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Scoping Process and Pertinent Correspondences 

Interagency coordination was maintained throughout the planning of the Northwest 
Tennessee Regional Harbor project.  Public and interagency coordination included the 
issuance of public notices, site visits, interagency meetings, and teleconferences.  

Public Notice

The NEPA scoping process began with the issuance of a public notice on 17 August 
2000.  The public notice was posted on the Internet and was sent to 250 individuals, 
companies, organizations, and governmental agencies including the following: 

United States Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Cookeville, TN 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, Atlanta, GA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, Nashville, TN 
Tennessee Historical Commission, Department of Environment and Conservation, 

Nashville, TN 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Water Pollution Control,

Nashville, TN 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Governor’s Policy Office,

Nashville, TN 
Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Nashville, Tennessee 

The notice described a 14,000-foot, 225-foot bottom width navigation channel that 
extended up to Cates Landing.  The proposed project would have impacted 
approximately 125 acres of wetlands.  Total construction would have required dredging 
3,000,000 cubic yards of sediment and depositing it into the Mississippi River.  A 1,000-
acre industrial area would be developed to the south of the harbor. 

Comments were received from 5 government resource agencies, 20 elected officials or 
municipalities, 25 businesses and corporations, and 31 private citizens.  A copy of the 
public notice, list of recipients, and responses are found in Attachment 1. 

Government Resource Agencies 

Federal

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responded in a letter dated September 18, 2000.  They 
had several concerns to the proposed project.  The Service opposes proposals that result 
in the redeposition of dredged material back into rivers.  They recommend that an upland 
dredged spoil site be utilized and sediment testing be conducted.  The Service is also 
strongly opposed to the net loss of approximately 125 acres of forested wetland.  They 
believe that alternative areas located in the northwest section of Tennessee exist where a 
harbor could be constructed without impacting wetlands.  The Service recommends that 
an Environmental Impact Statement be prepared for this action. 
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The United States Environmental Protection Agency responded with numerous concerns 
to the proposed project.  EPA recommended that an environmental impact statement be 
prepared based on the degree and types of environmental impacts attendant to 
construction and operation of the proposed facility.  EPA also suggested that the 
following be conducted: chemical and physical analysis of the dredged material, water 
quality modeling, screening for compliance with State of Tennessee water quality 
standards, and characterization of the proposed disposal zone for potential resources that 
may be impacted.  Additional toxicity and bioaccumulation testing may be necessary. 

State

The Tennessee Historical Commission commented in a letter dated August 28, 2000.  
They stated that in order to review the undertaking, they would need to receive a detailed 
archaeological survey report of the area of potential effect.  The area of potential effect 
consists of the proposed 1,000-acre industrial site. 

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation Division of Water 
Pollution Control stated by telephone that a determination of State Water Quality 
Certification would be made when plans are finalized and are stated in the Environmental 
Assessment.   

The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency commented in a letter dated September 18, 
2000.  They stated that the proposed project would impose significant impacts to wetland 
resources.  They also stated that alternative analysis as well as efforts to avoid, minimize, 
and compensate unavoidable losses should be explored in the context of an 
environmental impact statement. 

Government (non-resource agencies) 

Federal

The Tennessee Valley Authority endorses the construction of a proposed harbor. 

State

State Senator Roy Herron (24th Senatorial District) supports the proposed harbor. 

Local

Dyer County, Tennessee endorses the proposed harbor construction. 

Lake County, Tennessee supports the project. 

Obion County, Tennessee endorses the construction of the proposed harbor 
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The City of Tiptonville supports the project 

The City of Ridgely endorses the construction of the harbor. 

The Lake County Sheriff’s Office endorses the construction of the harbor. 

The Lake County Highway Department endorses the proposed project. 

Chamber of Commerce 

The Reelfoot Area Chamber of Commerce supports the project. 

The Dyersburg/Dyer County Chamber of Commerce endorses the construction of the 
harbor.

Non-Governmental Organizations 

Letters of support were received from six non-governmental organizations including the 
following:

Tiptonville Main Street Association 
Tiptonville Beautification Council 
Lake County Historical Society 
Northwest Tennessee Development District 
West Tennessee Industrial Association 
Obion County Industrial Development Corp. 

Private Businesses 

Letters of support were received from 17 private businesses including the following: 

Bryants South Jewelers 
Boyette’s Dining Room 
Bloom‘n Things 
Tiptonville Healthmart Drug 
Decker’s Kwik Mart 
Yate & Sons Tile & Culvert Co. 
Perkins Tire & Service Center 
Piggly Wiggly 
Wyatt Planting Co, 

Forrester White & Mathis, Inc. 
Centex Forcum Lannom 
Dyersburg Electric 
Lake County Utility District 
Tigrett & Pennington, Inc. 
Gibson Electric Membership 
Corporation
Union City Electrical System 
Boyette’s

BBQ
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Local Citizens 

Letters of support were received from 36 local citizens including the following: 

Ms. Barbara Marvin 
Ms. Joyce Barnes 
Ms. Deborah Beasley 
Ms. Elaine Burks 
Ms. Mary W. Tipton 
Mr. John M. Lannom 
Mr. Frank Bobo 
Mr. and Ms Tommy and Peggy Norris 
Mr. Tony White 
Ms. Fran Hearn 

18 employees from Boyette’s Dining 
Room 
Ms. Marcia Perkins Mills 
Ms. Abigal Hyde 
Mr. Willie D. Bolden 
Ms. Brenda L. Crittenden 
Ms. Patricia Goodlett 
Mr. Wayne Hatley 
Ms. Jo Hanna Simmons 
Ms. Jeanette H. Cates 

Site Visit – 12 October 2000

A site visit was conducted on 12 October 2000 with Memphis District staff, TWRA, 
TDEC, and the local sponsors.  A report of the site visit is included as Attachment 2.  
Concerns were expressed over the disposal of 3,00,000 cubic yards of sediment  into the 
Mississippi River, testing the sediment prior to dredging, the loss of 125 acres of 
wetlands, and the potential impacts to federally listed species. 

Teleconference - 20 December 2000

A teleconference was conducted on 20 December 2000.  Attendees included Memphis 
District staff, TN ECD, TDEC, TVA, USFWS, EPA, and TWRA.  The record of 
telephone conversation and meeting notes (by Wilton Burnette, Jr. – TN ECD) are 
included as Attachment 3.  The following environmental concerns were discussed: 

Wetlands

Approximately 125 – 135 acres of wetlands will be impacted as a result of harbor 
construction.  Any unavoidable impacts would have to be mitigated.  TWRA and FWS 
stated that there is ample land located along the Obion River and Reelfoot Lake area that 
would be suitable for mitigation purposes. 

Threatened and Endangered Species

The interior least tern, pallid sturgeon, bald eagle, and the sicklefin chub are known to 
occur in the project vicinity.  Impacts to these species are currently being investigated 
under a Biological Assessment.  The USFWS stated that disposal of sediment into the 
Mississippi River may lead to a “may affect”.  This would require formal consultation 
with the FWS. 
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The TN Div. Of Natural Heritage stated that there might be threatened vegetation present 
in the impacted area of construction.  They stated that they would like to see a complete 
botanical survey of the area. 

The disposal of 3 million cubic yards of dredged material into the Mississippi River

EPA, TWRA, USFWS, TN Div. Of Natural Heritage and the Governor’s Environmental 
Policy Office were opposed to the discharge of any material back into the Mississippi 
River.  Drew Cohn (Memphis District – Project Manager) stated that the Mississippi 
River already has a high silt load and that the discharge of sediment over time would not 
have a significant effect.  All of the resource agencies stated that they were aware of this 
but the placement of sediment back into rivers is detrimental.  Drew Cohn stated that the 
State of Missouri reached a compromise with the Memphis District on the placement of 
dredged material into the Mississippi River.  This involved disposing of all sediments 
above the water line in an upland site and the river would be used for disposal of all 
sediments below the water line.  The resource agencies still stated that they are opposed 
to any sediment returning to the river. 

The EPA stated that the sediment needs proper testing prior to any disposal method.  PM-
E staff is currently working out the details with EPA on proper testing protocols. 

Concerns were also brought up over the amount of maintenance dredging that will be 
required in the area if a harbor is built.  This will have to be addressed. 

The Memphis District is currently looking at alternative disposal areas. 

The possibility of an EIS

An EIS would be triggered after an environmental assessment has been completed and 
has concluded that significant impacts will occur.  An EIS will take at a minimum of one 
year and would cost approximately $300,000.  The local sponsor would pay for 50% of 
the costs under the current authority for this project. 

