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PREFACE 
With its beautiful beaches, scenic shorelines, expansive water surface, wildlife 

habitat, modern campgrounds, and outstanding fishing opportunities, Lake Texoma is an 
iconic lake and public resource. For approximately 70 years, Lake Texoma has provided 
important flood risk management, hydroelectric and water supply benefits, as well as 
being home to two important National Wildlife Refuges (i.e., Hagerman and Tishomingo). 
The lake is perhaps best known by millions of north central Texas and south central 
Oklahoma residents for its natural setting and recreational opportunities. Annual 
recreation visitation at Lake Texoma typically exceeds that of any other USACE lake. The 
name “Lake Texoma” was made official by the 78th Congress in the passage of Public 
Law 454 on September 30, 1944. The region surrounding the lake is popularly referred to 
as “Texomaland” and many businesses in the region use “Texoma” as part of their 
business name. The overall size and significance of Lake Texoma stands out among the 
more than 450 US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) lakes, and indeed among all lakes 
nationwide regardless of managing entity. The almost 200,000 acres of public lands and 
waters at Lake Texoma will become even more important as population growth in the 
region continues at an unprecedented pace. This Master Plan is intended to guide the 
management of these lands and waters for approximately the next twenty-five years.   
 

The Lake Texoma Master Plan (hereafter Plan or Master Plan) is a collaborative 
effort designed to guide present and future land use planning for the responsible 
stewardship of USACE administered resources. This vital tool provides guidance and 
includes direction for appropriate management, use, development, enhancement, 
protection, and conservation of the natural, cultural, and man-made resources at Lake 
Texoma. Input toward the master plan was obtained from local community stakeholders, 
regional stakeholders, lake management personnel, federal, state, and local government 
agencies, and non-government organizations, as well as information from best practices 
in lake master planning. Scoping meetings and comments from government officials and 
the general public were important for identifying issues that need to be addressed in the 
Plan.  
 

Chapter 1 of the Master Plan presents an overall introduction of Lake Texoma from 
project authorization and purpose to a description of the watershed. Chapter 2 consists of 
an inventory and analysis of project resources. Chapters 3 and 4 lay out management 
goals, resource objectives, and land allocation and classification. Chapter 5 is the 
resource plan that identifies how project lands will be managed for each land use 
classification and identifies current recreation facilities and projected facility needs, an 
analysis of existing and anticipated resource use, and anticipated influences on overall 
project operation and management. Chapter 6 discusses topics that are unique to Lake 
Texoma. Chapter 7 identifies the coordination efforts and valuable stakeholder input into 
the development of the Master Plan.  Chapter 8 gives a summary of the changes in land 
classification from the previous master plan to the present.   
 

Additionally, an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing impacts of alternative 
management scenarios for Lake Texoma has been prepared in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA); regulations of the 
Council on Environmental Quality; and USACE regulations, including Engineer Regulation 
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200-2-2: Procedures for Implementing NEPA. The EA is a separate document that 
informs this Master Plan and can be found in its entirety in Appendix B.  

 
The EA evaluated five alternatives as follows: 1) No Action Alternative, 2) 

Proposed Action, 3) Revise Master Plan to Only Reflect Changes in Land Classification 
Names with No Change in Operation and Use, 4) Revise Master Plan to Meet Authorized 
Project Purposes and to Maximize Recreation, and 5) Revise Master Plan to Meet 
Authorized Project Purposes and to Maximize Natural Resource Management.  The EA 
analyzed the potential impact these five alternatives would have on the natural, cultural, 
and human environments. Because the Master Plan is conceptual, any action proposed in 
the plan that would result in significant disturbance to natural resources or result in 
significant public interest would require additional NEPA documentation at the time the 
action takes place.  
 
 This Plan is designed to be a living, flexible document used in the day-to-day 
planning and operations of the environmental, cultural, and man-made resources of Lake 
Texoma. It was developed and organized to serve current and future generations by 
guiding management efforts toward more sustainable and resilient resources at Lake 
Texoma. Looking forward, this Master Plan will be an essential tool in engaging the 
community, coordinating efforts, and protecting lake resources for everyone. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW 
The Denison Dam and Lake Texoma Reservoir project (referred to as Lake 

Texoma) is a multipurpose water resources project constructed and operated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Tulsa District. The lake and associated federal lands 
are located in Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, and Love Counties, Oklahoma (OK) and 
Grayson and Cooke Counties, Texas (TX).  Denison Dam is situated at river mile 725.9 
on the Red River, approximately 5 miles northwest of Denison, TX. It is aligned in a north-
south direction and extends for a distance of approximately 2.8 miles through both 
Grayson County, TX and Bryan County, OK. The dam and associated infrastructure, as 
well as all lands acquired for the Lake Texoma project, are federally-owned and 
administered by the USACE. 
 

This Master Plan is intended to serve as a comprehensive land and recreation 
management guide with an effective life of approximately 25 years. The focus of the Plan 
is to guide the stewardship of natural and cultural resources, and make provision for 
outdoor recreation facilities and opportunities on federal land associated with Lake 
Texoma. The Plan does not address the flood risk management, hydroelectric power, or 
water supply purposes of Lake Texoma (see the USACE Water Control Manual for Lake 
Texoma for a description of these project purposes). The original Master Plan for Lake 
Texoma was approved in 1960 and was last updated in 1978 as Design Memorandum 
No. 3C to guide future land and water development. In 1999, USACE discontinued use of 
the Design Memorandum system as a means of organizing the many phases of civil 
works projects, therefore, the term “Design Memorandum” is not used in the title of this 
Master Plan revision.  

 

1.2 PROJECT AUTHORIZATION 
Lake Texoma was authorized and funded by the Federal Government for 

construction by the USACE to provide flood control and hydropower generation through 
the Flood Control Act approved 28 June 1938 (Public Law No. 761, 75th Congress, 3rd 
Session). USACE authority for administration of project land and water areas is contained 
in Section 4 of the Flood Control Act approved 22 December 1944 (58 Stat 889), and in 
Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 (60 Stat 642), as further amended by Section 
209 of the 1954 Flood Control Act approved 3 September 1954. 
 

1.3 PROJECT PUROSE 
Lake Texoma is a multipurpose water resource project constructed and operated 

by the USACE. The project is a major component in the federal government’s 
comprehensive plan for development of the upper Red River Watershed. Lake Texoma 
has the following primary purposes authorized by the laws listed in Section 1.2 above: 

 Flood risk management 
 Hydroelectric power 
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 Water supply 
 Recreation 
 Regulation of Red River flows  
 Improvement of navigation 
 
Environmental stewardship is not listed as a primary project purpose but is 

mentioned here as a major responsibility that is inherent in the administration of 
Federally-owned lands. Other laws, including but not limited to Public Law 91-190, 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Public Law 86-717, Forest Cover 
Act, place emphasis on the environmental stewardship of Federal lands and USACE-
administered Federal lands, respectively. 

 

1.4 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF MASTER PLAN 
In accordance with Engineering Regulation (ER) 1130-2-550 Change 07, dated 30 

January 2013 and Engineering Pamphlet (EP) 1130-2-550 Change 05, dated 30 January 
2013, master plans are required for most USACE water resources development projects 
having a federally-owned land base. This revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan is 
intended to bring the master plan up to date to reflect current ecological, socio-
demographic, and outdoor recreation trends that are impacting the lake, as well as those 
anticipated to occur within the planning period of 2016 to 2041 (i.e., 25 years). 

 
The Lake Texoma Master Plan (hereafter Plan or Master Plan) is the strategic land 

use management document that guides the efficient, cost-effective, comprehensive 
management, development, and use of recreation, natural resources, and cultural 
resources throughout the life of the Lake Texoma project. It is a vital tool for responsible 
stewardship and sustainability of the project’s natural and cultural resources. It makes 
provision for outdoor recreation facilities and opportunities on federal land associated with 
Lake Texoma for the benefit of present and future generations. The Plan guides and 
articulates USACE responsibilities pursuant to federal laws to preserve, conserve, 
restore, maintain, manage, and develop the land, water, and associated resources. It is a 
dynamic and flexible tool designed to address changing conditions. The Plan focuses on 
carefully crafted resource-specific goals and objectives. It ensures that equal attention is 
given to the economy, quality, and needs in the management of Lake Texoma resources 
and facilities, and that goals and objectives are accomplished at an appropriate scale. 

 
The master planning process encompasses a series of interrelated and 

overlapping tasks involving the examination and analysis of past, present, and future 
environmental, recreational and socioeconomic conditions and trends. With a generalized 
conceptual framework, the process focuses on four primary components, as follows: 

 
 Regional and ecosystem needs 
 Project resource capabilities and suitability 
 Expressed public interests that are compatible with Lake Texoma’s authorized 

purposes  
 Environmental sustainability elements. 
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It is important to note what the Master Plan does not address. As noted in Section 
1.1, the Plan does not address the flood risk management, hydroelectric power, or water 
supply purposes of Lake Texoma.  Details of design, management and administration, 
and implementation are not addressed here, but are addressed in the Lake Texoma 
Operational Management Plan (OMP). In addition, the Master Plan does not address the 
specifics of regional water quality, shoreline management, or water level management. 
The operation and maintenance of primary project operations facilities, including but not 
limited to the dam, spillway, gate-controlled outlet, powerhouse and switchyard are not 
included in this Plan.  

 
The 1978 revised Master Plan was sufficient for prior land use planning and 

management. However, changes in outdoor recreation trends, regional land use, 
population, current legislative requirements, and USACE management policy have 
occurred over the past decades. Additionally, increasing fragmentation of wildlife habitat, 
national policies related to land management, climate change, and growing demand for 
recreational access and protection of natural resources are all factors affecting Lake 
Texoma and the region in general. In response to these continually evolving trends, 
USACE determined that a full revision of the 1978 plan is required as set forth in this 
Plan. 

 

1.5 BRIEF WATERSHED AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Located in the Red River watershed, Lake Texoma is the largest lake in terms of 

capacity in the Tulsa District and the 12th largest reservoir in the nation. The dam, named 
after the town of Denison, is located in Bryan County, Oklahoma and Grayson County, 
Texas about 8.5 miles downstream of the Red and Washita river’s confluence. The 
impounded reservoir of Lake Texoma extends through Grayson and Cooke Counties, 
Texas and Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, and Love Counties, Oklahoma. It is an integral part 
of a multi-purpose plan for flood control, hydroelectric power generation, navigation, and 
other beneficial water uses on the Red River and its tributaries. Lake Texoma is aided in 
providing flood protection to the Red and Atchafalaya River Valleys by the water bodies of 
McGee Creek, Pat Mayse, Sardis (formerly Clayton), Hugo, Pine Creek, Broken Bow, 
DeQueen, Gillham, Dierks, Millwood, Cooper, Wright Patman, Lake 'O Pines, Caddo, 
Bodcau, and Wallace Lakes.  
 

