During the May 9th meeting we addressed the following issues:

Turning Basin Discussion:

1. Everyone introduced themselves at the meeting and on the conference line.  The list of attendees is attached.

2. I reviewed the minutes from the May 2nd meeting.

3. Fritz Rohde had serious concerns about the loss of shallow primary nursery area at the turning basin locations.  DMF has a sampling station nearby and the area is important for fish and crabs.  The area is also important for transport of nursery species, and he is concerned about how the abrupt change from deep to shallow water depth may affect this transport.  I indicated that there would be a channel side slope of 3:1, not an abrupt change.

4. There was a discussion of ratios required for mitigation.  During the agency meeting on March 23, 2007 the group tentatively agreed to at 2:1 ratio for loss of shallow 
(< 10 feet deep) PNA habitat and 1:1 for deep (> 10 feet deep) PNA habitat.  This issues needs to be revisited and I will try to arrange a meeting early next week to address this issue.  Participants other than me should be Fritz Rohde, Mike Wicker, Steve Everhart, and Ron Sechler.

5. I asked if out-of-kind mitigation could be considered.  For example, fish passage at Lock and Dam # 2 or #3 in addition to or in stead of restoring primary nursery area at Alligator Creek (Eagle Island) or Island 12.  However, we could not exceed the minimal mitigation required to offset the impacts related to the selected turning basin alternative.  For example if it cost $8 million to restored PNA’s at Alligator Creek and Island 12, the Corps could not pay more than $8 million dollars for fish passage at the locks and dams, or more than $8 million for a combination of fish passage and PNA restoration.  The focus of discussion was at Lock and Dam # 3 since a rock ramp would be cheaper there (no scour hole) versus Lock and Dam # 2.  A rock ramp  was the focus of most of the discussion since it could be placed at Lock and Dam # 3 and achieve good fish passage without adversely impacting water supply, and without need of deauthorizing the project (locking could still occur).  The group agreed to consider the out-of-kind concept.

6. John Morris indicated if Locks and Dams # 1&3 have fish passage resolved, other funding sources (e.g. Clean Water Trust Fund) may be available to address fish passage at Lock and Dam # 2.

7. Lowering or removing Lock and Dam # 2 is still a possibility since currently there is no water supply intake upstream, but lowering or removing that lock and dam would require that the project be deauthorized first.

8. Mick Noland asked if Lock and Dam # 2 was taken out would the lock at # 3 still be operational.  Probably not since during normal river condition only shallow draft vessel could enter the lock.

9. If a rock ramp was constructed at Lock and Dam # 3 as mitigation, and Lock and Dam # 2 removed if the project was deauthorized, the ramp at # 3 would need to be extended to reach the lower water level.

10. The discussion then turned to the turning basin decision matrix.  Steve Everhart suggested that for construction cost and impact to PNA (for both shallow and deep) that the rating be based on a percentage ratio.  However this would give you the same answer as currently presented in the matrix where I used a proportional ratio.  See italicized section below.  The cost ratings may change some as the estimates are refined.  
11. In conclusion, except for the PNA mitigation ratio issue, the turning basin matrix is close to being finalized.  Of course as indicated during the last meeting, the matrix is not the final answer, it is a tool to help us select the best turning basin alternative.  
Locks and Dams Discussion:

1. For the locks and dam matrices, the shaded areas are the alternatives that are recommended for eliminating from further consideration.  They will either not adequately pass anadromous fish, have too severe an impact on water supply users, or the nature-like bypass is not feasible since no floodplain is present.  The PDT agreed with eliminating these alternatives.

2. David Briley indicated for Lock and Dam # 1, the alternative “lower the dam, Rock Ramp with no Impact on Water Supply Intakes” would actually reduce the capacity of the Lower Cape Fear Water and Sewer Authority facility.  I requested that he provide comments to that effect, but this alternative was no longer considered viable as indicated above.
3. Layton Bedsole questioned why the rock ramp in the lock chamber only was eliminated when it had a total score of 44, but the diversion channel with a total score of 45 was not.  The rock ramp in the lock chamber was not eliminated based on the total score but because it would not adequately pass anadromous fish.