All of the agencies stated that construction of a harbor extending to Cates Landing would 
require an EIS. 

Cultural Resources

Jim McNeil (Memphis District Archaeologist) stated that we are currently conducting a 
literature search of the area. There are several areas located in the industrial area that will 
need to be surveyed.  Currently, the state SHPO is looking over a Memorandum of 
Agreement that states that a cultural resource survey will be conducted prior to any 
development in the area.  This survey will be conducted by the private industry building 
in the area.  All applicable laws will be followed by the industry if any cultural resources 
are found. 
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Other regulatory concerns

All of the resource agencies expressed major concerns of the possibility of a chip mill 
moving into the harbor area.  The FWS stated that a chip mill will increase the scope and 
cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species.  The FWS stated that they 
would recommend a survey be conducted on the impacts of a chip mill within a 75-mile 
radius of the harbor and the area the mill is logging if the chip mill can not be excluded.  
CE staff responded that this will be a public harbor and we can not exclude any industry.  
Currently, we don’t know if a chip mill will be utilizing the harbor.  Therefore, PM-E 
staff might have to increase the scope of study on threatened and endangered species. 

The FWS stated that there would most likely be cumulative impacts on Reelfoot Lake 
and the wildlife present there.  They stated that an in depth study would have to be 
conducted to prove otherwise.  A 1000-acre industrial site will most likely have an effect 
on the ecosystem of Reelfoot Lake.  This will require further investigation. 

EPA expressed concerns over the “Purpose and Need” of the harbor and alternative 
analysis.  TN ECD stated that the only other public harbor located in Tennessee is in 
Memphis.  However, it was stated that other ports exist in the vicinity in other states (i.e., 
Hickman, New Madrid, Osceola, and Pemiscot County).   EPA expressed concerns if the 
Purpose and Need was a lack of harbor space in the area.  This will require further 
investigation.

TN Div. Of Natural History stated that they would like to see some bioengineering 
involved as much as possible in harbor construction. 

It was stated that the original Public Notice sent out in August was missing information 
on possible impacts.  The Public Notice served as a scoping document to look at the 
possibility of a harbor in the area.  A new public notice will be circulated when plans are 
finalized.

Concerns were also brought up over alternative analysis.  Currently, no alternatives are 
being studied.  FWS has stated in a prior letter that they believe alternative sites exist in 
northwest Tennessee that would be less environmentally destructive.  Shortening the 
dimensions of the harbor will have to be analyzed as an alternative.  A shorter alternative 
would have less environmental impacts.  EPA stated in a prior communication that 
alternatives to already existing harbors in the areas need to be analyzed.  For example, if 
they can be enlarged to adequately address the desire for industry to move into the area.  
These will have to be explored under the NEPA and 404(b)(1) process in deciding water 
quality certification.  All of the agencies stated that a project of this magnitude needs to 
be studied under a scope of an EIS.  However, EPA stated that if their concerns related to 
reasonable alternatives and other issues are adequately addressed in the EA than an EIS 
may not be needed.  All of the other agencies agreed. 
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Interagency Meeting – 22 July 2002, Nashville, Tennessee

New alternatives were formulated because of expressed environmental concerns.  An 
interagency meeting was conducted on 22 July 2002 in Nashville, Tennessee.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to go over alternative analysis of the proposed harbor and 
discuss any remaining environmental impacts.  A copy of the agenda and meeting 
minutes are found in Attachment 4.  The following concerns were addressed: 

a. Cultural Resources:  Must complete draft MOA for phased compliance and get all 
Federal agencies to sign MOA. 

b. Dredge Disposal & Sediment Toxicity:

1) Need test results of sediment in proposed harbor. 
2) Need to know water quality of effluent from dredge disposal area. 
3) If sediment is contaminated, need to know how leach from dredge disposal 

area will be treated and disposed. 
4) Need to provide details of how dredged material is to be placed on land 

and how testing for contaminates will be preformed. 

c. Threatened & Endangered Species:

1) Need to develop a fuller Direct Impacts for the harbor site then what is 
contained in the draft EA. 

2) Need a full botanical survey and discuss threats to endangered plants. 
3) Need to describe HES method and list assumptions.  Include project data 

as an enclosure. 

d. Reelfoot Lake Impacts: No impacts were identified. 

e. Chip Mill/Forrest Impacts:

1) USFWS said it is not against all forest products.  It is just against chip 
mills. 

2) USFWS believes the Corps of Engineers can put a condition on its permit 
to exclude chip mills from using the harbor.  USFWS said that without 
such a condition, it would require an EIS with a radius of 75 miles. 

3) Dodd Galbreath of Tennessee Environmental Policy Office, said his office 
would research to see is zoning, permits, or other means are available to 
control or reopen NEPA in the future if a chip mill wants to use the 
harbor.

Interagency Meeting – 9 September 2003

An interagency meeting was conducted in Nashville on 9 September 2003.  The purpose 
of the meeting was to go over remaining environmental studies required to complete the 
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report.  A copy of the agenda is found in Attachment 5.  The following items were 
discussed: 

a. Botanical Survey 

Black willow predominates the harbor site.  It was determined that a botanical 
survey would not be necessary. 

b. Sediment Samples 

TVA obtained surface sediment samples in the vicinity of the harbor site in 
the 1990’s.  Copper, iron, manganese, zinc, barium, arsenic, chromium and 
nickel were ion the “moderately polluted” to “heavily polluted” range.  
However, concentrations were not high enough to warrant listing the sediment 
as “contaminated”.  Additional sediment testing is warranted to determine 
contaminant levels and if they pose a threat to the human health and the 
environment. 

c. Endangered and Threatened Species – A Biological Assessment will be 
conducted on federally listed threatened or endangered species. 

Least Tern – No least tern colonies have been detected in the 
proposed harbor sites.  Colonies have been observed periodically on 
sandbars across the river in Missouri.  Proposed construction would 
not take place during critical breeding and fledging times to ensure 
that there would be no affect on the least tern.  On-going least tern 
surveys would continue along the lower Mississippi River with 
special attention given to the proposed harbor location. 

Pallid Sturgeon – A pallid sturgeon survey was conducted in the 
proposed harbor site.  No pallid sturgeons were encountered.  The 
survey revealed that the proposed site is not suitable sturgeon 
habitat. 

Bald Eagle – Bald eagles have been observed flying over the harbor 
site.  No bald eagle nests have been observed within the impact area.  
Bald eagle and nest surveys will be conducted this winter to ensure 
that nest sites or vegetation suitable for nesting would not be 
impacted from harbor construction. 

d. Aquatic Slack Water Species of Concern 

Due to concerns expressed by the Division of Water Pollution Control 
additional biological surveys are required.  The pallid sturgeon survey lists 
some of the species present in the harbor site and indicates that the flooded 
willow habitat offers suitable habitat for a wide variety of juvenile fishes.  
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Impacts to flooded willow areas would be minimal.  The remaining portions 
of Old Slough Landing would be preserved to act as a buffer to the harbor.  A 
fish survey would be conducted in the proposed harbor area this fall. 

If suitable habitat is present, a freshwater mussel survey will be conducted in 
the shallow backwater areas where the majority of the dredging would take 
place.  Diving in the Mississippi River proper would not take place unless 
there is reasonable evidence to warrant. 

e. Habitat Loss (including wetlands) 

All impacts to existing habitat would be mitigated accordingly.  The Habitat 
Evaluation System (HES) was used to quantify impacts and calculate suitable 
mitigation requirements.  Prior converted farmland immediately adjacent to 
the river and within the batture area of the levee system would be given 
priority.

f. Cumulative Impacts of Harbor Construction (excluding chip mills and cultural 
resources).

The cumulative impacts of harbor construction would be addressed including 
the likely impacts of industrial development adjacent to the harbor site.  The 
following types of industries have expressed interest in locating to the area if 
harbor facilities are developed. 

