effects�could�occur�to�
include�the�Pearl�River floodplain�from the�RBR Dam�(RM�301.77) downstream�approximately�79 
miles�to the�confluence�of�Copiah�Creek�near�RM�223;�and�includes�land�in�Copiah,�Hinds,�Madison,�
and�Rankin�Counties,�Mississippi.�

Comment:�not�based�upon�solid�facts�- see�above�comment�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�The floodplain�averages�3 miles�wide.�

Comment:�ignores�the�width�of�the�flood�plain�above�the�project�area,�its�severe�reduction�in�the�
project�area and�then�the�expansion�to several miles�below�the�project�area�- important�fact when�
understanding�the�constraints�on�selecting�an�alternative�

Text:�Alteration�of�the�650-foot-wide�cleared�strip�of�floodplain�along�the�river within�the�Jackson�
metropolitan�area contains�reduced�habitat�quality,�as�do�the�13.2 miles�of�earthen�levees.�

Comment:�again�ignores�the�prior channelization�

PAGE 12�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�During�droughts,�minimal�discharge�from�the�RBR�at�times�could�be�below�that�required�for�
adequate�dilution�and�flushing�of�the�wastewater facilities�discharges.�

Comment:�deal in�facts�not�speculation�



             
            

        

                  
       

 

 

 

                 
              
               

              

 

 

             
          

          

 

 

          
        

                   
            

  

 

 

                 
             

           
           

            

 

Text:� Additionally,�the�MDEQ�reported�ongoing�issues�with�sewage�leaking�from�Jackson’s�
wastewater pipes�and�flowing�into tributaries�and�ultimately�the�Pearl River.�As�mentioned,�there�are�
also several hazardous�waste�sites�located�within�the�Project�area.�

Comment:�if�this�is�going�to�inserted�into�the�discussion�than�a�more�comprehensive�review�of�the�
work underway�to improve�these�conditions�should�be�included�

PAGE 13�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�The�bed�and�banks�of�the�river are�comprised�of�silts,�sands,�sandstone,�and�clays,�including�
marl, with�gravel�deposits�(Monroe 1954).�Overall,�the�basin�has�a gentle�slope�with�that�of�the�
tributaries�being�less�than�10 feet�per mile�except�near�the�headwaters,�where�it�is�greater.�

Comment:�but�not�all�the�tributaries�which�an�important�fact�when�considering�alternatives�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Due�to concerns�regarding�downstream�resources,�the�USACE continues�to�assess�impacts�to�
the�Pearl�River�downstream�of�the�proposed�project�to the�Mississippi Sound.�

Comment:�what�does�this�mean�–�an�unsupported�statement�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�The�Pearl�River becomes�braided�with�numerous�bifurcations�around�Bogalusa, Louisiana, 
which�eventually�give�way�to swamps�then�tidal�marshes.�

Comment: there�is�a lot�more�going�on�in�this�section�of�the�river - unrelated�to the�river�in�the�project�
area - which�is�important�when�considering�downstream�issues�- sediment,�erosion,�river course�
changes�etc�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Operationally,�the�RBR�must�maintain�a�minimum�flow�of�112�million�gallons�of�water per�day�
or�approximately�170�cubic�feet�per�second�(cfs). This�discharge�rate�is�greater than�low-flow�
discharge�rates�experienced�preconstruction;�however,�downstream�discharge�of�the�Savanna�Street�
Wastewater Treatment�Facility�is�based�on�a�critical�low�flow�of�227 cfs.�

Comment:�a key�fact�which�is�ignored�when�considering�the�RBR�issues�



                
   

                 
            
      

 

 

              
        

      

 

 

 

            

                   
              

             
   

                
    

 

 

 

               
              

             
       

              
               
                

 

 

 

Text:�The RBR�is�eutrophic�with�low�DO�levels�documented�in�the�summer�months�(MDEQ�2018,�
Phalen�et�al. 1988).�

Comment:�suggest�better research�on�this�issue�as�more�recent�data�on�DO�suggests�DO�not�low�
during�summer - also eutrophic�status�is�misleading�to the�reader as�the�RBR, in�the�2024 305(b)�
report�is�considered�under the�attaining�status�

Paragraph 5�

Text:�Regarding�flow�dynamics,�Hasse�(2006) reported�an�increase�in�magnitude�of�flood�and�low-
flow�events�post-construction�of�the�RBR�and�dam.�

Comment:�see�comments�on�research�

PAGE 14�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Discharges�greater than�5,000�cfs�do�not�occur between�June�and�November�

Comment:�this�is�not�factual�- in�2024�the�river�met�or�exceed�5000cfs�three�times�between�June�
November�- in�2023 it�met�or�exceeded�5000cfs�four�times�- i can�go on�.......�

Text:�Rates�greater than�20,000�cfs�occur�infrequently�between�December and�May,�usually�not�
exceeding�10,000�cfs�

Comment:�again�misleading�- in�2023�it�exceeded�10000cfs�five�times�- with�several�sustained�
periods�of�7-10�days�

PAGE 15�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Considered�one�of�the�most�biologically�diverse�rivers�in�the�country,�the�Pearl River supports�
140�species�of�fish�(including�bass,�bluegill,�sunfish,�crappie,�catfish,�topminnows,�etc.),�14�species�
of�turtles�(including�the�endemic�Pearl�River�map�turtle�(Graptemys�pearlensis)), 40�species�of�
mussels,�and�other�aquatic�species�(MDWFP 2016).�

Comment:�this�statement�is�tossed�about�frequently�as�tool to advocate�a position.�The�Pearl�is�
diverse�but�calling�"one�of�the�most"�is�not�scientifically�neutral - additionally,�biologically�diverse�can�
cover a�wide�area�- fish,�birds,�plants,�mammals�etc�- which�are�included�in�this�statement?�



 

             
               

            

                   
              

              
            

  

 

 

 

                 
             

           
  

                

            
      

               
            

          

               
      

               
            

          

 

 

               
         

               
       

 

Paragraph 5�

Text:�Unmodified�riverine�ecosystems�are�important�for�many�aquatic�species�requiring�moving�
currents�and�habitat�diversity.�Aquatic�habitat�within�the�Project�area�includes�the�main�stem�and�
tributaries,�RBR, several�oxbow�lakes�such�as�Mayes�Lake,�channel cutoffs such�as�Crystal Lake,�

Comment:�the�sequence�of�these�sentences�implies�the�Pearl�in�unmodified�- it�clearly�is�not�in�the�
project�area - weir,�channelizations�etc�- furthermore,�the�lower pearl�with�its�weirs�cannot�be�
considered�unmodified�- in�fact�when�considering�the�1879�Corps�report�which�finds�extensive�
channel cutting�and�other river manipulation�over 140�years�ago,�the�entire�Pearl�should�not�be�
considered�unmodified�

PAGE 16�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�There�is�a�known�mussel bed�located�just�north�of�the�J.H.�Fewell Water�Treatment�Plant�(WTP)�
weir,�where�firm�silty/sandy�beds�provide�suitable�habitat�for�numerous�mussel species.�The�bed�
contains�a diverse�compliment�of�mussels�totaling�nearly�20 species,�including�several rare�species�
(Weiland�2000).�

Comment:�this�suggests�better adaptability�of�the�species�than�claimed�in�the�BO�and�this�report�

Text: Within�the�Pearl River,�the�proposed�threatened�Louisiana pigtoe is�found�in�the�Project�area�
and�a small portion�of�the�Lower Pearl River (Ellwanger et�al. 2023).�

Comment:�this�is�misleading�-implies�its�only�in�these�two�areas�- USFWS reports�current�
distribution�from the�RBR to the�lower pearl�(showing�280�miles)�with�proposed�critical habitat�on�87�
miles�in�the�lower�Pearl –�significantly�below�the�project�area�

Text:�Within�the�Pearl�River,�the�proposed�threatened�Louisiana pigtoe is�found�in�the�Project�area�
and�a small portion�of�the�Lower Pearl River (Ellwanger et�al. 2023).�

Comment:�this�is�misleading�-implies�its�only�in�these�two�areas�- USFWS reports�current�
distribution�from the�RBR to the�lower pearl�(showing�280�miles)�with�proposed�critical habitat�on�87�
miles�in�the�lower�Pearl –�significantly�below�the�project�area�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�Sandbars�in�various�stages�of�development�are�a typical feature�of�the�Pearl River in�the�Project�
area. Riverine�sandbar�habitat,�especially�unmodified,�has�high�wildlife�value.�

Comment:�sandbars�in�the�channelized�section�of�the�river do not�respond�in�the�manner to�flooding�
as�unaltered�river sections�- a�relevant�factor�



              
          

             
              

             
         

              
   

 

 

              
             

           
       

      
        

            
    

              
   

                
        

             
               

            

 

 

      

                
    

             
             

          
             

    

                

Text:�In�fact, within�the�Project�area, the�threatened�ringed�and�Pearl River map�turtles�have�been�
documented�using�these�features�for nesting.�Although�sandbar creation�within�the�proposed�
impoundment�for Alternative�C�was�previously�proposed�as�a�conservation�measure�for�the�ringed�
map�turtle,�we�believe�these�features�would�need�extensive�maintenance�and�monitoring�since�they�
could�be�overtaken�by�undesirable�plant�and�non-target�turtle�species,�experience�nest�predation,�
and�may�not�be�adequately�protected�from human�disturbance�

Comment:�there�are�no�protections�now�from human�disturbance�–�or�from non-target�species�and�
nest�predation�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Since�downstream�impacts�are�being�analyzed,�it’s�important�to�note�those�resources�
downstream�of�the�Project�area.�Coastal wetlands�of�the�Pearl�River provide�nursery�and�foraging�
habitat�that�supports�economically�important�marine�fishery�species�(i.e.,�spotted�seatrout�
(Cynoscion�nebulosus), sand�seatrout�(Cynoscion�arenarius), southern�flounder�(Paralichthys�
lethostigma),�Atlantic�croaker (Micropogonias�undulatus), spot�(Leiostomus�xanthurus), Gulf�
menhaden�(Brevoortia patronus), striped�mullet�(Mugil cephalus),�white�mullet�(Mugil curema),�blue�
crab�(Callinectes�sapidus), and�shrimp). Some�of�these�species�serve�as�prey�for�other commercially�
and/or recreationally�important�fish�species.�

Comment:�when�are�we�going�to stop�talking�about�coastal issues�- there�no data showing�any�
impacts�to the�coast.�

Text:�The�productivity�of�the�Pearl�River�estuary�contains�a�significant�portion�of�the�total commercial�
fisheries�catch�of�the�Gulf�States�(Gunter 1967).�

Comment: there�many�factors�unrelated�to anything�going�on�the�Jackson�area or�this�project�that�
have�been�shown�to currently�impact�this�estuary�- and�these�known�factors�would�have�real benefits�
if�the�agencies�focused�on�fixing�those�problems�instead�of�hypothetical�concerns�

PAGE 17�

Text:�Heading:�Terrestrial�Resources�

Comment:�without�a long�dissertation�on�FWCA - plants�are�NOT�part�of�the�authority�unless�they�
benefit�fish�and�wildlife�

Text:�Many�are�considered�species�of�greatest�conservation�need�(SGCN, NatureServe�and�MDWFP�
2016),�meaning�their�populations�have�declined�due�to emerging�threats.�In�fact, the�Golden�winged�
warbler (Vermivora�chrysoptera),�a species�under�review�for federal�protection,�ranges�within�this�
basin.�Quantitative�data can�be�accessed�from the�Breeding�Bird�Survey�and�Christmas�Bird�Count,�
(U.S.�Geological�Survey;�Audubon).�

Comment:�threats�that�are�not�well�documented�in�the�research�only�assumed�or�speculated�upon�



 

 

              
     

           

                 
      

          

 

 

            
              
              

             
           
     

               
        

 

 

            
                    

              
     

              
         

 

 

 

                
         

            
 

PAGE 18�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�There�is�significant�acreage�along�the�Pearl River within�the�Project�area that�provides�habitat�
unique�for�a metropolitan�area.�

Comment:�this�requires�better�explanation�- how�is�it�unique�

Text:�These�lands�not�only�serve�as�habitat�for wildlife,�but�also�many�of�them�allow�non-consumptive�
recreation�and�public hunting�for�game�species.�

Comment:�FYI�discharging�firearms�not�allowed�with�city�limits�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Reports�reveal that�destabilization�and�degradation�of�the�Pearl River following�construction�of�
the�RBR�led�to�a decline�in�aquatic�resources�(Tipton�et�al. 2004).�Additionally,�research�revealed that�
the�Pearl River south�of�its�confluence�with�the�Strong�River had�undergone�a�dramatic�change,�with�
gravel�substrates�being�replaced�with�unstable�sand�substrate�following�construction�of�the�RBR�
(Piller et�al. 2004).�Such�impacts�contributed�to extirpation�of�the�pearl�darter,�Alabama shad,�
southern�walleye,�and�freckled�darter.�

Comment:�see�prior�comments�about�research�- also Corps�report�from 1879�- this�problem�has�
been�ongoing�for�decades�before�the�RBR was�constructed.�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�The northern�long-eared�bat�(Myotis�septentrionalis), federally�listed�as�an�endangered�species,�
is�a medium�sized�bat�about�3�to�3.7 inches�in�length�and�is�distinguished�by�its�long�ears.�Its�fur�color�
can�range�from medium�to dark brown.�The northern�long-eared�bat�can�be�found�in�much�of�the�
eastern�and�north�central United�States.�

Comment: it�should�be�noted�that�according�to USFWS data�this�species�range�is�not�within�the�
project�area only�the�southern�end�of�the�study�area�

PAGE 19�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�The decline�of�the�ringed�map�turtle�has�been�attributed�to habitat�modification�(i.e.,�loss�of�
exposed�sandbars,�basking�areas)�and�water quality�deterioration,�reservoir�construction,�
channelization,�desnagging�for�navigation,�siltation,�and�the�subsequent�loss�of�invertebrate�food�
sources�



               
       

 

 

            
         

           
                  

            

            
              

         

              

 

 

               
               

              
        

               
      

 

 

         

                
              

            
        

            
              

             

 

 

 

Comment:�the�research�on�this�work�regarding�population�decline�is�speculative�and�assumptive�-
there�are�not�actual quantitative�data to support�these�statements�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�The Pearl�River map�turtle�(Graptemys�pearlensis), federally�listed�as�threatened,�is�a�
moderatesized�aquatic�turtle�endemic�to the�Pearl River drainage�of�Louisiana and�Mississippi.�

Comment: The recent�(2024) identification�of�the�species�in�Louisiana (done�after its�listing)�and�the�
strong�claims�that�the�species�was�only�in�the�Pearl�may�support�future�findings�of�the�species�in�
other�areas�- this�should�new�population�should�factor�into the�decision�process�

Text:�Threats�have�been�attributed�to water pollution�impacting�mollusk populations�on�which�the�
turtles�feed,�snag�and�log�removal,�channelization�and�impoundment,�collection�for�the�pet�trade,�
increasing�nest�predation�rates,�and�target�shooting�(Service�2021).�

Comment:�see�comment�above�(No�indication�of�what�comment�they�are�referring�to)�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Atlantic�sturgeon�less�than�two years�old�appear�to remain�in�riverine�habitats�and�estuarine�
areas�throughout�the�year,�rather�than�migrate�to�marine�waters.�Habitat�alterations�such�as�those�
caused�by�water�control�structures�and�navigation�projects�that�limit�and�prevent�spawning,�poor�
water quality,�and�over-fishing�have�negatively�affected�this�species.�

Comment:�it�should�be�noted�that�as�of�2022 that�despite�several catastrophic�mortality�events�the�
species�population�is�either stable�or�increasing�

PAGE 21�

Heading:�At�Risk�Species�and�Species�of�Concern�

Comment:�the�inclusion�of�these�species�creates�a focus,�effort�and�costs�on�a species�that�may�
never obtain�or�need�ESA status�–�by�including�third�party�petitioned�species�that�speculative�aspect�
is�even�higher - another example�of�regulatory�creep,�carrying�the�authority�under the�FWCA beyond�
"resources" - in�fact the�term�endangered�never appears�in�FWCA�

Text:�The�Louisiana pigtoe (Pleurobema�riddellii),�proposed�for�listing�at�threatened,�was�recently�
found�within�the�Project�area (Ellwanger�et�al. 2023)�and�downstream�in�the�West�Pearl�River.�

Comment:�see�prior�comment�on�both�species�locations�and�the�term project�area�



 

 

              

               
               

      

 

 

              
            

              
              

         

                
      

 

 

              
              

              
             

              
              

              

             
              

                   
       

 

 

 

                
   

PAGE 22�

Paragraph 1�

Text: It�has�been�collected�between�the�Project�area and�the�RBR and�in�the�lower Pearl.�

Comment:�on�what�data? The current�report�states�that�the�only�populations�are�above�the�RBR and�
in�lower�Pearl several miles�below�Columbia - no�samples�collected�in�the�project�area�- is�this�
another misuse�of�the�term�project�area�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�One�turtle�species�proposed�for�federal protection�as�threatened�occurs�within�the�Project�
area,�the�alligator�snapping�turtle�(Macrochelys�temminckii). The�alligator�snapping�turtle�occurs�in�
waterways�that�drain�into the�Gulf�of�Mexico.�Although�the�species’�range�is�large,�population�
densities�are�likely�low�throughout�the�range.�They�occur in�various�habitats�including�rivers,�oxbows,�
lakes,�and�backwater swamps,�including�those�within�the�Project�area.�

Comment:�no mention�that�the�species�are�found�in�deeper waters�(ie�large�rivers,�lakes�and�ponds�
etc)�- just�like�Alt�D�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�The monarch�butterfly�(Danaus�plexippus) is�a candidate�species�and�not�yet�listed�or�proposed�
for�listing�under�the�ESA.�The monarch�is�a�member of�the�milkweed�butterfly�group�(subfamily�
Danainae,�order Lepidoptera) and�is�known�for its�large�size,�its�orange�and�black wings,�and�its�long�
annual�migrations.�Monarchs�are�concentrated�in�North,�Central, and�South�America but�also�can�be�
found�intermittently�in�other locations.�Threats�are�believed�to�be�ongoing�land�development�in�areas�
along�the�monarch’s�different�migratory�route�and�loss�of�milkweed�plants�associated�with�the�
expansion�in�the�early�21st�century�of�the�use�of�genetically�modified�herbicide-resistant�crops.�

Comment:�it�should�be�noted�that�two conditions�significantly�reduce�the�opportunity�for this�
species�to be�found�in�the�project�area - RH regularly�mows�the�habitats�were�milkweek would�likely�
be�found�- this�includes�the�levees�- and�the�"clearing�area" - that�in�the�past�was�sprayed�with�
herbicides�by�PRBDD - having�the�same�impact�

PAGE 23�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�The�Service�recommends�that�the�Project�be�constructed�outside�of�those�windows�to�the�
maximum�extent�practicable.�



                 
                  
     

 

 

 

            
              

          

          
                  

                   
               

 

              
                 

 

 

   

              
         

                
    

 

 

 

               
           

        

                    
   

           
                  

             