Land acquisition for the construction and operational needs of the authorized dam 
and reservoir project originally included 193,719 acres of fee land and 537 acres of 
flowage easement rights along the Red River in both Texas and Oklahoma. Various 
Federal land disposals through the years, as dictated primarily by legislation, have 
reduced the acreage of Federally-owned lands to approximately 191,459 acres with a 
corresponding increase in the number of acres of flowage easement. The impounded 
reservoir originally inundated approximately 89,000 acres at Conservation/Power Pool 
elevation 617.0 National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). Within the 89,000 acre pool 
are numerous islands and areas where years of sediment accumulation has caused the 
formation of land lying above 617.0 NGVD.  Thus, the actual acreage of water surface at 
617.0 NGVD has been reduced over time.  An accurate measurement of the water 
surface acreage at 617.0 NGVD will require precise measurement of new aerial 
photography taken when the lake is at that elevation. This will be accomplished as 
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funding permits.  For the purpose of this Master Plan, the surface acreage at 617.0 NGVD 
is estimated at 74,686 acres, as measured by the Texas Water Development Board in 
2002.  

 

 
Figure 1.1 Lake Texoma Vicinity Map 

Construction of the dam, spillway and outlet works began in August 1939 and was 
completed and available to operate for full flood control without restrictions in February 
1944. The main dam structure is a 15,200 foot-long rolled earth-filled embankment with a 
rock-protected upstream slope and maximum height of 165 feet above the Red River 
streambed.  At the time of completion Denison Dam was America’s largest rolled earth-
filled embankment. State Highway 91 (75A) crosses the top of Denison Dam. 

 
Denison Dam outlet works consists of three 20 foot-diameter, concrete conduits 

through the main dam embankment equipped with six, 9 by 19-foot vertical lift gates and 
one emergency gate. Capacity of the outlet works is 67,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) at 
the top of flood control pool and 60,120 cfs at the top of the hydropower pool.  The 
overflow spillway is a 2,000 foot-long concrete, gravity, chute-type structure, located in a 
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saddle embankment on the right bank. Spillway capacity at maximum surcharge pool 
elevation 666.4 is 1,050,000 cfs.  

 
A rolled earth-fill dike 5,870 feet long and 15 feet high is located in the vicinity of 

Platter, OK to protect the town during major flood events. The Cumberland levee system 
is comprised of two structures totaling 23,480 feet with the north levee having a crest 
elevation of 646.0 NGVD and the south levee cresting at 647.0 NGVD. The two levees 
contain approximately 8,000,000 cubic yards of fill which is almost half the amount of fill 
required for Denison Dam.  Both were constructed to protect the Cumberland Oil Field 
from being inundated during major flood events.  The north levee was overtopped during 
the extended floods of spring and summer 2015.  The USACE completed Phase 1 repairs 
of the breech in 2015-2016. Additional information on the Cumberland levees is provided 
in Section 2.3.2 of the Plan.  Highway 91 (75A) crosses the top of Denison Dam.  

 
The powerhouse and power conduits are located adjacent to the outlet works near 

the right abutment of the spillway. Water intakes for hydropower are set at elevation 523.0 
invert elevation. The first hydroelectric turbine was placed in operation in March 1945.  
The hydropower plant at the dam currently has two 35,000 kilowatt (kW) generators that 
have been operational since 1949, with authority and capability for three additional 43,000 
kW generator units. One 20-foot diameter steel lined conduit provides water to each 
power unit penstock. Each of the five conduits is equipped with two 9-foot by 9-foot 
vertical lift gates located in the intake structure that are set at 523.0. Maximum turbine 
discharge with the two operational units on overload at 88 megawatts (MW) at pool 
elevation 617.0 feet is 13,600 cfs. Lake Texoma power pool storage ranges from 590.0 
(the top of the inactive pool comprising approximately 1,049,000.0 acre-feet of storage) to 
617.0 (the top of power pool). Conservation pool storage is 1,467,283 acre-feet. 

 
Approved water supply storage in Lake Texoma totals 300,000 acre-feet. Water 

supply storage contracts at Lake Texoma are currently in place with multiple municipal, 
regional and state agencies in Texas.  By law, the state of Oklahoma has 150,000 acre-
feet of approved water supply storage held in reserve. This storage is currently being 
utilized for hydropower and will be allocated to the state for water supply upon request for 
water supply storage contracts.    

 

1.6 DESCRIPTION OF RESERVOIR 
Lake Texoma has approximately 74,686 water surface acres with 873 miles of 

shoreline at conservation pool elevation 617.0 NGVD and is one of the largest manmade 
reservoirs in the nation. The east-west Red River arm of the lake is approximately 60 
miles long. The north-south Washita Arm of the lake is approximately 45 miles long. The 
terrain varies in elevation from about 850.0 feet in Marshall County, OK to approximately 
500 feet at the base of Denison Dam. The general topography of the area is rolling to hilly 
with occasional escarpments and benches. The river gradient for the length of the lake 
averages approximately 1.6 feet per river mile. Broad valleys in excess of 200 feet below 
the general elevation of the surrounding country have been cut by the Red and Washita 
Rivers. In many places the valley slopes are steep, resulting in rugged cliffs, hills, and 
promontories along the shoreline.  
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1.7 PROJECT ACCESS 

1.7.1 Current Roadway Access 
Access is provided to Lake Texoma from all directions from a combination of 

federal, state, and county roads. The four-lane Interstate 35 runs north and south along 
the western edge of the lake connecting Dallas-Fort Worth, TX and Oklahoma City, OK. 
Highway 75/69 runs north and south along the eastern side of the lake through the City of 
Denison, past the dam site, and connects Dallas-Fort Worth, TX with Tulsa, OK. Highway 
377/99 crosses the Willis Bridge over the lake in a north and south direction providing 
primary connection to many recreation areas and small communities on both the 
Oklahoma and Texas sides of the lake. The two-lane Highway 70/32 runs east and west, 
parallel to the lake, crossing over the lake on the Highway 70 Bridge over the Washita 
Arm on the north side in Oklahoma. Highway 82 runs east and west parallel to the 
southern side of the lake in Texas. Figure 1.2 provides an overview of the major road 
network providing access to Lake Texoma. 

 

 
  Figure 1.2 Major Road Network Providing Access to Lake Texoma.  
  Source: Texoma Council of Governments 

 
Numerous paved secondary state and county roads in both Texas and Oklahoma 

provide access from the primary roads to all public use areas and communities around 
the lake. The majority of these roads are well maintained and meet safety standards with 
only a few gravel roads still in existence in the more remote, undeveloped areas of the 
lake.  
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1.7.2 Future Roadway Projects 
The majority of the Texas side of Lake Texoma is approximately 40 miles from the 

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). This is the largest MSA 
in Texas and fourth largest MSA in the United States. Roadway expansions are being 
planned and constructed in anticipation that the population growth of the MSA will extend 
further north toward Lake Texoma. Population projections from the Census Bureau show 
Grayson County growing by approximately 50 thousand people by 2050 and, perhaps of 
greater importance, the projected population growth of adjoining Denton and Collin 
Counties of more than one million people by 2040.  

 
Agency websites were reviewed to determine significant planned or projected road 

projects within the six-county zone of influence. The websites reviewed included Texas 
Department of Transportation (TXDOT), Oklahoma Department of Transportation 
(ODOT), North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) and Grayson County Regional Mobility 
Authority (GCRMA). The review of available information revealed two major road projects 
of regional significance as follows: 

 
 Replacement of the US Highway 99/377 Bridge that spans Lake Texoma from 

Grayson County, Texas to Marshall County, Oklahoma. This is a joint project of 
ODOT and TXDOT.  Construction is scheduled to begin in 2018. 

 
  Extension of the Dallas North Tollway (DNT) into Grayson County. This is a 

long term planning project under development by the NTTA with a feasibility 
study scheduled to start in 2019. Phase 4 of the project would extend the DNT 
to the Grayson County line.  Phase 5 would extend the DNT north to 
approximately FM 121 in southern Grayson County.  Of note is that the 
GCRMA has signed a resolution supporting extension of the DNT north to US 
Highway 75 in the northern part of Denison, Texas only a few miles from 
Denison Dam.   

 
In addition to the roadway projects described above, the GCRMA has a 

thoroughfare plan showing a variety of existing and planned roadway projects. Included in 
the proposed roadways are two minor arterials of significance to USACE lands at Lake 
Texoma.  One appears to be an east-west extension of FM120 from just west of 
Pottsboro, traversing across the Big Mineral Arm of Lake Texoma before intersecting with 
US Highway 377.  This proposed roadway would directly affect USACE land and would 
require evaluation against roadway criteria in USACE regulation EP 1130-2-550, Chapter 
17.  A second minor arterial appears to be a northwestern extension of SH 289 from 
Pottsboro out onto the Preston Bend peninsula. A thoroughfare plan map copied from the 
GCRMA website is provided as Figure 1.3. 

 
The 2040 Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Transportation Plan published 

by the Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization was also reviewed. No 
future projects are included in the 2040 Transportation Plan that would significantly affect 
public access to Lake Texoma. 
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Figure 1.3 Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority Thoroughfare Plan  

 

1.8 PRIOR DESIGN MEMORANDA AND PLANNING REPORTS 
Numerous Design Memorandums (DM) and planning reports were prepared from 

1938 thru the publication of the 1976 Master Plan for Lake Texoma. These DMs approved 
and set forth designs and development plans for all aspects of the project including the 
prime flood risk management facilities, hydroelectric-power facilities, real estate 
acquisitions, road and utility relocations, reservoir clearing, and the master plan for 
recreation development and land management. A partial listing of DMs and planning 
reports relevant to the Master Plan is provided as follows: 

 
 National Park Service. 1943. Recreational Resources of the Denison Dam & 

Reservoir Project, Texas & Oklahoma 
 USACE. 1945. Master Recreation Plan, Modification No. 1, Denison Dam & 

Reservoir  
 USACE. 1949. Preliminary Plan of Improvement for Public Use Facilities 
 USACE. 1952. Master Plan for Reservoir Development 
 USACE. 1956. DM No. 1, Access Roads and Additional Recreational Facilities 
 USACE. 1956. DM No. 2, Proposed Highway Bridge Across Lake Texoma at Willis 

Ferry Site (Letter Report) 
 USACE. 1958. DM No. 1-1, Construction of Roads and Public Use Facilities 



Introduction 1-9 Lake Texoma Master Plan 
 

 USACE. 1959. DM No. 4, Repair of Flood Damage to US Highway 70 and 
Oklahoma Highway 32 

 USACE. 1960. DM No. 3c, Master Plan for Lake Texoma 
 USACE. 1960. DM No. 3c, Supplement 1, Transcript of Public Hearing 
 USACE. 1960. DM No. 3c, Supplement 2, Report by Lake Texoma Association 
 USACE. 1962. DM No. 3c, Supplement 3, Improvements to Treasure Island and 

North Island 
 USACE. 1968. DM No. 3c, Supplement 4, Upgrading of Public Use Facilities and 

Areas 
 USACE. 1971. DM No. 3c, Supplement 5, Updated Drawings and Additional 

Sanitary Facilities 
 

In addition to the above list, numerous minor supplements have been made to the 
1976 Master Plan to reflect needed changes in park areas and commercial concession 
sites. 