Petroleum Products (Diesel) 

Calcium Carbonate 

Steel Coils 

Soybean Meal 

Natural Rubber 

Paper

g. Chip Mills 

The federal and state governments can not put exclusions on certain industries 
and deny them access to a public harbor built with public funds.  Currently no 
chip mill is expected to locate to the area.  Additional chip mill studies are 
warranted due to concerns expressed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and TWRA.  The study will entail the probability of a chip mill locating to the 
area, expected impacts to the surrounding area if a hypothetical chip mill were 
to locate, and any types of regulatory control over the chip mill industry. 
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Teleconference 9 March 2004

A teleconference was conducted on 9 March 2004 with resource agencies to discuss the 
conclusions of the feasibility study.  A memorandum for record of the meeting is 
included as Attachment 6.  The following items were discussed: 

a. Threatened and Endangered Species – A biological assessment has been 
completed and concludes that harbor construction would not affect the interior 
least tern, pallid sturgeon, and bald eagle.  Harbor dredging would not take place 
during reported pallid sturgeon spawning periods (12 April to 30 June) and 
interior least tern nesting and fledging periods (15 June to 15 August), depending 
on river stages. 

b. Wetland Losses – The recommended plan would impact 60 acres of wetlands and 
14 acres of farm wetlands.  Black willow is the dominant species of vegetation to 
be impacted.  Unavoidable impacts to wetlands would be mitigated by planting 
bottomland hardwoods and creating topography (excavating lower areas and 
creating higher areas with excavated material) on 134 acres of frequently flooded 
farm land within the Mississippi River floodplain. 

c. Possibility of Contaminated Sediments – Preliminary results from sediment 
testing indicated that some contaminants were above ecological risk factors (low).  
However, none were above ecological risk factors (medium) and all were well 
below preliminary remediation goal values.  Results are still being evaluated.  
Additional testing is being conducted on PCB’s. 

d. Dredged Material Disposal – 1.02 million cubic yards of dredged material would 
be placed in two contained areas on land adjacent to the harbor.  Water would 
return to the Mississippi River via a drop structure.  Return water would be 
monitored during construction to ensure that state water quality standards are not 
violated.

e. Cumulative Impacts including Chip Mill Concern – Cumulative impact analysis 
has not been completed to date.  However, preliminary analysis indicates that 
there would be no significant cumulative impacts. 



ATTACHMENT 1 

1. Public Notice, dated 17 August 2000 
2. List of recipients 
3. United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service letter, dated 18 

September 2000 
4. Unites States Environmental Protection Agency letter, dated 13 September 2000 
5. United States Environmental Protection Agency letter, dated 5 October 2000 
6. Tennessee Historical Commission letter, dated 28 August 2000 
7. Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency letter, dated 18 September 2000 
8. Tennessee Valley Authority letter, dated 12 September 2000 
9. Dyer County, Tennessee letter, dated 22 September 2000 
10. Lake County, Tennessee letter, dated 7 September 2000 
11. Obion County, Tennessee letter, dated 8 September 2000 
12. City of Tiptonville, Tennessee letter, dated 13 September 2000 
13. City of Ridgely, Tennessee letter, dated 6 September 2000 
14. City of Ridgely, Tennessee letter, dated 7 September 2000 
15. Lake County Sheriff’s Office letter, dated 7 September 2000 
16. Lake County Highway Department letter, dated 12 September 2000 
17. Reelfoot Lake Area Chamber of Commerce letter, dated 12 September 2000 
18. Dyersburg/Dyer County Chamber of Commerce letter, dated 12 September 2000 
19. Tiptonville Main Street Associations letters, dated 8 and 12 September 2000 
20. Tiptonville Beautification Council letter, dated 11 September 2000 
21. Lake County Historical Society letter, dated 10 September 2000 
22. Northwest Tennessee Development District letter, dated 7 September 2000 
23. West Tennessee Industrial Association letter, dated 11 September 200 
24. Obion County Industrial Development Corp. letter, dated 14 September 2000 
25. Bryants South Jewelers letter, dated 11 September 2000 
26. Boyette’s Dining Room letter, dated 11 September 2000 
27. Bloom‘n Things letter, dated 9 September 2000 
28. Tiptonville Healthmart Drug letter, dated 10 September 2000 
29. Decker’s Kwik Mart letter, dated 11 September 2000 
30. Yate & Sons Tile & Culvert Co. letter, dated 9 September 2000 
31. Perkins Tire & Service Center letter, dated 10 September 2000 
32. Piggly Wiggly letter, dated 10 September 2000 
33. Wyatt Planting Co. letter, dated 12 September 2000 
34. Forrester White & Mathis, Inc. letter, dated 6 September 2000 
35. Centex Forcum Lannom letters, dated 7 and 12 September 2000 
36. Dyersburg Electric letter, dated 7 September 2000 
37. Lake County Utility District letter, dated 11 September 2000 
38. Tigrett & Pennington, Inc. letter, dated 12 September 2000 
39. Gibson Electric Membership Corporation letters, dated 12 September 2000 
40. Union City Electrical System letter, dated 15 September 2000 
41. Boyette’s BBQ letter, dated 7 September 2000 
42. Ms. Barbara Marvin letter, dated 7 September 200 
43. Ms. Joyce Barnes letter, dated 7 September 2000 



44. Ms. Deborah Beasley letter, dated 7 September 2000 
45. Ms. Elaine Burks letter, dated 6 September 2000 
46. Ms. Mary W. Tipton letter, dated 9 September 2000 
47. Mr. John M. Lannom letter, dated 15 September 2000 
48. Mr. Frank Bobo letter, dated 15 September 2000 
49. Mr. and Ms Tommy and Peggy Norris letter, dated 13 September 2000 
50. Mr. Tony White letter, dated 10 September 2000 
51. Ms. Fran Hearn, letter, dated 7 September 2000 
52. 18 employees from Boyette’s Dining Room, letter dated 10 September 2000 
53. Ms. Marcia Perkins Mills letter, dated 11 September 2000 
54. Ms. Abigal Hyde letter, dated 7 September 2000 
55. Mr. Willie D. Bolden letter, dated 12 September 2000 
56. Ms. Brenda L. Crittenden letter, dated 7 September 2000 
57. Ms. Patricia Goodlett letter, dated 7 September 2000 
58. Mr. Wayne Hatley letter, dated 9 September 2000 
59. Ms. Jo Hanna Simmons letter, dated 11 September 2000 
60. Ms. Jeanette H. Cates letter, dated 6 September 2000 

































































































































































ATTACHMENT 2 



Site Visit: October 12, 2000 

On Thursday October 12, 2000, members of the Corps of Engineers, Memphis District met with 
Steve Seymour (TWRA), Robert Baker (TDEC-WPC), and the local sponsors of the Northwest 
Tennessee Regional Harbor project.  Environmental concerns of the proposed project were 
discussed.

A Public Notice of the proposed project was issued on August 17, 2000.  The expiration date was 
September 18, 2000.  EPA, FWS, TDEC, and TWRA responded.  The major areas of concern 
were as follows: 

1. The disposal of 3,000,000 cubic yards of dredged material into the Mississippi River. 

2. Testing of sediment prior to disposal. 

3. The loss of approximately 125 acres of wetland. 

4. Potential impacts on federally listed species (interior least tern, pallid sturgeon, and 
bald eagle) and the sicklefin chub (candidate for listing) which may occur in the 
vicinity.

The upper, middle, and lower sections of the harbor were viewed. 

Photo 1.  Upper section of harbor, looking north. 



Photo 2.  Middle section of harbor, looking east. 

Photo 3.  Middle section of harbor, looking west. 



Photo 4.  Lower end of harbor, facing east. 

The major area of concern that was addressed at the site visit was the impact of 3,000,000 cubic 
yards of dredged material being disposed of in the river.  Several alternatives were discussed.
Pumping the material into an upland site might be economically impractical.   

The local sponsor expressed an interest into using the dredged material to fill a scour near the 
levee (see map).  Material would also be placed along the levee in agricultural fields and other 
low areas.  Black willow, silver maple, and cottonwood were the dominant vegetation in the low 
areas.  These areas appeared to be wetlands.  The status (i.e., prior converted or farmed wetland) 
of the agricultural fields is currently unknown.  A retaining wall would have to be built in these 
areas to keep the sediment from reentering the river.  This alternative would alleviate the concern 
of disposal into the river.  The local sponsor was informed that the placement of dredged 
material into these areas could require additional mitigation. 

A second alternative discussed was the disposal of material behind the dike field.  A construction 
time limit would be placed to prevent any impacts to the least tern or pallid sturgeon.  No 
discharge would occur between 12 April and 1 August, depending on Mississippi River stages.
This alternative needs to be discussed in greater detail. 

An alternative was also discussed of making a smaller harbor.  This would result in lower 
amounts of dredged material and wetland losses.  The local sponsor wants the harbor extended 
up to Cates Landing.  A narrower harbor with a turning basin is being considered.



Mitigation requirements were discussed.  I stated that mitigation would be based on habitat 
evaluation.  FWS will determine if they would like a HEP or a HES performed on the area.  A 
HEP would require a Scope of Work and a transfer of funds to the FWS. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

1. Record of Telephone Conversation, dated 20 December 2000 
2. Cates Landing Conference Call Notes, email with attachments, dated 4 January 2001. 