Comment:�if�I am�reading�this�correctly�this�leaves�5 months�to�construct�each�year�- it�ignores�
whether�there�actual�are�species�and�nest�in�the�construction�area�or�the�impact to�the�species�if�it�
decides�to�leave�an�area�

PAGE 24�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�The Service’s�planning�goal for�the�Pearl�River Flood�Risk Management�Project�continues�to be�
implementation�of�a�project�that�balances�the�needs�of�fish,�wildlife,�and�wetland�resources�
alongside�the�need�to provide�flood�risk management�for the�Jackson�metropolitan�area.�

Comment:�to properly�consider the�flood�risk management�USFWS needs�to better�understand�the�
pros�and�cons�of�each�alternates�- from the�current�comments�on�A1�and�E�that�is�not�apparent�

Text:�Finally,�in�order�to�allow�and�encourage�the�citizens�of�the�Jackson�metropolitan�area�to�use�the�
remaining�fish�and�wildlife�resources�of�the�area, there�is�a need�for improved�access�to�the�Pearl�
River.�

Comment:�this�statement�is�disingenuous�- how�would�the�public "use"�and�endangered�species�
that�the�public cant�see,�cant�collect�(fishing) and�in�for�certain�species,�must�not�be�allowed�into�its�
habitat?�

Paragraph 3,�3rd�bullet�

Text:�Riverine�mitigation�should�target�removal of�obsolete�structures�that�inhibit�fish�passage�within�
the�Pearl�River�Basin�downstream�of�the�proposed�project.�

Comment:�acknowledging�prior efforts�to�accomplish�this�and�the�many�reasons�why�it�has�not�been�
completed,�should�be�stated�

PAGE 25�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�The�Service’s�Mitigation�Policy�(Federal Register,�Vol.�46,�pp.�7644-7663,�January�23,�1981)�has�
designated�four resource�categories,�which�ensure�that�the�level of�mitigation�recommended�will be�
consistent�with�the�fish�and�wildlife�resources�involved.�

Comment:�This�does�not�appear�to�be�the�current�version�- is�the�may�2023�the�correct�version?�See�
additional�comment�below�

Additional Comment:�RH review�of�current�USFWS regulation�on�resource�categories�indicates�the�
language�provided�in�this�report�does�not�comply�with�the�policy�- as�there�are�no�longer�resource�
categories�see�Fed�Reg Vol 81 No 224�Nov�21�2016�p83440-83492 and�the�mitigation�policy�may�2023�



 

               
       

     

 

 

 

            
             

        

 

 

 

              
           

         

          

 

 

 

                
             
              

    

            

 

 

 

            
            

          
  

Paragraph 7�

Text:�The Service�has�also�determined�that�the�oxbow�lakes�and�cutoffs functioning�as�oxbows�within�
the�existing�floodplain�area are�Resource�Category�2 habitat.�

Comment:�supporting�data? Including�quantitative�

PAGE 26�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�Acquired�properties�would�become�permanent/perpetual�greenspace�that�is�publicly�owned�
and�maintained�by�the�non-federal interest�(NFI),�the�Rankin�Hinds�Pearl River�Flood�Control�District.�

Comment:�this�has�not�been�established�

PAGE 27�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Prior descriptions�of�this�alternative�noted�some�sandbar�replacement�for�lost�sandbar�habitat.�
This�feature�would�require�tremendous�maintenance�and�monitoring,�and�several concerns�were�
expressed�regarding�their�effectiveness�in�supporting�target�wildlife�species.�

Comment:�what�has�changed�from the�prior acceptance�of�this�approach?�

PAGE 28�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Most�notably,�the�Service�is�unable�to fully�assess�potential�impacts�to�riverine�species�for�
Alternative�D since�a velocity�analysis�has�not�been�conducted,�similar�to what�was�conducted�for�
Alternative�C.�In�addition,�a mitigation�plan�to offset�riverine�impacts�resulting�from�Alternative�C�or�
D has�not�been�provided.�

Comment:�not�really�that�different�from�all the�work that�was�done�for C�

PAGE 29�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�The�NFI�has�been�shortsighted�in�seeing�the�potential for recreational opportunities�associated�
with�a free-flowing,�unobstructed�river�through�past�planning�efforts;�therefore,�we�encourage�the�
USACE to give�full consideration�of�the�recreational opportunities�that�could�be�achieved�with�
Alternative�E.�



             
              

     

 

 

            
          

     

            
     

       

 

 

               
 

            
               

 

 

     

              
            

          
                

 

        

 

 

               
             

         

               
                 

Comment:�USFWS has�not�demonstrated�sufficient�knowledge�of�the�current�and�the�proposed�
conditions�required�under E - had�RH been�involved�in�the�development�of�this�document�we�could�
have�collaborated�on�these�issues�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�The�proposed�work would�include�voluntary�property�acquisition�and�rehabilitate�existing�
infrastructure�within�the�existing�footprint�(e.g.,�elevating�structures,�floodproofing�structures).�

Comment:�Corps�–�better check this�

Text:�Acquired�properties�would�become�permanent/perpetual�greenspace�that�is�publicly�owned�
and�maintained�by�the�NFI.�

Comment:�this�has�not�been�established�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Alternative�C�is�still�considered�the�most�damaging�alternative�for both�terrestrial�and�aquatic�
resources.�

Comment:�USFWS continues�to�overestimate�quality�the�current�conditions�of�the�channelized�
section�of�the�river�- possibility�from recent�species�reports�(that�are�based�on�untested�results)�

PAGE 30�

Paragraph 3�(after�items�2 through�4)�

Text:�Some�of�the�functions�lost�when�impounding�a river include�flood�control�and�storm protection,�
wildlife�and�fish�habitat,�forest�resources,�water quality�and�quantity.�Furthermore,�reduction�in�
downstream�flooding�and�water quality�affect�biodiversity,�floodplains,�deltas,�and�estuaries�
(Rosenberg�et�al.�1997,�McCully�1996,�Dynesius�and�Nilsson�1994,�Gillilan�and�Brown�1997,�Olsen�et�
al. 2006).�

Comment:�see�comments�about�downstream�findings�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�As�demonstrated�by�the�models�(Graphs�2 through�5), velocities�in�the�proposed�project�area�
could�be�significantly�reduced�approximately�73 percent�of�the�time�for�Alternative�C,�interrupting�
important�life�history�strategies�(i.e.,�prey�sources,�breeding�substrate).�

Comment:�Based�on�prior�comments�revealing�flaws�in�the�cfs�data�and�other concerns�regarding�
H&H analysis�RH�does�not�agree�with�this�entire�discussion�- as�stated�above�if�RH was�involved�with�



              
       

 

 

 

              
           

          
               

           
          

           
             

           

              

 

 

  

              
             

     

            

 

 

             
            

           

       

 

 

              
            

             

 

the�development�of�this�document�- instead�of�just�limited�to�meetings�prior�to document�
development,�the�results�may�have�been�different�

PAGE 34�

Paragraph 5�

Text:�For�example,�the�Pearl River�sustained�long- and�short-term impacts�from�construction�of�the�
RBR. Construction�of�the�dam�created�extensive�downstream�erosion,�sedimentation,�and�other�
hydro-geomorphological changes�that�reportedly�destabilized�the�system�(Tipton�et�al. 2004,�Piller et�
al. 2004).�These�changes�likely�contributed�to the�loss�or�reduction�of�several�species�within�the�Pearl�
River drainage.�Sensitive�mussel species�were�eliminated�from�the�main�channel�(i.e.,�Alabama�
hickorynut,�inflated�heelsplitter)�and�the�Strong�River (i.e.,�Alabama spike,�black�sandshell)�
(Ellwanger�et�al. 2023). Some�species�of�fish�(i.e.,�crystal darter,�frecklebelly�madtom)�experienced�
sharp�population�declines,�not�returning�to�pre-construction�status�until�decades�later.�Still�other�
sensitive�fish�species�were�extirpated�(i.e.,�Pearl�darter,�Alabama shad,�freckled�darter).�

Comment:�see�prior�comments�about�pre�RBR history�(No indication�of�which�comment�they�mean)�

PAGE 36�

Paragraph 1�

Text:�Contradicting�the�1.6-mile�downstream�impact�zone,�recent�models�developed�by�the�USACE�
show�impacts�(i.e.,�inducements) extending�an�additional�59�river�miles�downstream�to�Copiah�Creek�
just�South�of�Georgetown,�Mississippi.�

Comment:�Corps�- this�is�another�example�of�unsettled�H&H�issues�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�Conversely,�sediment�trapping�behind�the�weir can�reduce�sediment�flow�downstream,�causing�
long-term adverse�impacts�to�aquatic�species�habitat�and�life�history�strategies.�Reduced�sediment�
transport�could�also�result�in�increased�downstream�erosion�(Csiki and�Rhoads�2010).�

Comment:�Has�USFWS reviewed�RH�sediment�report?�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�The�Service�classifies�wetlands�within�the�Project�area as�Resource�Category�2 habitat,�as�
defined�in�the�Service�Mitigation�Policy�(FR, Vol. 46,�No.�15,�January�23,�1981).�

Comment:�see�prior�comment�on�this�(No indication�of�which�comment�they�mean)�



             
             

    

             

 

 

 

           
            

          
                 

     

                 
   

 

 

 

               
            

             

 

 

               
         

              
         

 

 

 

             
                 

              
             

  

Text:�From a national�perspective,�the�degradation�or�destruction�of�special aquatic�sites,�such�as�
filling�operations�in�wetlands,�is�considered�to be�among�the�most�severe�environmental�impacts�
covered�by�those�guidelines.�

Comment:�RH�does�not�concur�with�this�as�applied�to�the�project�

PAGE 37�

Paragraph 1�

Text:� A visual�representation�of�concentrated�sediments�resulting�from�construction�along�
Pelahatchie�Bay�can�serve�as�an�example�of�impacts�to water quality�from development�activities.�
The Mississippi Department�of�Health�reported�that�rains�and�floodwaters�created�a�chemical 
imbalance�on�one�side�of�the�water treatment�plant�from�RBR�intake�water,�leading�to�a�loss�of�
pressure�(Inman�and�Beveridge�2022).�

Comment:�these�are�not�all facts�to this�issue�- if�this�language�remains�RH will be�glad�to�explain�
the�actual�reasons�

PAGE 38�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�Velocity�data for�Alternative�D has�not�been�collected;�therefore,�the�Service�is�unable�to�
analyze�how�Alternative�D�would�impact�velocities�through�the�newly�established�impoundment.�

Comment:�see�comments�about�Alt�C�work (No indication�of�what�comment�they�mean)�

Paragraph 4�

Text:�Alternative�E would�provide�the�same�flood�reduction�benefits�as�Alternative�D but�at�a lower�
cost�due�to�elimination�of�the�features�mentioned�above.�

Comment:�clearly�they�don't�understand�the�operational and�maintenance�issues�- if�we�worked�
with�them�on�this�issue�it�could�have�addressed�

PAGE 41�

Paragraph 3�

Text:�Among�these�general riverine�mitigation�strategies,�the�IMT has�only�identified�one�specific�
measure�that�could�offset�most,�if�not�all,�of�the�riverine�impacts�associated�with�Alternatives�C�and�
D.�Pools�Bluff�Sill�on�the�lower Pearl River and�the�Bogue�Chitto Sill on�the�lower Bogue�Chitto�River�
are�the�only�obsolete�aquatic�barriers�identified�that�could�be�successfully�removed�under the�
USACE’s�authority�



          

 

 

   

               
             

              
             

             
              

 

              
      

 

    

           
            

              
              

              
         

                  
        

 

 

   

           

               

 

   

                
       

   

 

Comment:�does�not�address�all challenges�associated�with�this�work�

PAGE 42�

Paragraph 2,�Item�1�

Text:�These�measures�could�include�the�placement�of�instream�habitat�(shoals,�gravel�bars,�woody�
debris), enhancement�or�creation�of�sandbars,�the�creation�of�oxbows�in�the�newly�excavated�
floodplain�(i.e.,�similar�to riverside�levee�borrow�pits�along�the�MS�River;�see�USACE website), and�the�
reforestation�of�the�riparian�buffer along�the�Pearl�River within�the�Project�area. Selection�of�this�
alternative�also allows�the�future�opportunity�to retrofit�the�existing�weir�at�the�J.H.�Fewell WTP for�
improved�fish�passage,�or�possibly�the�complete�removal of�the�weir�if�the�WTP is�eventually�
decommissioned.�

Comment:�the�need�to maintain�the�area for maximum�flood�benefits�ie�low�roughness�etc,�will limit�
much�of�this�type�of�components�

Paragraph 2,�Item�1,�Second Paragraph�

Text:�Finally,�Alternative�E provides�the�opportunity�to restore�rivercane�(Arundinaria gigantea)�and�
switch�cane�(Arundinaria tecta)�to�suitable�sites�within�the�Project�area. These�species�were�
identified�by�Tribal�Nations�as�Cultural�Keystone�Species�that�should�be�conserved�and�restored.�
Therefore,�we�request�these�measures�and�opportunities�be�evaluated�in�the�final�EIS and�considered�
when�selecting�a�final�plan�for�implementation.�Such�measures�would�be�permanently�eliminated�for�
future�consideration�should�a�weir�and�impoundment�be�constructed.�

Comment:�before�committing�to this�we�need�better science�on�why�the�plant�died�out�–�why�spend�
time�and�money�if�they�cannot�be�sustained�

PAGE 43�

Item 2,�Line�1�

Text:�Fully�evaluate�the�recreational and�economic�development�potential of�Alternative�E.�

Comment:�again�- if�RH was�more�involved�with�USFWS we�could�have�address�this�issue�

Item 2,�Paragraph�2�

Text:�The�USACE,�in�developing�the�DEIS,�has�failed�to consider�and�describe�the�recreational�and�
economic�development�opportunities�associated�with�Alternative�E.�

Comment:�Ditto�



   

               
               

   

                 
              

             

 

   

                
        

            

 

 

   

         

          

            
           

   

 

 

               
               

   

        

      

 

 

 

              
      

Item 2,�Paragraph�2�

Text:�Many�of�these�recreational opportunities�are�realized�on�urban�rivers�across�the�United�States,�
and�it’s�unclear�as�to why�such�opportunities�have�not�been�furthered�explored�in�the�DEIS.�

Comment:�Ditto�

Text:�The�creation�of�a�series�of�oxbow�lakes/borrow�pits�along�the�newly�excavated�Pearl�River�
floodplain�could�create�fishing�opportunities�that�may�be�lacking�in�the�Jackson�metropolitan�area.�

Comment:�see�comments�about�maintenance�issues�(No indication�of�what�comment�they�mean)�

Item 2,�Paragraph�3�

Text:�The�DEIS�as�currently�written�fails�to realize�these�benefits�and�implies�such�opportunities�can�
only�be�gained�via creation�of�a�new�lake.�

Comment:�see�comment�above�about�E (No indication�of�what�comment�they�mean)�

PAGE 44�

Item 4,�Line�1�

Text:�Conduct�a sediment�analysis�for Alternatives�C�and�D.�

Comment:�see�prior�work (No indication�of�what�comment�they�mean)�

THG:�USACE�engineering�determined�that�the�prior sedimentation�analysis�is�not�sufficient.�
response�is�"USACE has�committed�to�conducting�sedimentation�analysis�in�subsequent�phase(s)�
and�prior to�implementation."�

Item 5�

Text:�The�vulnerable�riverine�sandbar�habitat,�especially�the�less�modified�sites�located�outside�of�
the�channelized�areas,�has�high�wildlife�resource�value�and�is�becoming�relatively�scarce�on�a�
regional and�national�basis.�

Comment:�reference�regarding�"becoming�relatively�scarce"�?�

TFG:�not�relevant�for�our response�

PAGE 46�

Item 14�

Text:�Loss�of�any�flows�and�the�resulting�potential changes�to�water quality,�including�salinities,�
within�the�Mississippi Sound�should�be�monitored.�



          

            
              

         

 

 

                 
             

        

         

      

 

 

    

             
               

  

                    
              

              

                

               
 

 

 

 

               
                   

  

               

 

 

 

Comment:�there�is�no�data supporting�the�need�for�this�

TFG:�Concur.�response�is�"Current�H&H models�show�no impacts�to the�MS Sound.�If�additional 
analysis,�which�will be�conducted�in�subsequent�phases,�indicate�any�changes�as�far down�as�the�
MS Sound,�USACE will coordinate�with�the�Service�on�appropriate�monitoring�efforts.�

Item 18�

Text:�Creation�and�reforestation�of�a riparian�zone�from the�toe of�the�levee�to�the�river or�lake�should�
be�undertaken�where�feasible�to provide�riparian�habitat�and�provide�erosion�protection�to the�fill�
areas.�Mitigation�should�be�implemented�concurrent�with�construction.�

Comment:�see�comments�about�maintaining�flood�way�performance�

TFG:�concur,�see�prior�response�

PAGE 48�

Paragraph 1 (After�Summary�of Findings�and Service Position)�

Text:�The Service�Mitigation�Policy�(Federal Register,�Vol.�46,�pp.�7644-7663,�January�23,�1981) is�
specific�in�its�guidance�pertaining�to�formulation�of�an�official�position�relative�to�a given�water�
development�project.�

Comment:�This�does�not�appear�to�be�the�current�version�–�see�2016�revisions�and�is�the�may�2023�
the�correct�version?�Service�Mitigation�Policy�(Federal Register,�Vol.�46,�pp.�7644-7663,�January�23,�
1981�In�essence,�a project�must�meet�the�five�criteria presented�below�to�gain�Service�approval.�

Text:�In�essence,�a�project�must�meet�the�five�criteria presented�below�to�gain�Service�approval.�

Comment:�please�provide�a cite�in�the�current�policy�were�these�five�critieria are�required�for�
"approval"�

PAGE 49�

Paragraph 2�

Text:�“The Service�may�recommend�the�‘no�project’�alternative�for�those�projects�or�other�proposals�
that�do�not�meet�all�the�above�criteria�and�where�there�is�likely�to be�a�significant�fish�and�wildlife�
resource�loss.”�

Comment:�same�comment�- cite�please�(No indication�if�what�comment�they�mean)�



   

                 
          

             

                    
               

 

 

 

              
              

              
 

               

 

Paragraph 5,�Item�1�

Text:�For�Alternatives�C�and�D,�a weir�would�impede�aquatic�species�movement�for�an�additional�16�
to 18 miles�upstream�(from�new�weir�to RBR dam) and�would�convert�approximately�7.5 to 9.5 miles�
of�riverine�habitat�to�lacustrine�habitat�for�approximately�nine�months�of�each�year.�

Comment:�the�existing�weir�at�the�water�plant�is�relevant�when�assessing�a�loss�of�habitat�- as�only�
flood�stages�could�the�fish�make�it�over�the�weir�into the�section�of�the�river�

PAGE 50�

Item 5�

Text:�There�is�a�demonstrated�need�for flood�protection�within�the�Jackson�metropolitan�area;�
however,�the�need�for�the�proposed�Alternatives�C�and�D in-lieu�of�other possible�flood�reduction�
alternatives�that�may�be�less�damaging�to fish�and�wildlife�resources�has�not�been�clearly�
demonstrated�

Comment:�a better understanding�of�the�limitations�of�A1�and�E�would�help�address�these�concerns�
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