 

1.9 PERTINENT PROJECT INFORMATION 
Table 1.1  provides pertinent information regarding operational pool elevations and 

existing reservoir storage capacity at Lake Texoma.  
 

Table 1.1 Lake Texoma Pertinent Data  
        Storage 

Feature Elevation 
(feet,  NGVD) 

Lake area 
(acres) 

Capacity 
(Acre-feet)  

Runoff 
Inches (1) 

Top of Dam 670.0    
Maximum Pool 666.4    
Conservation Pool 617.0   74,686 (2)   
Top of Flood Control Pool  640.0 141,418 5,061,062 2.81 
Flood Control Storage 617.0 - 640.0 - 2,544,830 1.41 
Top of Power Pool 617.0 74,686 2,516,232 (3) 1.40 
Conservation Storage 590.0 - 617.0 - 1,467,283 (4)  0.81 
Bottom of Power Pool 590.0 40,434 1,048,949 0.58 
Streambed at upstream toe of dam 505.0 0 0  

(1) From a 39,719-square mile drainage area upstream from the dam: 33,783 square miles of 
contributing drainage area 

(2) As measured by the TWDB in 2002. See note below. 
(3) Excludes inactive storage in Cumberland pool 
(4) Includes 300,000 acre-feet approved for water supply to include 150,000 acre-feet each for Texas 

and Oklahoma.  
Source: Tulsa District Pertinent Data Book, March 2004  

NOTE: Results from the 2002 TWDB survey indicate Lake Texoma encompasses 74,686 surface 
acres and contains a total volume of 2,516,232 ac-ft at conservation pool 617.0 

 
Current acreages for the various land classifications at Lake Texoma are shown in 

Table 1.2.  These land classifications are standard throughout USACE and are set forth in 
EP 1130-2-550 dated January 2013. Acreages have been revised and updated from the 
previous Master Plan to reflect current and projected land use and resource management 
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objectives. These acreages were calculated using Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS). 

 
Table 1.2 Acreage by Land Classification 
Classification Acres  
Project Operations 1,569 
High Density Recreation 12,676 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas 4,404 
Multiple Resource Managment Lands: 

Low Density Recreation 5,603 
Wildlife Management 88,619 
Vegetative Management 1,266 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas 128 

Water Surface: 
Restricted 528 
Designated No-wake 1,027 
Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary* 7,443 
Open Recreation 65,688 

Total Acreage 188,951 
Note: Acreages are approximate and are based on GIS data. Totals vary depending on 
changes in lake levels, sedimentation, and shoreline erosion.  
*This acreage is located in the Hagerman and Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuges 
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CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT SETTING AND FACTORS INFLUENCING 
MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT 

 

2.1 PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGION 

2.1.1 Ecological Setting 
This description of the ecological setting for the Lake Texoma region uses the 

EPA’s ecological region (ecoregion) framework which describes ecoregions on a 
hierarchical basis from Level I (coarsest level) to Level IV (finest level).  At Level I, 
North America is divided into 15 ecoregions, and at Level III there are 84 ecoregions 
in the conterminous United States.  Level IV is a further refinement of Level III.  The 
majority of Lake Texoma is located in the Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers 
ecoregion.  A small portion of USACE land on the eastern edge of the project is 
located in the Northern Post Oak Savannah Level IV ecoregion and a small portion 
in the south end of the Big Mineral Arm of the lake is located in the Texas Blackland 
Prairie Level IV ecoregion. The Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers ecoregion is part of 
the much larger Level III Cross Timbers ecoregion that covers an estimated 20 
million acres running from south central Kansas, through eastern Oklahoma and into 
north central Texas. The Cross Timbers Ecoregion lies where the western prairies 
meet the eastern woodlands of the United States. Refer to Figure 2.1 for a map of 
Level III ecoregions applicable to Lake Texoma. 

 
The unique Cross Timbers ecoregion is a complex mosaic of upland 

deciduous forest, savanna, and prairie communities.  The ecoregion varies 
geographically depending upon soil conditions, rainfall, and fire history highlighting 
the broad and overlapping ecotone transition areas between the eastern forests and 
the grasslands of the Great Plains. The region supports an evolving plant life as it 
radiates outward on an upward gradient, from open lake waters, shallow wetlands, 
and shoreline transition toward more elevated and better drained sites.  The 
vegetation types parallel the progression from wetland herbaceous/shrub plants and 
grasses to bottomland forest, oak forests, and then grasslands/prairies on the 
deeper soiled, well drained areas at the higher elevations. Scrub and 
marginal/transitional forest trees can be found where the soil is shallow or has rock 
outcrops. Cross Timbers type oak forests cover most of the ridged and hilly terrain 
between the prairies and the bottomland forests and account for the major portion of 
land area and vegetative cover surrounding the lake. 
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Figure 2.1 Ecoregions of Lake Texoma 
 

Mature trees in the Cross Timbers are relatively short and have little 
commercial timber value, a fact that has allowed these woodlands and forests to 
exist in a relatively undisturbed state. The region lacks the arability and suitability for 
crops such as corn, wheat and soybeans.  However, most level areas have been 
cleared and converted to range and pasture lands. Oil extraction has been a major 
activity in the region for over 80 years. In spite of these activities, extensive, 
fragmented remnants representative of Cross Timbers plant communities are still 
common in rocky uplands and along cliffs. Several of these remnants remain on 
Lake Texoma project lands.  
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2.1.2 Climate 
The climate within the Lake Texoma drainage basin is generally defined by 

long summers with high temperatures and short, moderate winters.  Winters are 
more severe in the western portion of the basin. The prevailing winds are from the 
south and southeast during the summer and from the northwest in the winter. The 
western third of the project area is located in a semiarid region with generally higher 
winds and evaporation. In the central and eastern area, precipitation is typically 
adequate for agricultural purposes while wind and evaporation are moderate. Wind 
velocity data indicates that the highest wind velocity for one hour or more is 
expected to be 42 mph. 

 
Historic temperature and precipitation data for the area upstream of Lake 

Texoma are shown in Table 2.1. Snowfall runoff has not been a factor in contributing 
to floods. The average monthly and annual rainfall and runoff data are shown in 
Table 2.2. 

 
 

Table 2.1 Temperature and Precipitation (Source: USACE-Tulsa District) 
Temperature Denison Dam Period of Record (1940 – 2009) 
Mean annual 62.4 degrees F 
Maximum in basin upstream of Lake Texoma  

         Altus, OK (19 Jul 1943) 120 degrees F 
         Tishomingo, OK (26 Jul 1943)                                       120 degrees F 

Minimum in basin upstream of Lake Texoma  
         Tulia, TX (12 Feb 1899) -23 degrees F 

 

Precipitation in Basin Upstream of Lake Texoma 
Mean Annual (Period of record 1930 – 2009) 26.76 inches 
Maximum annual (1941) (record) 45.13 inches 
Maximum annual (2015) 41.80 inches 
Minimum annual (1956)  17.95 inches 
Minimum annual (2011) (record) 14.24 inches 
Percent during growing season  

(Apr through Oct) 75% 

Range of Annual Snowfall 3 to 13 inches 
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Table 2.2 Average Monthly and Annual Rainfall and Runoff Upstream of Denison Dam 
 

Average 
Rainfall 

Percent  of 
Average 
Annual 
Rainfall 

       Average    Runoff (1)(2) 
Percent  of 

Average 
Annual 
Runoff 

Month (inches) (acre-feet ) (inches) 

Jan 1.10 4.11 175,370 0.10 4.31 
Feb 1.29 4.82 216,410 0.12 5.17 
Mar 1.73 6.46 316,700 0.18 7.76 
Apr 2.40 8.97 456,670 0.25     10.78 
May 4.34       16.22 818,340 0.45     19.40 
Jun 3.48       13.00 733,820 0.41     17.67 
Jul 2.14 8.00 259,890 0.14 6.03 
Aug 2.27 8.48 174,170 0.10 4.31 
Sep 2.92       10.91 240,260 0.13 5.60 
Oct 2.57 9.60 359,880 0.20 8.62 
Nov 1.37 5.12 223,820 0.12 5.17 
Dec 1.15 4.30 216,000 0.12 5.17 

 
TOTAL 

__________
26.76 

___________ 
    100.00 

____________     
4,191,330 

__________
2.32 

_________ 
  100.00 

(1) Period of record - Jan 1906 through Dec 2009. 
(2) Drainage area upstream of Denison Dam is 39,719 square miles, of which approximately 

33,783 contribute to flow at the dam. 
 

Following construction of Lake Texoma, evaporation data was collected from 
an evaporation pan on site. In 1996, the USACE Tulsa District migrated from 
physical evaporation measurements to an empirical formula based on meteorology 
data collected on site. The formula incorporates electronically collected data for solar 
radiation, wind speed air temperature and relative humidity. Average monthly pan 
evaporation figures for 1941 to 2009 are shown in Table 2.3.  
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Table 2.3 Estimated Monthly Evaporation (Lake Texoma) Jan. 1941 – Dec. 2009 

Month 
Evaporation (inches) (1) 

Normal Drought Periods (2) 
Jan 2.54 3.25 
Feb 3.34 4.22 
Mar 5.52 6.70 
Apr 6.91 7.84 
May 7.65 9.12 
Jun 9.31 12.39 
Jul 10.63 13.09 
Aug 9.87 12.81 
Sep 7.11 9.31 
Oct 5.47 6.34 
Nov 3.72 4.11 
Dec 2.70 3.02 
Annual Total 74.77 92.20 

(1) National Weather Service Class "A" pan until 1996. Empirical estimate of pan evaporation since 
1996. 

(2)  Using 1952 through 1956 as an example drought period. 
 

The topic of worldwide climate change, including the causes and extent, 
continues to be studied by the scientific community and world governments. In the 
United States, two Executive Orders, EO 13514 and EO 13653, as well as the 
President’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) set forth requirements to be met by federal 
agencies. These requirements range from preparing general preparedness plans to 
meeting specific goals to conserve energy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
USACE has prepared an Adaptation Plan in response to the Executive Orders and 
CAP. The Adaptation Plan includes the following USACE policy statement: 

 
“It is the policy of USACE to integrate climate change preparedness and 
resilience planning and actions in all activities for the purpose of enhancing 
the resilience of our built and natural water-resource infrastructure and the 
effectiveness of our military support mission, and to reduce the potential 
vulnerabilities of that infrastructure and those missions to the effects of 
climate change and variability.” 