Record of Telephone Conversation

Date:  December 20, 2000 

Subject: Northwest Tennessee Regional Harbor 

Participants: Wilton Burnett, Jr. TN, ECD Office of Special Projects 
  Mike Atchison  TN, ECD Office of Special Projects 
  Kerry Brannon TVA, Economic Development Specialist 
  Bob Buchanan  TVA, Navigation 
  Dodd Galbreath Governor’s Environmental Policy Office (TN) 
  Dr. Andrew Barass TN Div. Of Natural Heritage 
  Dan Sherry  TWRA 
  Steve Seymour TWRA 
  Tim Merritt  USFWS 

Randy Cook USFWS, Reelfoot Lake National Wildlife Refuge Manager 
Eric Somerville EPA, Region IV 
Drew Cohn PM-P 
Mike Knipple ED-D 
Melissa Mullen ED-G 
Dave Reece PM-E 
Richard Hite PM-E 
Jim McNeil PM-E 
Ian McDevitt PM-E 
Danny Ward PM-E 

The purpose of this teleconference was to discuss the study being conducted by the Memphis 
District, Corps of Engineers on the proposed Northwest Tennessee Harbor located at Cates 
Landing.  Environmental and cultural resource impacts were primarily discussed. 

The Tennessee Department of Economic and Community Development (TN ECD) initiated the 
conference call.  The ECD stated that they wanted to work through some of the environmental 
issues to avoid an EIS. 

The project discussed involved a potential harbor located at Mississippi River Mile 900.  The 
proposed work will consist of dredging a channel approximately 10,000 feet long and 225 feet 
wide (bottom width) and cover an area of approximately 125 acres.  Approximately 3,000,000 
cubic yards of material will be excavated.  Stone protection consisting of 240,000 tons of riprap 
and 72,000 tons of crushed stone as filter material will be placed landside of the harbor.  The 
exact location of the disposal area is not known at this time. 

A 1,000-acre industrial area will be located to the south of the harbor.  The cumulative impacts 
of this area are being studied per NEPA and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulations. 

Environmental Concerns: 



Impacted Wetlands
Approximately 125 – 135 acres of wetlands will be impacted as a result of harbor 
construction.  Any unavoidable impacts would have to be mitigated.  TWRA and FWS 
stated that there is ample land located along the Obion River and Reelfoot Lake area that 
would be suitable for mitigation purposes. 

Threatened and Endangered Species
The interior least tern, pallid sturgeon, bald eagle, and the sicklefin chub are known to 
occur in the project vicinity.  Impacts to these species are currently being investigated 
under a Biological Assessment.  The USFWS stated that disposal of sediment into the 
Mississippi River may lead to a “may affect”.  This would require formal consultation 
with the FWS. 

The TN Div. Of Natural Heritage stated that there might be threatened vegetation present 
in the impacted area of construction.  They stated that they would like to see a complete 
botanical survey of the area. 

The disposal of 3 million cubic yards of dredged material into the Mississippi River
EPA, TWRA, USFWS, TN Div. Of Natural Heritage and the Governor’s Environmental 
Policy Office were opposed to the discharge of any material back into the Mississippi 
River.  Drew Cohn stated that the Mississippi River already has a high silt load and that 
the discharge of sediment over time would not have a significant effect.  All of the 
resource agencies stated that they were aware of this but the placement of sediment back 
into rivers is detrimental.  Drew Cohn stated that the State of Missouri reached a 
compromise with the Memphis District on the placement of dredged material into the 
Mississippi River.  This involved disposing of all sediments above the water line in an 
upland site and the river would be used for disposal of all sediments below the water line.  
The resource agencies still stated that they are opposed to any sediment returning to the 
river.

The EPA stated that the sediment needs proper testing prior to any disposal method.  PM-
E staff is currently working out the details with EPA on proper testing protocols. 

Concerns were also brought up over the amount of maintenance dredging that will be 
required in the area if a harbor is built.  This will have to be addressed. 

The Memphis District is currently looking at alternative disposal areas. 

The possibility of an EIS
An EIS will be triggered after a complete Environmental Assessment has been conducted 
and has concluded that significant impacts will occur.  An EIS will take at a minimum of 
one year and would cost approximately $300,000.  The local sponsor would pay for 50% 
of the costs under the current authority for this project. 

All of the agencies stated that construction of a harbor extending to Cates Landing would 
require an EIS. 



Cultural Resources
Jim McNeil stated that we are currently conducting a literature search of the area.  There 
are several areas located in the industrial area that will need to be surveyed.  Currently, 
the state SHPO is looking over a Memorandum of Agreement that states that a cultural 
resource survey will be conducted prior to any development in the area.  This survey will 
be conducted by the private industry building in the area.  All applicable laws will be 
followed by the industry if any cultural resources are found. 

Other regulatory concerns
The TN ECD asked what would have to be done to perform geo-tech investigations on 
the industrial site.  Drew Cohn stated that this falls outside the Corps authority for this 
project.  Different authorization would have to be required.  (Note:  The TN ECD seemed 
to be under the impression that the CE is performing engineering feasibility studies to the 
industrial area.  The local sponsor needs to be aware of this to avoid any confusion.) 

All of the resource agencies expressed major concerns for the possibility of a chip mill 
moving into the harbor area.  The FWS stated that a chip mill will increase the scope and 
cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species.  The FWS stated that they 
would recommend a survey be conducted on the impacts of a chip mill within a 75-mile 
radius of the harbor and the area the mill is logging if the chip mill can not be excluded.  
CE staff responded that this will be a public harbor and we can not exclude any industry.
Currently, we don’t know if a chip mill will be utilizing the harbor.  Therefore, PM-E 
staff might have to increase the scope of study on threatened and endangered species. 

The FWS stated that there would most likely be cumulative impacts on Reelfoot Lake 
and the wildlife present there.  They stated that an in depth study would have to be 
conducted to prove otherwise.  A 1000-acre industrial site will most likely have an effect 
on the ecosystem of Reelfoot Lake.  This will require further investigation. 

EPA expressed concerns over the “Purpose and Need” of the harbor and alternative 
analysis.  TN ECD stated that the only other public harbor located in Tennessee is in 
Memphis.  However, it was stated that other ports exist in the vicinity in other states (i.e., 
Hickman, New Madrid, Osceola, Pemiscot County).   EPA expressed concerns if the 
Purpose and Need was a lack of harbor space in the area.  This will require further 
investigation.

TN Div. Of Natural History stated that they would like to see some bioengineering 
involved as much as possible in harbor construction. 

It was stated that the original Public Notice sent out in August was missing information 
on possible impacts.  The Public Notice served as a scoping document to look at the 
possibility of a harbor in the area.  A new public notice will be circulated when plans are 
finalized.



Concerns were also brought up over alternative analysis.  Currently, no alternatives are 
being studied.  FWS has stated in a prior letter that they believe alternative sites exist in 
northwest Tennessee that would be less environmentally destructive.  These alternative 
sites (Ridgely and Wynnburg) might need to be studied in depth.  Shortening the 
dimensions of the harbor will have to be analyzed as an alternative.  This alternative will 
have less environmental impacts.  EPA stated in a prior communication that alternatives 
to already existing harbors in the areas need to be analyzed.  For example, if they can be 
enlarged to adequately address the desire for industry to move into the area.  These will 
have to be explored under the NEPA and 404(b)(1) process in deciding water quality 
certification.  All of the agencies stated that a project of this magnitude needs to be 
studied under a scope of an EIS.  However, EPA stated that if their concerns related to 
reasonable alternatives and other issues are adequately addressed in the EA than an EIS 
may not be needed.  All of the other agencies agreed. 

Recommendations:

1. Explore reasonable alternatives to the project including alternative sites in NW TN and 
smaller harbor sizes that will still meet the local sponsor’s wishes.  Address if there is a lack 
of harbor facilities in the area (There are no other harbors in Tennessee other than Memphis 
on the Mississippi.)

2. Test sediments for contaminants. 

3. Identify any environmental and cultural impacts associated with each alternative. 

4. Finalize plans including disposal areas.

5. Circulate a public notice.  Request water quality certification from the State of Tennessee.  
Any additional comments need to be incorporated into the preliminary Draft Environmental 
Assessment. 

6. Complete a Biological Assessment on threatened and endangered species in the area and 
submit it to FWS for concurrence.  The BA will have to address the chip mill concern and the 
botanical survey of the area.  Placing the sediment into the Mississippi River may result in a 
finding of “may effect”.  This will require formal consultation with the Service.    