4. The team confirmed that the “weight” for both fish passage and water supply should stay the same.  

5. The team tentatively agreed that for the rock ramp alternatives, it was better to just place the ramp downstream of the dam and not in the lock chamber also.  If the rock ramp was placed downstream of the dam and in the chamber the river discharge would spread over a longer area and decrease the water depth across the dam.  This could be critical during low flow conditions in not providing enough water depth for the fish to pass over the dam.  Thus the rock ramp should have a passage rating of say 8, while the addition of a rock ramp in the lock would have a rating of 7.  Also placing rock in the lock chamber would preclude navigation and increase cost.  
6. The team also recommended if rock from a rock ramp could not be placed along the outside of the lock wall due to stability issues, that the wall be strengthened rather than place rock inside the lock chamber to counterbalance the force of the rock ramp on the outside of the lock wall.

7. Proposed House Bill 1813 is running into opposition.  This bill would enable the State to take over the locks and dams if fish passage is constructed and the dams rehabilitated first.  Opposition centers around the perceived long-term liability the State may incur. 
8. All cost estimates except dam removal would include rehabilitation of the lock and dam.

9. If the locks and dams are deauthorized by congress, before that is likely, a willing owner that would protect fish passage and water supply would need to be identified.  As indicated in previous meetings, all parties need to consider this issue.

10. During the next meeting, we will begin by looking at the alternatives and evaluation factors in the matrix for lock and dam # 2 and then look at the ratings for all the matrices.

I am still working on revising the matrices and will provide them before the next meeting. 
Rating Scale:  After re-reviewing the literature on decision matrices, I recommend that we leave the rating scale as is.  The rating is currently an ordinal scale from 1 to 10:  1 is the worst and 10 is the best.  The ordinal scale is very common, widely accepted, and easily defended.  Ordinal only indicates there is an order: 10 is better than 9, 9 is better than 8, etc.  However ordinal does not imply a multiple or percentage of difference.   Ten is not twice as good as 5, or 6 is not 20% better than 5.  
On the ordinal scale I used, 10 would be for the alternative that has the least cost or fewest acres of PNA impacted, and 1 would be for the alternative with the most cost or most acres of PNA impacted.  All the other alternatives were distributed proportionally to the nearest whole number between the two extremes on the 1 to 10 scale.  A rating of 5 would be a cost or number of acres impacted mid-way between the two extremes.  The following is an example for the relocated turning basin for the number of shallow primary nursery acres impacted.

S. States
Chemserve Southern 
Chemserve Middle 
Chemserve Northern

PNA
3.4 acres
4.8 acres
5.7 acres
7.4 acres
Rating
10

7
5

1
How did I get the 7 for Chemserve Southern and 5 for Chemserve Middle?  I got the difference between the extremes (7.4 acres – 3.4 acres = 4 acres).  I then got the difference between the lowest number of acres impacted and the alternative of concern (Chemserve Southern, 4.8 acres - 3.4 acres = 1.4 acres).  I then divided this value by the total difference and got a proportion (1.4 acres/4 acres = 0.35).   I multiplied this by 9 (the difference between 10 and 1), subtracted this value from 10 and rounded to the nearest whole number (9 x 0.35 = 3.15; 10 – 3.15 = 6.85 which rounds to 7).  The same thing was done for the Chemserve middle alternative:  5.7 acres - 3.4 acres = 2.3 acres; 2.3 acres/4 acres = 0.575; 9 x .575 = 5.175; 10 – 5.175 = 4.855 which rounds to 5.  The same procedure was done for cost.
Percentage Scale:  You obtain the same results using a percentage scale.  If I sum up all the acres for shallow PNA I get (3.4 + 4.8 + 5.7 + 7.4) 21.3 acres.   Then I can convert the acres for each basin to percentage by dividing the individual alternative acreage by 21.3 and then multiply by 100.    If I convert this to a 10 point scale using the procedure above, I obtain the same ratings. 


S. States
Chemserve Southern 
Chemserve Middle 
Chemserve Northern

PNA
3.4 acres+
4.8 acres+
5.7 acres+
7.4 acres = 21.3 acres
% total
16.0%+

22.5%+
26.8%+
34.7% 
= 
100%
Rating
10

7
5

1