2.1.3 Geology 
Lake Texoma is located in the Osage Plains section of the Central Lowland 

physiographic province of the interior plains. The Osage Plains are underlain by soft 
shales with interbedded sandstones and limestones of late Mississippian to 
Pennsylvanian age. Prevalent rocks are Mississippian limestone, limestone shale, 
Ordovician dolomite and coal. There are also clay and shale within the 
Pennsylvanian bedrock.  
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2.1.4 Topography 
The general topography is low rolling hills and plains with occasional 

escarpments and terraces, varying in elevation from 500.0 NGVD up to 850.0 
NGVD. There are broad valleys, such as the Washita and Red river valleys, which 
can drop to 200 feet below the surrounding terrain. In many places the valley slopes 
are steep, creating rugged cliffs, hills, and promontories along the man-made 
reservoir shoreline of Lake Texoma. River gradient for the length of the lake 
averages about 1.6 feet per river mile. The 873 mile shoreline of the lake ranges 
from gently sloping flats and sandy beaches to rocky precipitous cliffs and steep, 
wooded hillsides. 

2.1.5 Hydrology and Groundwater 
A basic description of surface water hydrology at Lake Texoma and its 

watershed is provided in Chapter 1, Section 1.5. The Red River main stem can be 
quite wide, with channels in excess of 1,000 ft. wide and flood plains expanding over 
5,000 ft. in width. The highly erodible sandy channels combined with the waters from 
salt springs in the western part of the basin create sedimentation and salinity issues 
for Lake Texoma. 

 
The Trinity Aquifer, known as the Antlers Aquifer in Oklahoma, is found in the 

counties surrounding Lake Texoma. From southwest Arkansas to southeastern 
Oklahoma, the aquifer spans central Texas to the eastern edge of Bandera and 
Medina counties. The Trinity Aquifer has a relatively low recharge rate, with only four 
to five percent of rainfall entering the aquifer. In addition to this major aquifer, three 
minor groundwater aquifers are located around Lake Texoma: the Marietta basin to 
the west; the Texoma basin to the north; and the Woodbine basin to the north, east, 
and south of the lake. The geologic formations that comprise the aquifers around 
Lake Texoma are defined in Section 2.1.3. Water supply from the Trinity Aquifer is 
minimal due to the availability of surface water. 

2.1.5.1 Seasonal Pool Management 
A seasonal pool plan was implemented at Lake Texoma in 1992 at the 

request of the Lake Texoma Advisory Committee(1).The seasonal pool plan provides 
benefits for recreation, downstream flood control, hydropower, and fish and wildlife. 
The plan includes the following: 

 
 Drawdown of lake levels to 615.0 NGVD in the late winter and early spring 
 Rise to 619.0 NGVD during May and through the summer 
 Drawdown to 616.5 NGVD in the late summer and early fall 
 Rise to 618.5 NGVD in late fall and early winter 

 
(1) The Lake Texoma Advisory Committee (LTAC) was established in 1988 pursuant to Public Law 
100-71 for the purpose of providing focused public and agency input and advice to the Tulsa District 
Commander.  LTAC played a pivotal role in establishing the current Seasonal Pool Plan.  Source: 
USACE Lake Texoma Water Control Manual. 
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2.1.5.2 Pool Fluctuations Caused By Floods, Droughts, and Project 
Operations 
Significant pool fluctuations resulting from floods, droughts and normal project 

operations, including hydropower and water supply, have disrupted lake activities in 
the past and will continue to do so in the future. Most boat dock owners and marina 
operators prefer the lake level to be maintained between elevations 615.0 NGVD 
and 617.0 NGVD and the seasonal pool management plan described in the 
preceding section can provide this range of pool elevations in most years. 
Interruptions of many lake activities occur when the lake level drops below 610.0 
NGVD or rises above elevation 621.0 NGVD due to disruptions in access to 
amenities. At elevation 630.0 NGVD, many boat docks and marinas experience 
disruptions in service and visitation due to flooding. Table 2.4 provides the six 
highest and lowest pool elevations of record.  Figure 2.2 provides a graphic 
representation of the high and low pool for each year from 1945 to 2015. 
 
 
Table 2.4 Six Highest and Lowest Pool Elevations of Record. Elevations are provided in 
feet above NGVD.  

Highest Six Pool Elevations Lowest Six Pool Elevations 
Date Elevation Date Elevation 

June 1, 2015 645.72 (record) April 1967 602.23 
June 21,2015 645.36 September 1964 600.41 
July 2007 640.73 March 1957 599.96 (record) 
6 May 1990 644.76 October 1956 600.20 
6 June 1987 635.09 December 1954 603.97 
5 June 1957 643.18 March 1953 601.73 

Source USACE 
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Figure 2.2 Historic Maximum and Minimum Pool Elevations 

 

2.1.6 Soils 
 The soil taxonomy developed by the US Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) and the National Cooperative Soil Survey organizes soils in a hierarchical 
system including the following categories: Order, Suborder, Great Group, Subgroup, 
Family and Series. The soil series provides the finest level of detail and is often 
aggregated into soils associations which combine one or more series.  
Approximately 25 soil associations have been identified in the six counties 
surrounding Lake Texoma.  The six most prevalent soils associations, by state, that 
occur on or near USACE lands at Lake Texoma are described in Table 2.5. 
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Table 2.5 Common Soils Associations and Series on USACE Lands at Lake Texoma. 
Source: NRCS Web Soil Survey 

Soils Association/Series Location Description 
Konsil OK Fine sandy loam, well drained. 

Ecologically site is described as sandy 
loam. All areas of Konsil soil are prime 
farmland.  

Heiden-Ferris OK Clay and stony clay soils on hillslopes. 
Well drained. Ecological site is clay 
prairie. Not prime farmland. 

Yahola-Reinach-McLain-Dale OK Fine sandy loam and silty clay loams. 
Ecological site is loamy bottomland. 
Some areas are prime farmland. 

Muskogee-Durant-Boxville OK Fine sandy loam and silty loams. 
Moderately well drained and slowly 
permeable. Ecological site is loamy 
prairie or savannah. All areas are prime 
farmland. 

Gasil-Callisburg-Birome-
Aubrey 

TX Stony fine sandy loam. Well drained and 
moderately to slowly permeable. 
Ecological site is described as sandstone 
hill. Not prime farmland. 

Windthorst-Weatherford TX Loamy clay and fine sandy loam. 
Moderately well drained and moderately 
slowly permeable. Ecological site is 
described as shallow savannah and 
sandy loam. Not prime farmland. 

 

 

 In general, much of the Cross Timbers forests, savannas and prairies that 
dominate USACE lands at Lake Texoma are growing on soils in the Alfisol Order.  
These important soils form in semiarid to humid locations typically under a hardwood 
forest cover. They have a clay enriched subsoil with relatively high natural fertility.  
Some of the more common soil series present on USACE lands include Aubrey, 
Birome, Gasil and Callisburg series in Texas, and Konsil, Konowa, Durant, Tarrant, 
Karma and Bernow series in Oklahoma.   Several areas, primarily in Oklahoma, 
have soil series that are listed as prime farmland by the NRCS. These series 
include, but are not limited to Teller, Konawa, Konsil, Bastrop, Minco, Slaughterville, 
Yahola, Ashport, and Oklared.  The majority of soils listed as prime farmland are 
included in areas leased to the ODWC for wildlife management purposes.  Some of 
these areas are subleased for farming operations that include requirements that 
benefit wildlife.  

 
A soil survey by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) shows 

there are four out of the eight possible general classifications (Classes I through 
Class VIII) occurring in the reservoir area. The erosion hazards and limitations for 
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use increase as the class number increases. Class I has few limitations, whereas 
Class VIII has many. The soil class data for project lands is provided in Table 2.6. 
This data is compiled by the NRCS and is a standard component of natural 
resources inventories on USACE lands. This, and other inventory data, is recorded 
in the USACE Operations and Maintenance Business Information Link (OMBIL). 
    
    Table 2.6 Soil Classes 

Soil Class Acreage 
Class I  20.2% 
Class II  22.5% 
Class III  54.5% 
Class IV  0% 
Class V  0% 
Class VI  0% 
Class VII  0% 
Class VIII  2.8% 

 
A general description of the soils at Lake Texoma and the land capability 

classes are described below. 
 
• Class I soils have slight limitations that restrict their use. 
• Class II soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or 
require moderate conservation practices. 
• Class III soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or 
require special conservation practices, or both. 
• Class VIII soils and miscellaneous areas have limitations that preclude their 
use for commercial plant production and limit their use to recreation, wildlife, 
or water supply or for aesthetic purposes. 
 
There are no Class IV, V, VI, or VII soils on USACE lands.  Detailed 

information on all soil types surrounding Lake Texoma is available on websites 
maintained by the NRCS, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

2.2 ECOREGION AND NATURAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS 
Natural resources present at Lake Texoma include the waters, wetlands, 

soils, vegetation, fish and wildlife, including those species listed as endangered or 
threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the states of Texas 
and Oklahoma. The stewardship of natural resources adheres to ecosystem 
management principles as described in USACE regulations ER and EP 1130-2-540.  
Effective stewardship is imperative to the sustainability and use of project resources. 

2.2.1 Vegetative Resources 
The Eastern Cross Timbers and Northern Post Oak Savannah forested areas 

cover approximately 76,000 acres of USACE lands. USACE has not conducted an 
intense ecological inventory of these forested lands, although mapping efforts by the 
Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium, based at the University of Arkansas at 
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Fayetteville, indicates that remnants of ancient Cross Timbers forests exist on 
USACE lands. Mature post oaks and eastern redcedars in these remnants may 
approach 500 years in age. In addition to these ecoregions, a relatively small portion 
of USACE land in the Big Mineral arm of the lake falls within the Texas Blackland 
Prairie Ecoregion, primarily within the Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge.  

 
In the 2012 Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP) prepared by Texas 

Parks & Wildlife Department (TPWD) and the 2005 Oklahoma Comprehensive 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy (OCWCS) prepared by the Oklahoma Department of 
Wildlife Conservation (ODWC), the above mentioned ecoregions, and especially the 
Eastern Cross Timbers are identified as vital ecological resources that are 
continuing to be adversely affected by human activity. These documents stress that 
action is needed now to protect remaining old growth remnants of the Cross Timbers 
Ecoregion and relic prairies that may exist in all of the aforementioned ecoregions. 
The USACE management objectives listed in Chapter 3 places emphasis on 
restoration and protection of habitats characteristic of these ecoregions.  ODWC, 
TPWD and USFWS have similar objectives for the areas they manage at Lake 
Texoma.   

 

 
Photo 2-1 Typical Eastern Cross Timbers Forest at Lake Texoma. Management 
objectives call for protecting and preserving these forests. (USACE Photo) 

The creation of Lake Texoma has greatly influenced vegetation and habitats, 
creating shoreline environments that did not exist prior to filling the reservoir, and 
eliminating floodplain and riparian habitat that was supported along the Red River in 
this area. The vegetation types described in the TCAP, OCWCS and Environmental 
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Protection Agency (EPA) Ecoregion descriptions were used as a reference in 
describing the following basic vegetation types found on Lake Texoma public lands: 
 

 Shorelines and Open Wetlands – Common species include black and 
sandbar willow (Salix spp.), cottonwood (Populus deltoids), sycamore 
(Platanus occidentalis), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), wetland and 
disturbance loving herbaceous plants, and grasses. Lake level fluctuations 
greatly influence vegetation establishment and growth in this zone. 