7. A more detailed sediment testing may be required on the recommended plan. 

8. Complete a preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment and circulate to appropriate 
agencies.  This “working document” will insure that all concerns will be addressed before a 
Draft EA is circulated.  Incorporate comments from the preliminary assessment into the Draft 
Environmental Assessment. 

9. Finalize the Draft Environmental Assessment.  Circulate to appropriate agencies and 
individuals.



MEMORANDUM

TO:     Cates Landing Conference Call Participants - 12/20/00 

FROM:     Wilton Burnett, Jr. 

DATE:     January 4, 2001 

SUBJECT:     Conference Call Notes 

Please find attached: 

                    Conference call meeting notes, 
                    List of conference call attendees, 
                    Cates Landing Environmental & Cultural Agencies Group 
contact list, 
                    Corps of Engineers Project Study Plan for Cates Landing - 
This is being forwarded by mail to our non-Corps participants. 

Many thanks to all of you who participated in our call.  I hope that we have 
made a good beginning in integrating our environmental regulatory community 
into a regional effort of great significance to Northwest Tennessee.  The 
Northwest Tennessee Port Authority Coalition has a goal of achieving a port 
facility/industrial park project that represents an enhancement not only to 
the regional economy but also to the unique ecology that makes the Reelfoot 
Lake/Mississippi River area what it is.  This cannot be achieved without your 
integration into and participation in this overall effort.  The members of 
the coalition live, work, hunt, fish and recreate in this unique area.  It's 
their backyard and they mean to preserve and enhance those assets which keep 
them choosing to live there. 

Our call was about all parties being fully informed regarding what is going 
on, identifying information gaps and specifying issues.  The completion of 
the Corps' Project Study will make available a great deal of needed data and 
clarification.  In the meantime, my call notes seek to identify some areas in 
which we may try to achieve some resolution of questions and issues.  I hope 
that we can maintain an effective interaction in order that we may 
informally, efficiently and objectively address all the environmental issues 
possible and then proceed along the regulatory/public input route with an 
abundance of good information available to all concerned. 

p.s. The three file attachments are Microsoft Word97 documents. 



CATES LANDING ENVIRONMENTAL  

& CULTURAL AGENCIES GROUP 

Mike Atchison 
TN ECD 
312 8th Avenue, North, 11th Floor 
Nashville, TN 37243-0405 
Phone:  615-532-9047 
Fax:  615-741-5829 
matchison@mail.state.tn.us  

Robbie Baker 
TN Div. Of Water Pollution Control 
L & C Annex, 7th Floor 
401 Church Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-1534 
Phone:  615-532-0710 
Fax:  615-532-0046 
rbaker@mail.state.tn.us 

Andrew N. Barrass, Ph.D. 
TN Div. Of Natural Heritage 
L & C Tower, 14th Floor 
401 Church Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-0447 
Phone: 615-532-9695 
Fax:  615-532-0231 
abarrass@mail.state.tn.us 

Jennifer Bartlett 
Federal Projects Archaeologist 
TN Div. Of Archaeology 
5103 Edmondson Pike 
Nashville, TN 37211 
Phone:  615-741-1588 ext. 17 
Fax:  615-741-7329 
jbartlett@mail.state.tn.us 

Kerry L. Brannon 
Regional Manager, Economic Development 
TVA
11 Murray Guard Drive 
Suite 200 
Jackson, TN 38305 
Phone:  901-664-4052 
Fax:  901-664-4057 
klbrannon@tva.gov 

Robert E. Buchanan, Jr. 
TVA Navigation 
400 West Summit Hill Dr., WT10C 
Knoxville, TN 37902-1499 
Phone:  865-632-4886 
Fax:  865-632-6137 
rebuchanan@tva.gov

Wilton Burnett, Jr. 
TN ECD 
312 8th Avenue North, 11th Floor 
Nashville, TN 37243-0405 
Phone:  615-532-9054 
Fax:  615-741-5829 
wburnett@mail.state.tn.us  

Andrew D. Cohn 
Project Manager 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0722 
Fax:  901-544-4041 
andrew.d.cohn@mvm02.usace.army.mil  



Randy Cook 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Federal Bldg., Room 201 
301 N. Church Street 
Dyersburg, TN 38024 
Phone:  901-287-0650 
Fax:  901-286-0468 
randy_cook@fws.gov

Nick Fielder 
TN Div. Of Archaeology 
5103 Edmondson Pike 
Nashville, TN 37211 
Phone:  615-741-1588 ext. 13 
Fax:  615-741-7329 
nfielder@mail.state.tn.us  

G. Dodd Galbreath 
TN Environmental Policy Office 
L & C Tower, 21st Floor 
401 Church Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-1553 
Phone:  615-532-8545 
Fax:  615-532-0120 
dgalbreath@mail.state.tn.us  

Richard L. Hite 
Environmental Team Leader 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0706 
Fax:  901-544-3955 
richard.l.hite@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Michael W. Knipple 
Civil Engineer 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-3493 
Fax:  901-544-3082 
michael.w.knipple@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Jimmy D. McNeil 
District Archaeologist 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0710 
Fax:  901-544-3955 
jimmy.d.mcneil@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Ian McDevitt, Ph.D. 
Economist 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 3103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0741 
Fax:  901-544-3955 
ian.mcdevitt@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Tim Merritt 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
446 Neal Street 
Cookeville, TN 38501 
Phone:  931-528-6481 ext.211 
Fax:  931-528-7075 
timothy_merritt@fws.gov 



Melissa Mullen 
Civil Engineer 
Geotechnical Division 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0716 
Fax:  901-544-8062 
melissa.k.mullen@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

David L. Reece 
Chief, Envir. & Econ. Analysis Branch 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN  38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-3970 
Fax:  901-544-3955 
david.l.reece@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Steve Seymour 
TN Wildlife Resources Agency 
200 Lowell Thomas Agency 
Jackson, TN 38301 
Phone:  901-423-5725 
Fax:  901-423-6483 
sseymour@mail.state.tn.us 

Dan Sherry 
TN Wildlife Resources Agency 
Ellington Agricultural Center 
P.O. Box 40747 
Nashville, TN 37204 
Phone:  615-781-6572 
Fax:  615-781-6667 
dsherry@mail.state.tn.us

Eric Somerville 
U.S. EPA, Region 4 
Atlanta Federal Center 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303 – 8960 
Phone:  404-562-9414 
Fax:  404-562-9343 
somerville.eric@epa.gov  

Danny Ward 
Fishery & Wildlife Biologist 
USACOE 
167 N. Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0709 
Fax:  901-544-3955 
daniel.d.ward@mvm02.usace.army.mil  

Larry D. Watson 
Chief, Regulatory Functions 
USACOE 
167 North Main Street 
Room B202 
Memphis, TN 38103-1894 
Phone:  901-544-0736 
Fax:  901-544-0211 
larry.d.watson@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Jimmy Williamson 
Manager
Dyersburg Electric System 
P.O. Box 664 
Dyersburg, TN 38025 
Phone:  901-287-4600 
Fax:  901-287-4612 
dyrselec@usit.net



CATES LANDING CONFERENCE CALL 
December 20, 2000 

ATTENDEES

Mike Atchison, TN ECD

Robbie Baker, TDEC, WPC (Last 30 minutes) 
Andrew Barrass, TDEC, Natural Heritage 
Kerry Brannon, TVA, Economic Development 
Bob Buchanan, TVA, Navigation 
Wilton Burnett, Jr., TN ECD 
Drew Cohn, USACOE, Project Manager 
Randy Cook, USF&WL, Reelfoot Lake National Wildlife Refuge Manager 
Dodd Galbreath, Governor’s Office for Environmental Policy 
Richard Hite, USACOE, Environmental Team Leader 
Michael Knipple, USACOE, Civil Engineer 
Ian McDevitt, USACOE, Economist 
Jimmy McNeil, USACOE, District Archaeologist 
Tim Merritt, USF&WL, Cookeville 
Melissa Mullen, USACOE, Civil Engineer 
David Reece, USACOE, Chief, Environmental & Economic Analysis Branch 
Steve Seymour, TWRA, Jackson 
Dan Sherry, TWRA, Nashville 
Eric Somerville, EPA Region IV 
Danny Ward, USACOE, Fishery & Wildlife Biologist 

Jimmy Williamson, Dyersburg Chamber of Commerce & Manager, Dyersburg Electric 
System 



CATES LANDING - CONFERENCE CALL 
December 20, 2000 

MEETING NOTES 
By:  Wilton Burnett, Jr., TN ECD 

January 4, 2001 

ATTENDEES

I have attached a list of those who participated and also an updated Cates Landing Environmental and 
Cultural Agencies Group contact list.  As suggested by Eric Somerville, Larry Watson has been added to 
that list.  Please let me know if any corrections are needed in said list. 