 
 Bottomland Forest – Characterized by a very diverse overstory composition 

and large wetland adapted climax tree species. Common species include 
pecan (Carya illinoensis), black walnut (Juglans nigra), southern hackberry 
(Celtis laevigata), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), American elm (Ulmus 
americana), Shumard red oak (Quercus shumardii), black oak (Quercus 
velutina), and bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa). Understory species include 
Canada wildrye (Elymus canadensis), Inland sea oats (Chasmanthium 
latifolium), and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans). 

 
 Upland forest – Covers the major portion of public lands. Common dominant 

species include post oak (Quercus stellata), Texas oak (Quercus texana), 
blackjack oak (Quercus marilandica), chinquapin oak (Quercus muhlenbergii), 
Shumard oak (Quercus shumardii), black hickory (Carya texana), redbud 
(Cercis Canadensis), red mulberry (Morus rubra), and eastern redcedar 
(Juniperus virginiana). Understory species include poison ivy (Toxicodendron 
radicans), coral berry (Symphoricarpos orbiculatus), rusty blackhaw 
(Viburnum rufidulum), greenbriar (Smilax bona-nox), and skunkbush (Rhus 
aromatic).  

 
 Marginal Forest – Fringe or edge transitional scrubby/shruby woodlands 

between oak forest and grassland. Common species include, smooth and 
winged sumac (Rhus spp.), deciduous holly (Ilex decidua), hawthorn 
(Crataegus spp.), Mexican plum (Prunus mexicana), Chickasaw plum (Prunus 
augustifolia), eastern redcedar (Juniperus virginiana), and blackjack oak 
(Quercus marilandica). 

 
 Grasslands - The diversity of grasses and flowering perennial forbs is vast 

and exhibit notable changes during the growing season. Common dominant 
native grass species include big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), little 
bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), and 
switchgrass (Panicum virgatum).  Many exotic and invasive grasses are 
abundant including Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) and Bermudagrass 
(Cynodon dactylon). 

 
USACE regulations and policy require a basic inventory of the vegetation at 

all operational projects. This inventory, referred to in EP 1130-2-540 as a Level 1 
inventory, classifies the vegetation in accordance with the National Vegetation 
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Classification System (NVCS) down to the Sub-Class level which is a very broad 
classification level. The inventory data, presented in Table 2.7, is recorded in the 
USACE national database referred to as the Operations and Maintenance Business 
Information Link (OMBIL) and is useful in providing a general characterization of the 
vegetation on all operational projects. Daily management of USACE lands requires 
more detailed knowledge of the vegetation down to the Association level within the 
NVCS, and for most management prescriptions, down to the individual species level 
of dominant vegetation.  
 
Table 2.7 Vegetation Classification and Condition 2015 Inventory 
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NON-
VEGETATED 
(includes 
open water 
surface of the 
lake and 
eroded 
shoreline) 

Non-
Vegetated 

Non-
Vegetated 

Non-Vegetated 

90,750 77,137 0 13,613 90,750 

VEGETATED Herb 
Dominated 

Herbaceous 
Vegetation 

Annual 
graminoid or 
forb vegetation 

6,552 4,586 983 983 6,552 

VEGETATED Shrub 
Dominated 

Shrubland 
(Scrub) 

Mixed 
evergreen-
deciduous 
shrubland 
(scrub) 

15,336 14,736 600 0 15,336 

VEGETATED Tree 
Dominated 

Closed Tree 
Canopy 

Deciduous 
closed tree 
canopy 

25,620 25,595 25 0 25,620 

VEGETATED Tree 
Dominated 

Closed Tree 
Canopy 

Mixed 
evergreen-
deciduous 
closed tree 
canopy 

50,184 50,159 25 0 50,184 

VEGETATED Vegetation 
Not 
Dominant 

Sparse 
Vegetation 

Unconsolidated 
material sparse 
vegetation 

3,017 3,017 0 0 3,017 

DENISON DAM – LAKE TEXOMA, TX and OK Totals 191,459 175,230 1,633 14,596 191,459 
Note: Classification information is derived from the National Vegetation Classification System 
 

2.2.2 Wetlands 
In accordance with national USACE policy, wetlands at operational projects 

are inventoried using the protocol established by the USFWS in their Classification 
of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States. The majority of wetlands 
in the vicinity of Lake Texoma are in the palustrine system; however, wetlands 
classified in the lacustrine and riverine systems are also present (USFWS, 2004). 
Wetlands classified as palustrine are nontidal and are dominated by trees, shrubs, 
emergents, mosses, or lichens. Within these three systems (palustrine, lacustrine, 
and riverine), wetlands have been further classified as limnetic and littoral 
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(lacustrine); emergent, forested, scrub-shrub, unconsolidated bottom, and 
unconsolidated shore (palustrine); and lower perennial (riverine). Many of the 
wetland types have been further classified as diked/impounded or excavated, 
indicating that they formed under conditions created by humans. The wetlands in the 
vicinity of Lake Texoma are also subject to different hydrologic regimes, including 
seasonally flooded, semi-permanently flooded, and permanently flooded. 

 
Dominant vegetation found in wetlands of the Tishomingo and Hagerman National 
Wildlife Refuges, which are located on USACE lands at Lake Texoma, include 
boxelder (Acer negundo), black willow (Salix nigra), cottonwood (Populous 
deltoides) , sedges, saltgrass (Distichlis spp.), native millet (Panicum miliaceum), 
pondweed (Potamogeton nodosus), smartweed, arrowleaf (Sagitaria spp.), cattail 
(Typha spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), and bulrush (Scirpus pendulus). Wetlands 
provide essential habitat for waterfowl as well as shore birds, wading birds, and 
several mammal and reptile species (USFWS 2000a, 2000b).  

 lists the acreages of various types of wetlands present at Lake Texoma. Data was 
retrieved from the FY2015 Project Wetland Classes reported in OMBIL. As noted in 
Table 2.8 the majority of USACE land at Lake Texoma remains un-inventoried.  As 
time and funding permits, additional inventory will be completed. 

Table 2.8 Wetland Classification 2015 Inventory 
System Sub-System Class Class Acres 
Lacustrine Limnetic Open water/Unknown Bottom 60,459 
Lacustrine Littoral Unconsolidated Shore 210 
Palustrine - Scrub-Shrub Wetland 1,309 
Palustrine - Forested Wetland 13,549 
Palustrine - Emergent Wetland 896 

Riverine 
Lower 
Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom 1,373 

Palustrine - Unconsolidated Shore 80 
Palustrine - Unconsolidated Bottom 1,216 

                                            
Total Un-inventoried Project Fee-Owned Area 112,366 

Source: USACE OMBIL 

2.2.3 Fish and Wildlife Resources 
Fish and wildlife are an essential component of management and public use 

at Lake Texoma. Approximately 88,000 acres of USACE lands are dedicated to fish 
and wildlife habitat management for multiple purposes including wildlife refuges, 
threatened and endangered species, improvement of habitat for migratory birds and 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) as listed by Oklahoma and Texas, 
and sustainability of habitat for game species (e.g., wild turkey and whitetail deer).  
USACE directly manages habitat, access, and public use on approximately 10,000 
acres that are available for public hunting. The ODWC manages approximately 
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29,112 acres of USACE public lands under long term license for fish and wildlife and 
public hunting at the Washita Arm, Fobb Bottom, Hickory Creek and Love Valley 
Wildlife Management Areas. The USFWS manages the Hagerman and Tishomingo 
National Wildlife Refuges on USACE public lands under a long term Cooperative 
Agreement, totaling 24,879 acres. These two refuges provide important stop-over 
and wintering grounds for thousands of ducks and geese as they migrate through 
the Central Flyway. USFWS also manages upland habitat to benefit many 
neotropical migrating birds as well as many other game and non-game species. 
Restoration and protection of the upland forests representative of the Eastern Cross 
Timbers Ecoregion is also an important management objective. The TPWD does not 
manage any wildlife areas on Lake Texoma, but does actively manage the lake’s 
fishery in cooperation with ODWC.  

 
Fish Resources 
The waters of Lake Texoma provide abundant and diverse habitats for about 

70 species of warm-water fish.  Many of these are indigenous to the area while 
others were introduced into the lake. Recreational fishing is a keystone part of the 
overall recreational program enjoyed by visitors to the lake. Species commonly 
sought by anglers are channel, flathead, and blue catfish, white and black crappie, 
white bass, striped bass, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, spotted bass, and 
various sunfish.  Alligator gar are also prized by anglers due to their unique 
characteristics and enormous size potential.  Freshwater drum, carp, gar, and 
buffalo are other principal non-game fishes in the lake.  Important prey species 
include threadfin and gizzard shad, silversides, and various minnows and shiners.  
The lower Red River below Denison Dam supports a successful and diverse tailrace 
fishery with striped bass and catfish attracting the highest anger effort. 
 
Natural fish habitat within Lake Texoma includes large expanses of open water, 
offshore topological structure (e.g., humps, depressions, and creek channels), and 
areas of stumps and standing timber.  Common substrates include various sizes of 
rock and mud or sand.  Aquatic vegetation, which provides an important food 
source, cover, and nursery habitat, is sparse due to fluctuating water levels. 
Buttonbush is a common native shrub growing along the shorelines above the top of 
conservation pool and provides good habitat when inundated. Additional habitat 
includes floating man-made structures (e.g., boat docks), shoreline-oriented bank 
stabilizers (e.g., rip-rap), wave attenuators, and submerged buildings, railroads, and 
bridges. The ODWC installs and maintains several marked brush piles on the 
Oklahoma side of the reservoir to increase angler success. 
 
The ODWC and TPWD cooperatively manage the fishery at Lake Texoma.  Their 
three-tiered approach includes a variety of measures that address the stakeholders, 
fish species, and fish habitats.  For example, joint regulations are promulgated and 
enforced to help sustain fish stocks through length and bag limits and restrictions on 
means of taking.  Fish species are routinely assessed to determine the effectiveness 
of existing regulations, the need for new regulations, or the need for fish 
introductions.  Habitat enhancement initiatives, including structure and vegetation 
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introductions, are used to optimize living conditions for fish.  Finally, the agencies 
routinely conduct or cooperate with various fisheries research initiatives to better 
understand the Lake Texoma environment, the fish species that call it home, or the 
population of angler visitors and their associated economic impacts. 
 
Applied management success at Lake Texoma is hallmarked by the introduction of 
two fish species.  Stocking of the “Tennessee lake strain” smallmouth bass has 
resulting in a self-sustaining and prized fishery which has produced several 
Oklahoma state records.  Introductions of striped bass kick started what has become 
an extremely popular sport fishery.  Reproduction of striped bass in the Red and 
Washita rivers was first identified in 1973.  Today, the reservoir contains one of the 
few entirely self-sustaining inland striped bass populations in the United States.  
Ongoing research, monitoring, and harvest regulations have helped Lake Texoma 
maintain its “Striper Capital of the World” nickname.  This is evidenced by the fact 
that a large portion of annual Lake Texoma visits can be attributed to the striped 
bass fishery alone. 

 
 

 

 Photo 2-2 World Class Striper Fishing at Lake Texoma (USACE Photo) 

Wildlife Resources 
Lake Texoma public lands are managed by natural resource professionals 

from USACE, USFWS, ODWC and TPWD.  Their primary missions are to preserve 
and enhance the natural beauty of the landscapes, manage habitats, promote 
vegetation succession for diversity and desirable species, control erosion, control 
invasive species, protect federal- and state-listed rare and endangered species, and 
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to improve and sustain the carrying capacity of lands and waters for diverse, healthy 
populations of fish and wildlife. The five major habitats at Lake Texoma consist of (1) 
upland forests, (2) bottomland forests, (3) shorelines and wetlands, (4) prairies and 
grasslands and (5) agricultural areas.  The transition zones between these areas are 
especially productive. Due to the quantity and diversity of terrestrial habitats on 
public lands around Lake Texoma there are many opportunities for consumptive 
(hunting and fishing) and non-consumptive (hiking, nature study/wildlife viewing, 
birdwatching, photography, outdoor education) recreation.  

 
Principal game wildlife species at Lake Texoma include mourning doves, gray 

and fox squirrels, cottontail and swamp rabbits, white-tailed deer, waterfowl, wild 
turkeys, and furbearers (e.g., such as coyote, red and gray fox, skunks, opossums, 
raccoons, bobcats, beaver, muskrats and mink).  Hunting and fishing at Lake 
Texoma is managed in accordance with federal and state fish and game regulations 
as well as special restrictions imposed by USACE through the states. An example of 
special USACE restrictions is an “archery only” requirement on numerous tracts. 
Hunting is generally permitted on most tracts of undeveloped project lands and 
waters where compatible and public safety can be reasonably maintained.  

 
The variety of habitats at Lake Texoma support numerous other species of 

birds, mammals, amphibians, fish and reptiles. It is not the purpose of this Plan to list 
all species of flora and fauna that may exist in the study area. Comprehensive 
listings are available from numerous sources including websites maintained by the 
wildlife departments of Texas and Oklahoma. 

 

2.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 Federally-listed threatened and endangered species having potential 

habitat on USACE lands and waters, as identified by USFWS Information for 
Planning and Conservation (IPAC) Trust Resources report, are listed in Table 2.9.  
The IPAC Trust Resources Report is provided in Appendix C and includes report 
numbers 02ETAR00-2016-SLI-0890 and 02EKOK00-2016-SLI-1834. Section 7(a)(2) 
of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to ensure that any action 
authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to: (1) jeopardize the 
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or (2) result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. The term, "jeopardize the 
continued existence of", means to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the 
survival and recovery of listed species in the wild by reducing the species' 
reproduction, numbers, or distribution. Jeopardy opinions must present reasonable 
evidence that the project will jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species 
or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

 
Formal consultation between USACE Tulsa District and USFWS on past 

actions within Tulsa District has resulted in a Biological Opinion (BO) for two species 
of significance to Lake Texoma; the Interior Least Tern and the American Burying 
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Beetle.  Refer to Chapter 6 for more detailed information on management efforts for 
these two federally-listed endangered species. 

 
Table 2.9 Federal Threatened and Endangered Species for Lake Texoma Area 

                                                                Status  
Has Critical 
Habitat 

Biological 
Opinion 
Issued 

Birds 
Piping Plover 
Charadrius melodus 

Threatened No Yes 

Least Tern 
Sternula antillarum 

Endangered No Yes 

Whooping Crane 
Crus americana 

Endangered No Yes 

Black-capped Vireo * 
Vireo atricapilla 

Endangered No Yes 

Red Knot** 
Calidris canutus rufa 

Threatened No Yes 

Insects 
American Burying Beetle 
Nicrophorus americanus 

Endangered No Yes 

Note: There are no Final Recovery Requirements or Recovery Plans/ actions designated for any of the 
species listed above 
*Potential to occur within the study area only in Cooke County, Texas 
**Within the study area, the construction of wind energy projects is the primary concern 

 
 

Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.5 for additional information on federally-listed 
threatened and endangered species. The bald eagle was once listed as an 
endangered species but was delisted in 2007 after USFWS declared the species 
recovered.  The bald eagle is routinely sighted at Lake Texoma and, though no 
longer listed as endangered, is still afforded significant protections under the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Additionally, the bald eagle is listed by Texas as a 
threatened species. 

 
Table 2.10 provides the State-listed threatened and endangered species for 

Oklahoma and Texas that have the potential to occur on USACE lands at Lake 
Texoma. In addition to the Federal and State-listed threatened and endangered 
species, both Texas and Oklahoma maintain lists of Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need (SGCN). These lists are provided by Ecoregion in Texas and 
Oklahoma. The lists provided by Oklahoma are further refined by “Conservation 
Landscapes” such as small rivers, large rivers, upland forests, bottomland forests, 
etc.  TPWD also provides a rare species report by Texas counties. The Texas 
SGCN and Rare Species Reports and the Oklahoma SGCN lists by Conservation 
Landscapes most prevalent on USACE lands are provided in Appendix D. There is 
significant overlap in the lists maintained by each state and within ecoregions of 
each state.  
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Table 2.10 Oklahoma and Texas State-Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
Potentially Occurring on USACE Lands at Lake Texoma   

SPECIES STATE LIST 
Threatened (T) Endangered (E) OCCURRENCE 

Alligator Snapping Turtle OK & TX - T Uncommon 
Bald Eagle                    TX - T Occasional 
Interior Least Tern                    TX - T Uncommon 
Piping Plover                    TX - T Uncommon 
Paddlefish                    TX - T Occasional 
Texas Horned Lizard OK & TX - T Occasional 
Timber Rattlesnake                    TX - T Occasional 
White-Faced Ibis                    TX - T Occasional 
Wood Stork                    TX - T Potential 

Source: USACE OMBIL and lists maintained by TPWD and ODWC 
 

2.2.5 Invasive Species 
An invasive species is defined as a plant or animal that is non-native (alien) to 

an ecosystem and whose introduction causes, or is likely to cause, economic and/or 
environmental harm, or harm to human health. Invasive plants are introduced 
species that can thrive in areas beyond their normal range of dispersal. These plants 
are characteristically adaptable, aggressive, and have high reproductive capacity. 
Their vigor, along with a lack of natural enemies or controls, often leads to outbreak 
populations with some level of negative effects on native plants, animals, and 
ecosystem functions. Data was retrieved from the FY2015 Project Site Invasive 
Species Records as reported in OMBIL. This is not a complete listing of all 
invasive/exotic species present at the lake and vicinity, but is updated annually. In 
accordance with a recommendation from TPWD,yellow floating heart, Nymphoides 
peltata, will be considered for listing during the next annual update. Certain native 
species, such as eastern redcedar, mesquite, and golden algae can spread 
aggressively under ecological conditions favorable to their growth.  Thus, eastern 
redcedar and golden algae are included in Table 2.11. 

 
 The following vegetative species are considered of special concern in 
Oklahoma: alligator weed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), Eurasian watermilfoil 
(Myriophyllum spicatum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), purple loosestrife (Lythrum 
salicaria), salvinia (Salvinia molesta), and water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes). 
Salvinia refers to a genus of perennial, aquatic ferns from South America that is 
common in water gardens and aquarium industries.  
 
 In Oklahoma giant salvinia has established in ponds, lakes and slow moving 
streams. It prefers nutrient rich waters and forms extensive mats that can completely 
cover water surfaces resulting in the degradation of natural habitats by shading 
natural plants, reducing available dissolved oxygen and creating large amounts of 
decaying plant material. Giant salvinia can clog water intakes which interfere with 
irrigation, water supply, and electrical generation.  
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 In addition to aquatic invasive plants, Oklahoma has a total of 22 invasive 
plant species on the Oklahoma Invasive Plant Council problem list. Invasive 
terrestrial plants known to occur at Lake Texoma lands include Japanese 
honeysuckle (Lonicera japanica), Chinese lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata), 
Japanese climbing fern (Lygodium japonicum), kudzu (Puearia lobata), and autumn 
olive (Elaeagnus umbellata).  Additional discussion on invasive species is included 
in Chapter 6.  
 
 In Texas, several state, federal and private organizations are partnering under 
the umbrella organization, TexasInvasives.org, to manage non-native invasive plants 
and pests in Texas. Their website, www.texasinvasives.org, lists the following “dirty 
dozen” invasive species of particular concern to the Cross Timbers and Prairies 
ecoregion of Texas which includes most of the project lands and waters on the 
Texas side of Lake Texoma. Many of these species also occur on the Oklahoma 
side: 
 

 Japanese honeysuckle – Lonicera japonica 
 Glossy privet – Ligustrum lucidum 
 Chinese privet – Ligustrum sinense 
 Giant reed – Arundo donax 
 Chinese wisteria – Wisteria sinensis 
 Lilac chaste tree – Vitex agnus-castus 
 Brazilian vervain – Verbena brasiliensis 
 Guineagrass – Urochloa maxima 
 Common periwinkle – Vinca minor 
 Chinaberry tree – Melia azedarach 
 Chinese tallow tree – Triadica sebifera 
 Johnsongrass – Sorghum halepense 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.texasinvasives.org/
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Table 2.11 Invasive Species Records for 2014-2015. Source: OMBIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

2.2.6 Visual and Scenic Resources 
 The 2010 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Denison Land 
Conveyance (which addressed the propose sale of approximately 635 acres of 
USACE lands at Lake Texoma to the City of Denison) assessed the scenic quality of 
the east shoreline of the Little Mineral arm of Lake Texoma [Refer to Chapter 6 
Section 6.9 for a description of the legislation which required the conveyance (sale) 
of this land].  This 10-mile segment of shoreline fronts the 635-acres of USACE land 
that was eventually sold by the Government to the City of Denison and consists 
primarily of moderately steep bluffs, rugged eroded shorelines, and natural sandy 
“pocket” beaches.  The steep bluffs rise from 40 feet to more than 100 feet above 
the lake water surface at the conservation pool elevation of 617.0 NGVD.  Wave 
action has eroded the lower portion of the bluffs and upper portions are heavily 
forested. 
 