PRELIMINARY 

This document contains my summary of the conversation as taken off tapes of the call.  I have 
broken these notes down more by topics than by the chronological order of the conversation.
There will be some points wherein I have injected my later thoughts.  These will be in italics.
Where I have left out or misstated relevant points, I would appreciate your corrections.  The call 
began about 9:05 a.m. (cst) and ended at 10:05 a.m. (cst). 

I very much appreciate the time and cooperation of all the participants in this call.  My position in this 
matter is that of a state agency which has a departmental interest in the Northwest Tennessee Port 
Authority Project at Cates Landing and which is seeking to be sure that state economic and environmental 
policy is on the same sheet of music with both the coalition and our federal agencies.  I recognize that the 
Corps is in charge of the harbor project study now ongoing and that the Northwest Tennessee Port 
Authority Coalition is in charge of the overall Cates Landing project. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECT STUDY PLAN (PSP) - NORTHWEST, TENNESSEE 

REGIONAL HARBOR - CATES LANDING, TENNESSEE 

I am forwarding by mail the above PSP dated January 18, 2000.  This document describes in detail just 
what the Corps is about, i.e., “This study will evaluate the economic feasibility of constructing a harbor 
in Northwest Tennessee at Cates Landing.”  My apologies for not having forwarded it prior to our 
conference call.  This study is due to be complete on or about March 1, 2001. 

NOTES

1. NORTHWEST TENNESSEE PORT AUTHORITY PROJECT 

See PSP Sections 1.0 @ page 1 and 2.0.1.2 @ page 3. 



All in the group appeared to understand the effort underway by the coalition to 
investigate the feasibility of and effectuate a port facility/industrial park at Cates 
Landing.



2. AREA OF CORPS STUDY AND PORT FACILITY/INDUSTRIAL PARK 

CLARIFIED

See PSP Sections 1.0 @ page 1 and 1.2 @ page 2. 

The forested island to the north of the proposed channel will not be included in the 
industrial park or harbor.  There is no name for this island. 

The Lake County Industrial Development Board owns a 52 acre rectangular tract rather 
than the 57 acre tract shown in the graphics.  A five acre trapezoid was sold off of the 
northeast corner. 

All port facility development will be on the south side of the proposed channel. 

Proposed port facility items (preliminary version) will be shown in the Corps study due in 
March.

3. TVA CO-PRODUCTION PROJECT STUDY OF 1992-93 

Said study was not coordinated with EPA but was part of a preliminary study of five sites 
for a Clean Coal project for which funds were being sought.  Had the site been 
successful, interagency coordination would have been initiated.  TVA did compile the 
information collected into a document for further use if needed. 

TVA is not undertaking any further pursuit of such a co-production project for the Cates 
Landing site. 

4. SCOPE OF THE CORPS STUDY AT CATES LANDING 

See PSP document. 

$300,000 has been budgeted for a study to be completed on or about March 1, 2001. 

The Corps is conducting fairly detailed studies in the proposed channel and port facilities 
area for the purpose of assessing feasibilities.  It is not studying the proposed 1,000 acre 
industrial park area in such detail but is addressing estimated impacts/cumulative impacts 
of the development of such a park. 

5. STATUS OF CORPS STUDY 



Still shooting for March 1, 2001 to produce finished study. 

Geotechnical – See PSP Section 4.0 @ page 7. 
Feasibility portion complete.  Will do more work if/when get to point of design plans and 
specs for channel and facilities. 

Survey – See PSP Section 4.1 @ page 7.
Topographic survey (ground/GPS – not flown) of channel/harbor area complete. 

Engineering design – See PSP Section 4.3 @ page 8. 
Preliminary design of channel/harbor complete.  Preliminary quantities complete.  
Looking at areas for placement of dredge/excavation materials. 

Environmental – See PSP Sections 2.0.1.5 @ page 4 and 3.1 @ page 6. 
Not yet complete. 

Cultural – See PSP Sections 3.0 @ page 6 and 11 @ page 12. 
Literature and records search to be completed shortly.  Drafted MOA among Corps, state 
and Lake County regarding survey requirements for areas to be used now with Jennifer 
Bartlett @ TN Division of Archaeology. 

Real Estate – See PSP Section 10 @ page 12. 
Study on-going and should be finished by first or second week in January.  This deals 
only with channel/harbor areas and lands needed for mitigation. 

Economics – See PSP Section 3.4 @ page 7.
Study will be finished about end of January. 

Schedule – See PSP cover and Section 6.0 @ pages 9 & 10. 

Costs – See PSP Section 4.4 @ Page 8. 

6. PUBLIC NOTICE OF AUGUST 1, 2000 – RESPONSES 

The only responses were those contained in the conference call notebook.  There were no 
requests for a public hearing. 



7. ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC NOTICE OF AUGUST 1, 2000 

See PSP Section 2.1 @ page 5. 

Agencies consensus was that the notice did not contain near enough information about 
the project for commentors to make adequate responses and that, given advertisement and 
adequate information, many groups would want to comment.  Some felt that the notice 
should be withdrawn and reissued, possibly as a scoping document. 

Corps stated that public notice was a scoping document to look at a potential harbor site.
When plans are in a more finalized state, the Corps will probably put out another public 
notice and retract the previous notice. 

8. NEED FOR EIS 

See PSP Section 3.1 @ page 6. 

Several agencies felt that an EIS was definitely needed but this was primarily due to the 
lack of information presently on the table. 

Corps estimate for an EIS was minimum of $300,000 and one year. 

Corps study will include an EA in compliance with NEPA. 

Consensus appeared to be that we need to look at the EA produced, continue an effective 
interaction among the agencies, thoroughly address all environmental issues possible on 
the front end and then decide whether it is needed or appropriate to go to an EIS. 

9. INDUSTRIAL PARK USER CONCERNS – AREA OF PROJECT IMPACT 

ISSUES

A major concern expressed was whether the proposed port facility/industrial park would 
attract a chip mill.  Missouri has banned chip mills and this could make Cates Landing 
more attractive to one.  Some relevant points/issues: 

A. This will be a public park and port. 
B. Potential availability for facilities such as a chip mill would result in the 
environmental  

agencies requiring that a much larger area of project impact (sourcing areas up to 
75 mile radius) be reviewed for environmental impact consideration. 



C. Do you seek to restrict the use of the port and park or restrict its size and capacity 
in

exchange for an easier, more expedited environmental review and permitting 
process? 

D. A major economic justification of the project is agribusiness and forest products. 
E. Restricting forest products from the project would significantly cut into shipping 
tonnage

which will impact the economic feasibility aspect of the Corps study. 

F. No one can accurately predict what type industries might use the project.  The 
coalition

group does have letters of intent available from existing industries. 

G In the Corps’ present study, it is looking at direct and cumulative impacts of the 

construction of a harbor and any cumulative impacts of the associated industrial 
park. I do not believe that this yet includes any assumptions that a chip mill may 
locate at Cates Landing. 

Wilton Burnett needs to quickly coordinate among the Corps, Dodd Galbreath and the 
steering committee of the NW TN Port Authority coalition on issues such as: 

A. Any restrictions on port/park future uses; 
B. Public policies on public ports, 
C. Governor’s Environmental Policy Office position on chip mills. 

10. NEED FOR A PORT/INDUSTRIAL PARK 

The issue was raised as to whether such a port was needed. 

Burnett and Brannon noted that, due to the unique nature of Cates Landing, it has been 
shown to two steel mills and ConAgra, been considered for TVA’s Co-Production project 
and was presently a site of interest.  Over $1.0 billion of potential investment had walked 
away from it because it was not developed.  The present initiative was in place due to 
past and present interest in the site and much support including county executives, Mayor 
Jim Rout of Shelby County, Don McCrory of the Memphis/Shelby County Port 
Commission, etc. 

The Corps noted that there were port sites on the other side of the Mississippi but that 
they were limited in their use due to access problems.  Also that, with the market given 
further options for moving raw materials and products, there was an identified need that 
could be fulfilled by the project. 



11. ALTERNATE SITE ISSUE 

Issue raised as to whether Cates Landing was the only and best site available for the 
project.