 The EIS assessed the scenic quality of the shoreline based on the visibility of 
the shoreline from the water surface at varying distances from four viewing sectors.  
This takes into account that most “viewers” of the shoreline are boaters on the lake, 
or in some cases, persons located on the opposite shore. Scenic quality was 

Species Group 

 
 

Species Common   
Name 

 

Type of                 
Occurrence 

 

Acreage     
Impacted 

 

% Acreage            
Impacted 

 

 
Acreage 
Treated 

 Aquatic and Wetlands 
Animals 

Asian clam           Moderate    74686 39.01% 0 
Aquatic and Wetlands 
Animals 

Grass carp           Moderate    74686       39.01% 0 
Aquatic and Wetlands 
Animals 

Rudd Minor    74686       39.01% 0 

Aquatic and Wetlands 
Animals 

Spiny water flea Minor    74686       39.01% 0 

Aquatic and Wetlands 
Animals 

Zebra mussel     Significant/Major    74686       39.01% 1 

Aquatic and Wetlands 
Plants 
 

Golden algae     Significant/Major    74686       39.01% 0 
 Aquatic and Wetlands 

Plants 
Purple loosestrife Minor    83400       43.56% 0 

Terrestrial Animals Red imported fire ant           Moderate   104256       54.45% 4 

Terrestrial Animals Feral hog      Significant/Major    104256       54.45% 75 

 Terrestrial Plants Chinaberry Minor      200         0.10% 0 

Terrestrial Plants Japanese honeysuckle 
e 

Minor    55044       28.75% 934 

Terrestrial Plants Johnsongrass          Moderate   104256       54.45% 216 

Terrestrial Plants Kudzu Minor      200         0.10% 934 

Terrestrial Plants Mimosa Minor      200         0.10% 22 

Terrestrial Plants Multiflora rose Minor   104256        54.45% 934 

 Terrestrial Plants Musk thistle Minor   104256      54.45% 0 

Terrestrial Plants Eastern redcedar      Significant/Major   104256        54.45% 1834 

Terrestrial Plants Russian olive Minor   104256        54.45% 934 

Terrestrial Plants Saltcedar Minor    83400        43.56% 0 

Terrestrial Plants Sericea lespedeza Minor   104256        54.45% 8 

 Terrestrial Plants Tree-of-heaven Minor   104256      54.45% 0 

Terrestrial Plants Tall fescue Minor    88156        46.04% 8 
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determined by considering three factors: scenic attractiveness (intrinsic scenic 
beauty that evokes a positive response), scenic integrity (wholeness of landscape 
character), and landscape visibility (how many people view the landscape and for 
what reasons and how long).  Table 2.12 is an excerpt from the EIS and provides 
the summary ratings for the four sectors of the 10-mile segment of shoreline.  The 
“Distinctive” rating is the highest possible rating for “Scenic Attractiveness”.  Under 
“Scenic Integrity” most of the shoreline ranked “High”, but the presence of man-
made facilities in two sectors was a causal factor in reducing the rating to 
“Moderate”.  
 
 USACE believes that large portions of the 873 mile shoreline of Lake Texoma 
would, if formally evaluated, have visual rankings similar to the 10 miles of shoreline 
along the east shore of the Little Mineral Arm of the Lake.  Photo 2.3 is a July 2016 
picture of the scenic bluffs on the Texas shoreline west of Hwy 377 and is 
representative of the bluffs that occur in many locations on the Texas shoreline.  
Similarly, Photo 2.4 depicts the visual appeal of a shoreline area in Oklahoma from 
winter 2015.  One of the management objectives set forth in Chapter 3 states that 
the scenic quality of the lake must be protected.  Doing so will require careful 
planning for the placement of manmade facilities on or near the water, and thorough 
maintenance and surveillance of the USACE property boundary to prevent the loss 
of trees to acts of trespass. Adjacent landowners are informed that removing trees to 
obtain a view of the lake not only destroys wildlife habitat but also lowers the scenic 
quality of the shoreline when viewed by the general public from the water surface. 
Additionally, reasonable measures must be taken to ensure that damage to the 
natural landscape from invasive species and catastrophic wildfire are minimized.   
 
 Table 2.12 Visual Resources Eastern Shoreline Little Mineral Arm Lake Texoma(1) 

Visibility Sector Scenic Attractiveness Rating - Primary 
Class 

Scenic Integrity 

1 A – Distinctive Moderate 
2 A – Distinctive High 
3A A – Distinctive High 
3B A – Distinctive Moderate 

Source: WESTON, 2010 and based on USDA, 1995 
(1)Table copied from the 2012 EIS for the City of Denison Land Conveyance 
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Photo 2-3 Scenic Bluffs on the Texas Shoreline. The Cross Timbers Trail 
Traverses the Top of these Bluffs. (USACE Photo)   
 

 
Photo 2.4 Scenic shoreline on Oklahoma side of Lake Texoma. (USACE 
Photo) 
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2.2.7 Mineral and Timber Resources 
Mineral Resources 
In accordance with the Texas and Oklahoma Geological Surveys, the non-

fuel mineral deposits that exist near Lake Texoma include sand, gravel, limestone, 
dolomite and asphalt. No major quarries or extraction operations for non-fuel 
minerals exist on USACE lands. A comparatively small bituminous coal deposit 
exists in Bryan County approximately 20 miles east of Denison Dam.  

 
The most significant mineral resource affecting USACE lands at Lake 

Texoma is oil and gas.  Very active exploration and production activity occurs to 
some degree in all six counties surrounding the lake with approximately 700 active 
well sites located on USACE lands. During acquisition of lands for the project, the 
majority of the mineral estate was severed from the surface estate and not acquired 
by the Federal government. The mineral estate was retained by the Federal 
government in the area underlying Denison Dam (to ensure the structural integrity of 
the dam and outlet works) and under the abandoned MKT railroad crossing 
Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge. These Federally-owned minerals could 
potentially be leased for oil and gas production with the stipulation that there be no 
surface occupancy and no drilling allowed. . This may be advantageous to the 
government if the minerals are being drained by adjacent and private oil and gas 
operations. Any leasing of these Federally-owned minerals is administered by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, in accordance with 
stipulations required by USACE.  
 

Additionally, on USACE lands throughout most of the project area, the private 
mineral estate may have been subordinated to the Federal government’s right to 
operate and maintain the Lake Texoma project.  Specific subordinations can only be 
determined by reviewing the deeds for each individual tract. An example of a typical 
subordination is one in which USACE can specify the “type and location” of 
production equipment to be placed on the tract in question. These subordinations, 
coupled with the customary surface owner rights and stipulations contained in 33 
USC § 408 (Section 408; “Taking possession of, use of, or injury to harbor or river 
improvements”), provides USACE with authority to impose reasonable restrictions 
on oil and gas exploration and production activities.  These restrictions ensure 
proper stewardship and protection of natural, cultural, and recreational resources.  
The significant oil and gas management program administered by USACE at Lake 
Texoma is described in more detail in Chapter 6, Section 6.2 

 
Timber Resources 
The forests and woodlands on USACE lands have high ecological value but 

have little or no commercial value as timber.  Lake Texoma is located approximately 
100 miles west of the nearest commercially viable timber resources.  

2.2.8 Sedimentation and Shoreline Erosion  
Throughout the lifespan of the project, silt and sediment has accumulated in 

Lake Texoma from areas within the watershed that are beyond USACE control and, 
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to a lesser extent, from shoreline erosion. Due to the accumulation of sediment in 
Lake Texoma, land acreage above the normal conservation pool elevation has 
increased and water surface acreage has decreased from the original acquisition of 
project lands. 
 

Severe shoreline erosion has occurred at Lake Texoma over the years due to 
lake level fluctuations and wind induced wave action. Wave action has also eroded 
away the shoreline topsoil in many areas leaving a band of exposed rock along the 
shore. Another erosion problem area is along the river channel below the dam. 
Placement of revetments and establishment of water-tolerant grasses and woody 
plants is carried out in public use areas and along susceptible roadways to protect 
shorelines from erosion.  

 
 The lake inflows transport a large amount of sediment which comes mostly 
from the Red and Washita river basins. During periods of high flow, bank caving and 
erosion occur at many locations. Several sediment re-surveys have been completed 
since the original survey in 1939, with the most recent being completed in 2002 by 
the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). Based on the changes between the 
1939 and 2002 surveys, approximately 8.75 percent of the flood control storage, 
22.25 percent of the conservation storage, and 15.74 percent of the inactive storage 
has been lost to sediment deposition since storage began in 1944. This is an annual 
rate of 14,833 acre-feet of sedimentation per year. 
 

 
Photo 2.5 Eroding bank on the Washita River above USACE Land at 
Lake Texoma  (USACE Photo) 

 
The TWDB sediment study results summarized in Table 2.13 compare the 

total volume of water storage available in Lake Texoma from the original design in 
1942 with subsequent decreases noted in later surveys. These surveys clearly 
illustrate the decrease in water storage capacity in the lake. 
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Table 2.13 Comparison of Water Storage Capacity at Lake Texoma (1942–2002) 
 1942 1969 1985 2002 

Total Volume (ac-ft) 3,132,293 2,688,411 2,580,389 2,516,232 
Total Storage Lost (ac-ft) 
from Original Design             -- 443,882 551,904 616,061 

Total Storage Lost (%) -- 14.2% 17.6% 19.7% 
Source: Texas Water Development Board, 2013 
 

2.2.9 Water Quality 
Lake Texoma water quality is within acceptable standards for contact sports, 

and municipal and industrial uses. The process of eutrophication is increasing due to 
continued inflows of nutrients and non-point source pollutants from agricultural, 
industrial and domestic sources in the watershed. Both the Red and Washita arms of 
the lake contribute large amounts of silt, clays, and dissolved minerals into the lake. 
Of particular concern are highly saline inflows from the Red River due to natural salt 
sources (brine spring emissions) in the headwaters and certain upstream tributaries. 
These chlorides make up about one third of the total dissolved solids in the Red 
River. As a result, conductance values in Lake Texoma are high for a freshwater 
lake, and distinctly different between the two river arms, with the Red being about 
twice as salty as the Washita. Approximately 4,400 tons of chlorides from natural 
sources enter the Red River and its tributaries on a daily basis. High levels of 
chlorides, sulfates and other dissolved solutes generated by natural brine springs in 
the Red River can impair water quality and make the water less desirable for use as 
drinking water or irrigation of crops without specialized treatment and 
demineralization prior to use.  

 
 Water clarity exhibits a longitudinal gradient in Lake Texoma, with water 
clarity lower in the river arms (i.e., high turbidity, high suspended solids) and greater 
in the main body of the lake closest to the dam (i.e., low turbidity, low suspended 
solids).  Secchi depth, a measure of water clarity, typically ranges from 20 to 50 
inches with greater Secchi depth measurements in the main body of the lake. 
Maximum reservoir depth is around 70 feet. Reservoir stages fluctuate about five to 
eight feet per year on average, but may exceed this in any given year. Based on the 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board Beneficial Use Monitoring Program 2015 report, 
Lake Texoma is classified as a eutrophic reservoir within the riverine transition and 
lacustrine zones of the lake with riverine portions of the reservoir classified as 
hypereutrophic." 
 