Burnett noted that Cates Landing was the only West Tennessee site on the Mississippi 
River, other than Memphis, which was above the 100 year floodplain yet on the main 
channel and close to road and rail transportation and that the Corps had reviewed 
alternates area sites. 

The Corps noted that it had conducted a reconnaissance level analysis of alternate sites 
and that its present study would include the resulting analysis. 

12. WETLANDS 

See PSP Section 3.1 @ page 6. 

While island to the north of the proposed channel will not be impacted, the channel and 
harbor facility will impact at least 125 acres of existing wetlands and possibly more. 

Corps is not delineating wetlands in the 1,000 acre industrial park area due to limitations 
in its Project Study Plan and associated budget. 

Corps is looking at the wetlands impact of the channel/port project and, under NEPA, the 
potential wetlands impacts of the development of the industrial park.  The Corps’ study 
will include an estimate of the wetlands to be impacted in the industrial park. 

It was recommended that the Regulatory Branch of the Corps (Larry Watson) be involved 
in this process as the coalition will have to obtain permitting for wetland work. 

State water quality certification will be required and it was recommended that it would be 
more efficient if such was applied for as a singular project (channel, port and industrial 
park).  Also, such a combined application would make establishing mitigation cheaper 
and more efficient. 

The Lake County Industrial Development Board formerly held a Corps permit for a 
channel/port at Cates Landing in 1992-93 that expired.  There was a reapplication in 1998 
but, due to a project fading, no permit was either issued or denied. 



Concern was expressed over the hydrological affect (headcutting) of the channel on a 
wetland located east of the east end of the channel.  It was noted that the sale of the five 
acres at that location would make the channel further away.  The Corps stated that it 
would look into this issue. 

13. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

See PSP Sections 3.1 @ page 6 and 3.2 @ page 7. 

Interior least tern – Corps does an annual survey and knows that they are on the island to 
the north. 

Palid sturgeon – Impact may depend upon the issue of returning dredge material to the 
river.

Bald eagle – Corps looking at where nesting is occurring in the area. 

Sicklefin Chub – Not yet protected but USF & WL requests that it be given protection. 

No showstoppers are seen given the use of appropriate construction methods, protective 
measures and mitigation. 

Dr. Barrass expressed that several state listed botanical species are in the area and asked 
that a survey be done. I ask that Dr. Barrass contact the Corps with specifics on this 
issue.

14. MITIGATION

See PSP Sections 3.1 and 3.1.1 @ page 6. 

The Obion River and Reelfoot Lake area present many opportunities for mitigation projects. 

Burnett will seek to conference with Larry Watson, Dan Sherry, Eric Somerville, Tim Merritt 
Andrew Barrass and Robbie Baker as regards establishing some specifics on possible 
mitigation projects. 



Burnett noted that it will be important to the NW TN Harbor project to have a handle on what 
sort of cost might be involved in mitigation.  Sherry stated that a beginning point might be 
$12,000 per acre at 2:1 mitigation. 

Dr. Barrass expressed an interest in working with TWRA on mitigating site botanical species 
by adding buffer areas to the state designated natural areas within the TWRA managed area 
at Reelfoot. 

Dr. Barrass inquired as to the potential for the island to the north for habitat enhancement.  
No such work is presently planned and there is also a question as to the actual ownership of 
said island. Burnett may look into this issue further.

Dr. Barrass asked/suggested about the Corps using bioengineering techniques for the design 
schemes for harbor construction. 

15. DISPOSITION OF DREDGED MATERIALS 

The Corps proposes to return an estimated 3 MCY of dredged material to the Mississippi 
River or at least follow their plan used in Missouri which is to return water dredged 
material to water and land excavated materials to land.  The Corps estimates the ratio of 
water dredged to land excavated materials to be 60/40 to 50/50. 

EPA, TWRA, USF & WL and Dr. Barrass were in uniform disfavor of returning said 
materials to the river. 

My perception is that there is a dredged materials disposal issue here which needs to be 
resolved of a certainty in a relatively short time.  I will seek to see if such a resolution 
can be pursued among the appropriate agencies. 



Land areas for the disposal of dredged material are available on the Keiser tract and a 
tract further west.  The Corps is analyzing the potential disposal sites issue in its report. 

The question was raised as to whether the Mississippi River meets water quality 
standards at Cates Landing.  Somerville will be checking this. 

The issue of toxicity tests on the dredge material was raised.  The Corps noted that such 
tests were quite expensive but that they were being done on a preliminary basis for the 
study and that more would be done should the project proceed.  Somerville asked that 
contact with 
Doug Johnson at EPA be established on this issue. 

Melissa Mullen stated that high clay content in the dredged materials could mean that 
drying, if land applied, could take from one to five or ten years but that potential sands 
which may be present could shorten this time. 

16. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

See PSP Sections 3.0 @ page 6 and 11 @ page 12. 

There should be no problem with the relocation of the historical marker referencing the 
battle at Island #Ten. 

The Corps is doing a literature search of the area.  The Cronanville Cemetery is the only 
recorded area site.  More detail on the Cronanville site than is contained in the Memphis 
State Phase I Archaeological Survey of 1993 will be needed. 

The Corps MOA to be signed by the state and county will require future site users to first 
conduct surveys in the areas of construction. 

No cultural showstoppers are foreseen at this time. 

17. GEOTECHNICAL

See PSP Section 4.0 @ page 7. 



Corps work for the present study is limited to the channel/port area and does not include 
the industrial park area. 

Burnett will do some checking on potential costs for preliminary geotechnical work in the 
industrial park area. 

18. SILTATION/MAINTENANCE 

See PSP Sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 @ page 2 and 12 @ page 13. 

The issue was raised of whether there would be any problem with siltation of the 
potential channel around the island to the north. 

The Corps study will address the annual maintenance needed including estimated 
amounts of materials and costs. 

RESULTING ACTION ITEMS AS SEEN BY BURNETT

1. I will coordinate among the Corps, Dodd Galbreath and the steering committee of the NW 
Port Authority coalition some resolution of issues such as: 

A. Any restriction on port/park future uses (chip mills), 
B. Public policies on public ports, 
C. Governor’s Environmental Policy office position on chip mills. 

I will seek to do this early in January so as to give the Corps a better feel for the scope of 
coverage which might be expected in looking at cumulative project impacts. 

2. For my own clarification, I will contact the appropriate agencies to see what is involved in 
combining any efforts for achieving water quality certification to include proposed work in 
the industrial park area rather than the channel/port area only. 

3. I asked that Dr. Andrew Barrass contact the Corps directly regarding his concerns about 
state listed botanical species in the project area and, to the extent consistent with the 
demands of his own program, provide such assistance as he can. 

4. I will conference with Larry Watson, Eric Somerville, Dan Sherry, Tim Merritt, Robbie 
Baker and Andrew Barrass about specifics on wetland mitigation issues. 



5. I may check further into the matter of the ownership of the island to the north and its 
suitability for mitigation purposes. 

6. I will seek to encourage a dialogue among the appropriate agencies to resolve ASAP the 
issue of the disposition of the dredged material involved in the project. 

7. I will seek to obtain some estimates of what costs may be involved for preliminary 
geotechnical work in the industrial park area. 



ATTACHMENT 4 

1. Agenda, Cates Landing Meeting 
2. Meeting minutes, Cates Landing meeting 22 July 2002. 



NORTHWEST TENNESSEE HARBOR PROJECT 
22 JULY 2002 

MEETING IN NASHVILLE, TN 

1. On 22 July 2002, the Sponsor, Tennessee EDC, the Memphis District, US Fish and Wildlife, 
US EPA, and others met to discuss the newest alternative for the NW Tennessee Harbor project.  
Attached is an agenda and a list of participants. 

2. The following are the major points developed from this meeting: 
 a. Cultural Resources:  Must complete draft MOA for phased compliance and get all 
Federal agencies to sign MOA. 

 b. Dredge Disposal & Sediment Toxicity: (1) Need test results of sediment in proposed 
harbor.
  (2) Need to know water quality of effluent from dredge disposal area. 
  (3) If sediment is contaminated, Need to know how leach from dredge disposal 
area will be treated and disposed. 
  (4) Need to provide details of how dredged material is to be placed on land and 
how testing for contaminates will be preformed. 

 c. Threatened & Endangered Species: (1) Need to develop a fuller Direct Impacts for the 
harbor site then what is contained in the draft EA. 
  (2) Need a full botanical survey and discuss threats to endangered plants. 
  (3) Need to describe HESS method and list assumptions.  Include project data as 
an enclosure. 

 d. Reelfoot Lake Impacts: No impacts were identified. 

 e. Chip Mill/Forrest Impacts: (1) USFWS said it is not against all forest products.  It is 
just against Chip Mills. 
  (2) USFWS believes the Corps of Engineers can put a condition on its permit to 
exclude chip mills from using the harbor.  USFWS said that without such a condition, it would 
require a EIS with a radius of 75 miles. 
  (3) Dodd Galbreath of Tennessee Environmental Policy Office, said his office 
would research to see is zoning, permits, or other means are available to control or reopen NEPA 
in the future if a chip mill wants to use the harbor. 

3. USFWS said that the need for additional information on most of the areas on the agenda 
clearly shows that the project EA needs to be developed into an EIS. 

4. Wilton Burnett of TN EDC closed the meeting and said he would get minutes of the meeting 
out to the participants.
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NORTHWEST TENNESSEE HARBOR 

INTERAGENCY MEETING 

9 SEPTEMBER 2003 

AGENDA

1. Introductions

2. Study Summary (Ward) 

3. Additional Environmental Studies (Open Discussion) 

a. Botanical Survey 

Black willow predominates the harbor site.  Due to concerns expressed from Natural 
Heritage a full botanical survey of the impact area is warranted.  The survey will most 
likely be contracted out (see Botanical Survey Scope of Work). 

b. Sediment Samples 

TVA obtained surface sediment samples in the vicinity of the harbor site in the 
1990’s.  Copper, iron, manganese, zinc, barium, arsenic, chromium and nickel were 
ion the “moderately polluted” to “heavily polluted” range.  However, concentrations 
were not high enough to warrant listing the sediment as “contaminated”.  Additional 
sediment testing is warranted to determine contaminant levels and if they pose a 
threat to the human health and the environment.  Sediment sampling and testing 
would most likely be contracted out (see Sediment Analysis Scope of Work). 

c. Endangered and Threatened Species – A Biological Assessment will be conducted on 
federally listed threatened or endangered species. 

Least Tern – No least tern colonies have been detected in the proposed 
harbor sites.  Colonies have been observed periodically on sandbars across 
the river in Missouri.  Proposed construction would not take place during 
critical breeding and fledging times to ensure that there would be no affect 
on the least tern.  On-going least tern surveys would continue along the 
lower Mississippi River with special attention given to the proposed harbor 
location.

Pallid Sturgeon – A pallid sturgeon survey was conducted in the proposed 
harbor site (see Survey Report).  No pallid sturgeons were encountered.  The 
survey revealed that the proposed site is not suitable sturgeon habitat. 



Bald Eagle – Bald eagles have been observed flying over the harbor site 
(proximity to Reelfoot Lake).  No bald eagle nests have been observed 
within the impact area.  Bald eagle and nest surveys will be conducted this 
winter to ensure that nest sites or vegetation suitable for nesting would not 
be impacted from harbor construction (see Bald Eagle Survey 
Methodology).

d. Aquatic Slack Water Species of Concern 

Due to concerns expressed by the Division of Water Pollution Control additional 
biological surveys are required.  The pallid sturgeon survey lists some of the species 
present in the harbor site and indicates that the flooded willow habitat offers suitable 
habitat for a wide variety of juvenile fishes.  Impacts to flooded willow areas would 
be minimal.  The remaining portions of Old Slough Landing would be preserved to 
act as a buffer to the harbor. 

A fishery survey would be conducted in the proposed harbor area this fall (see Fish 
Survey Scope of Work). 

If suitable habitat is present, a freshwater mussel survey will be conducted in the 
shallow backwater areas where the majority of the dredging would take place.  Diving 
in the Mississippi River proper would not take place unless there is reasonable 
evidence to warrant (see Mussel Survey Methodology). 

e. Habitat Loss (including wetlands) 

All impacts to existing habitat would be mitigated accordingly.  The Habitat 
Evaluation System (HES) was used to quantify impacts and calculate suitable 
mitigation requirements.  Prior converted farmland immediately adjacent to the river 
and within the batture area of the levee system would be given priority. 

f. Cumulative Impacts of Harbor Construction (excluding chip mills and cultural 
resources).

The cumulative impacts of harbor construction would be addressed including the 
likely impacts of industrial development adjacent to the harbor site (see Cumulative 
Impact Methodology).  The following types of industries have expressed interest in 
locating to the area if harbor facilities are developed. 

Petroleum Products (Diesel) 

Calcium Carbonate 

Steel Coils 

Soybean Meal 

Natural Rubber 



Paper

g. Chip Mills 

The federal and state governments can not put exclusions on certain industries and 
deny them access to a public harbor built with public funds.  Currently no chip mill is 
expected to locate to the area.  Additional chip mill studies are warranted due to 
concerns expressed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and TWRA.  The study will 
entail the probability of a chip mill locating to the area, expected impacts to the 
surrounding area if a hypothetical chip mill were to locate, and any types of 
regulatory control over the chip mill industry (see Chip Mill Study Methodology). 

4. Other Environmental Concerns 

a. Environmental Protection Agency 
b. Fish and Wildlife Service 
c. TWRA 
d. TDEC – Water Pollution Control 
e. TDEC – Natural Heritage 

5. Partnering Agreement 
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CEMVM-PM-E  4/12/2004 
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: NW TN Harbor, interagency conference call. 

1. An interagency conference call was conducted on 3/9/2004 at 1330 to discuss the status of 
the study and remaining environmental concerns for the NW TN Harbor Project. 

2. Participants included: 
Jim Lloyd, MVM PM-P 
Dave Reece, MVM PM-E 
Danny Ward, MVM PM-E 
Dan Eagar, TDEC, WPC 
Robbie Baker, TDEC, WPC 
Rob Todd, TWRA, Fisheries Division 
Bill Reeves, TWRA, Fisheries Division 
Doug Winford, USFWS 
Robbie Sykes, USFWS 

3. The following items were discussed: 

a. Threatened and Endangered Species – A biological assessment has been completed 
and concludes that harbor construction would not affect the interior least tern, pallid 
sturgeon, and bald eagle.  Harbor dredging would not take place during reported 
pallid sturgeon spawning periods (12 April to 30 June) and interior least tern nesting 
and fledging periods (15 June to 15 August), depending on river stages. 

b. Wetland Losses – The recommended plan would impact 60 acres of wetlands and 14 
acres of farm wetlands.  Black willow is the dominant species of vegetation to be 
impacted.  Unavoidable impacts to wetlands would be mitigated by planting 
bottomland hardwoods and creating topography (excavating lower areas and creating 
higher areas with excavated material) on 134 acres of prior converted farm land 
within the Mississippi River 2-year floodplain. 

c. Possibility of Contaminated Sediments – Preliminary results from sediment testing 
indicated that some contaminants were above ecological risk factors (low).  However, 
none were above ecological risk factors (medium) and all were well below 
preliminary remediation goal values.  Results are still being evaluated.  Additional 
testing is being conducted on PCB’s. 

d. Dredged Material Disposal – 1.02 million cubic yards of dredged material would be 
placed in two contained areas on land adjacent to the harbor.  Water would return to 
the Mississippi River via a drop structure.  Return water would be monitored during 
construction to ensure that state water quality standards are not violated. 



e. Cumulative Impacts including Chip Mill Concern – Cumulative impact analysis has 
not been completed to date.  However, preliminary analysis indicates that there would 
be no significant cumulative impacts form harbor construction or industrial 
development. 

4. All participants agreed that there were no environmental impacts of such significance that 
would prevent the project from moving forward.  Dan Eagar stated that he would brief his 
commissioner (Betsy Child) accordingly.  All parties agreed that if anyone perceived any 
showstopper issue between now and the 22 March meeting with the Governor, we would 
have an additional teleconference to discuss the new issue. 

5. There were several minor concerns that need to be addressed prior to the completion of the 
draft report.  The following concerns were discussed: 

a. Maintenance Dredging – The average annual amounts of maintenance dredging and 
disposal areas need to be calculated and identified. 

b. Construction Methods – Construction methods need to be explained including 
clearing activities, dredging, and disposal methods.  Specific details concerning 
controlling sediments during construction needs to be explained. 

c. Section 404 and Section 10 Permits – The non-federal sponsor would have to obtain 
Section 404 and Section 10 permits to fill the area adjacent to the harbor for site 
development.  They are proposing to dredge sand out of the Mississippi River for fill.
Specific dredge locations need to be identified to ensure that there would be no 
impacts to pallid sturgeon that inhabit the deeper, main channel areas.  Likely sites for 
sand dredging from the river and potential impacts need to be addressed in the EA. 

Danny Ward 
Project Biologist