 Lake Texoma develops stratification during the late summer and early fall. 
Due to this stratification, the dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in the turbine discharge 
and in the water immediately downstream of the dam drop to levels that may be 
dangerous for some types of fish. Upon request from the TPWD and/or the ODWC, 
a small release through the flood control conduits may be made during low flow 
periods to relieve fish distress due to low dissolved oxygen levels immediately 
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downstream of the dam. Aspirating aeration systems and ways of injecting air into 
the generating turbine discharge have been studied, but not found to be cost 
effective when compared to the super saturation that occurs when low flow releases 
(50 cfs.) are made through the conduit gates. The USGS maintains a water quality 
sampling station just downstream of Denison Dam. Water temperature, specific 
conductance and chemical analyses are collected by request for special studies.  
 

2.2.10 Borrow Areas  
Several borrow areas were created during construction of Denison Dam, the 

Platter Dike, Cumberland levees and associated public facilities.  A principal borrow 
was transitioned into the overflow spillway and basin.  Still others are either 
submerged by the reservoir or have been revegetated.  Revegetated borrow areas 
have been subject to natural successional plant growth and grasses, shrubs and 
trees are now well established. These areas do not have an impact on recreational 
development or environmental stewardship of project resources. 

 

2.3 SOCIAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ANALYSIS 
This section addresses both cultural resources and the socio-economic 

setting relative to Lake Texoma.  The information presented is not intended to be a 
complete analysis of all available information but is sufficient to characterize the 
major factors affecting the management of USACE lands for environmental 
stewardship and outdoor recreation purposes. Much of the information presented is 
limited to an area described as the “zone of influence” which includes the six 
counties that adjoin USACE lands.  Some information addresses factors within a 
wider area described as the “zone of interest” which includes an area that is roughly 
within a 100-mile radius of Lake Texoma.  

 
Cultural resources preservation and management is an equal and integral 

part of USACE managed lands. The term “cultural resources” is a broad term meant 
to include anything that is of cultural significance to humans and has some historical 
value. It generally includes, but is not limited to, archaeological sites (historic and 
prehistoric), historic standing structures, traditional cultural properties, and sacred 
sites. Some archaeological sites have high sensitivity because of past recoveries of 
human remains and associated funerary objects. 

 
Numerous laws establish the importance of cultural resources to our Nation’s 

heritage (Reference Section 2.6 for pertinent laws). With the passage of these laws, 
the historical intent of Congress has been to ensure that the Federal Government 
protects cultural resources. USACE has developed a Cultural Resources/Historic 
Properties Management Plan for Lake Texoma, approved 1 May 2014, to ensure 
proactive preservation and statutory compliance for all cultural/historic sites on Lake 
Texoma federal public lands and waters. 



Project Setting and Factors Influencing 
Management and Development  

2-28 Lake Texoma Master Plan 

 

2.3.1 Archaeology 
The prehistoric cultural-historical framework in north-central Texas and 

southern Oklahoma has been observed and defined by numerous archaeological 
investigations. The first archaeological investigations in the Lake Texoma area were 
conducted by Works Progress Administration (WPA) crews during the construction 
of the lake, and some excavations of sites in Marshall and Bryan counties were 
conducted in the 1950s and 1960s. More work was conducted in the 1970s, when 
Fort Washita in Bryan County was investigated. Additionally, a shoreline survey of 
known archaeological sites was performed by a team led by Elton Prewitt in 1972. 
James Briscoe and Chris Cojeen, among others, have more recently conducted 
numerous surveys in conjunction with petroleum exploration and extraction. The 
occupational timeframe for this region is extensive and spans the Paleo-Indian, 
Archaic, Plains Village/Late Prehistoric, and Historic periods. 

 
A total of 464 archaeological sites have been recorded within the Lake Texoma 
reservoir. There are 339 sites recorded in Oklahoma and 125 sites recorded in 
Texas. Of the 464 site total, two sites are listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP); five other sites have been determined "eligible" for listing on the 
NRHP; 70 sites have been formally determined to be "not eligible" for the Register; 
and NRHP eligibility has not been addressed for the remaining 387 sites.  All of the 
listed or "eligible" sites are in Oklahoma, while the majority of the sites determined 
“not eligible" for NRHP listing are in Texas. 
 

Historic site types in the area include Indian villages, camps, towns and 
agencies, European trading posts, Euro-american homesteads and ranches, Indian 
plantations, homes, and farmsteads, and freed slave homesteads and farms.  
Related types of resources are wells, cisterns, privies, rock walls, railroad lines, 
cattle trails, roads, schools, cemeteries, and water diversion features. 

 
2.3.2 Cultural History Sequence  
Six broad cultural divisions are applicable to a discussion of the culture 

history of the Texoma Reservoir region: Paleo-Indian, Archaic, Woodland, Plains 
Village, Protohistoric, and Historic. These general adaptation types are adopted in 
this Master Plan to characterize prehistoric cultural traditions, within the following 
regional chronology.    

 Paleo-Indian: 12,000 to 8000 BP   
 Archaic: 8000 to 2000 BP   
 Woodland: AD 1 to 800   
 Plains Village: AD 800 to 1500   
 Protohistoric: (Contact Period) AD 1500 to 1825   
 Historic: AD 1825 to present        
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Paleo-Indian      

While it is becoming increasingly evident that humans may have arrived in the 
Southern Plains as early as 30,000 years ago, the Paleo-Indian Period is the earliest 
well substantiated archaeological period in the project region. Signature stone tools 
are unnotched lanceolate projectile points, fluted (Clovis and Folsom) and unfluted 
(Plainview, Dalton, and others), often found in contexts where mammoth or bison 
remains also occur. During this period, small bands of hunters and gatherers relied 
largely on the hunting of megafauna such as mammoth and bison; however, several 
sites to the east have exhibited evidence of reliance on a wide variety of plant and 
animal species. 
 

Paleo-Indian points are found in the project area, but usually on eroded 
surfaces lacking context or in river beds. Clovis, Folsom, Scottsbluff, Eden, Meserve, 
Plainview, and Scottsbluff points, and a Cody knife have been documented from a 
local private collection. The well documented Clovis sites in Oklahoma are the 
Domebo site in Caddo County where people killed an Imperial Mammoth 11,800 
years ago, and Jake Bluff in Harper County, which is a bison kill site which has 
yielded both Clovis and later Folsom points. Two additional Folsom sites are the 
Cooper (a bison kill site) and Waugh (a possible camp). Dalton points have been 
found more often on sites in Eastern Oklahoma, and are associated with more 
diverse artifact assemblages.       

 
Archaic Period 

A larger variety of floral and faunal resources were utilized during the Archaic 
Period. An increase in seasonal variability of resources and increasing populations 
resulted in changing settlement and subsistence patterns. Repeated occupation of 
sites, often on a seasonal basis, and features such as rock-lined hearths, roasting 
pits, and grinding tools reflect intensive plant processing and the cyclical exploitation 
of resources. Increasing diversity of stone tools through time reflects the increasing 
variability of resources and diversity of activities taking place at habitation sites. 
Projectile points from the Archaic are stylistically quite different (typically notched 
and stemmed) from those of the Paleo-Indian Period. Archaic assemblages in the 
project area include a variety of contracting and expanding stemmed large dart 
points, scrapers, and grinding implements. The Archaic period is traditionally divided 
into Early, Middle, and Late periods, the overall extent of which was approximately 
8,500 BP to 2,000 BP.    

 
Woodland    
The Woodland Period in Eastern Oklahoma was a time of continuity marked 

by incorporation of new technologies and intensification of resources. The 
appearance in the archaeological record of small corner notched projectile points 
indicates that the bow and arrow was in use. Cultivation of plants began during this 
period and is often referred to as “insipient agriculture.” The presence of ceramic 
sherds indicates that ceramic use in the form of pottery for storage and cooking had 
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become widespread. Archaeological assemblages from this period indicate people 
were living in semi-permanent villages and dispersed communities, using settlement 
strategies such as seasonal mobility, targeted long distance resource procurement 
by portions of the community or household, and intensification of wild and domestic 
plants to meet their needs. Small game and aquatic resources remained essential in 
subsistence. Projectile points from this period include, in addition to the small corner 
notched points, large contracting stem points and large corner-notched projectile 
points in a variety of styles, indicating continued use of the atlatl and darts, as well 
as spears likely employed for symbolic political or religious effect. 
 

Rather than an abrupt change in lifeways from the Archaic to the Woodland, 
the archaeological record indicates continuity even as populations in the area 
adopted new technologies and intensified resource use, which in turn drove 
increasing residential stability, community identity, and possibly territoriality. In 
northeastern Oklahoma, the principle Woodland manifestation is known as the 
Cooper Focus, which shares many material culture traits and settlement patterns 
with the Fourche Maline to the south, and symbols and styles with groups to the 
north in Southeast Kansas which mirror those characteristic of earlier Hopewellian 
sites in Northeast Kansas and to the east in Ohio and Illinois.   

 
Plains Village 

During the Plains Village period, people lived in small to moderate sized 
villages and in dispersed communities. Villages were often situated in lowland 
terraces of waterways where floodplain horticulture was viable. House structures 
were pole framed with waddle and daub, and subsistence was more focused on 
domesticated plants, supplemented by hunting and gathering. Groups traded and 
traveled to obtain needed resources, resulting in additional site types for this time 
period: temporary hunting camps, bison kill and processing sites, limited activity 
areas, and quarry/workshop localities.   
 

Agricultural tools of stone and bone are present in artifact assemblages, 
along with small triangular unnotched and side and corner notched arrowpoints for 
hunting and warfare. Pottery types are plain and cordmarked, and are greatly 
increased in variability in form and function. Personal items provide evidence for 
complex cultural traditions, rank, and widespread trade and interaction.  

 
The Protohistoric (Contact) Period 
The period from A.D. 1500-1825 is referred to as the Protohistoric (or 

Contact) Period. Villagers aggregated into large fortified villages situated along 
major rivers during this time period. Also during this time, non-native explorers, 
trappers, and traders visited the region, and land claims by first the Spanish, and 
then the French brought great change. Protohistoric sites in Oklahoma appear to be 
directly related to an earlier manifestation of similar village sites located further north 
in Kansas, including the Great Bend Aspect with sites in central, south-central, and 
southeast Kansas. Great Bend sites represent the villages encountered by 
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Francisco Coronado in 1541. People lived in large, circular grass houses, grew 
crops, and hunted bison and small game. The archaeological record documents 
significant long distance trade with the southwest.  Items such as painted and glazed 
pottery, turquoise beads and pendants, and shell beads distinctive to the Southwest 
Pueblo cultures attest to the extent of the trade networks in place. This way of life 
continued into the eighteenth century.  
 

In 1682, Robert Cavelier, Sieur de la Salle, claimed the territory drained by 
the Mississippi as part of the French Empire in North America. By 1700, French 
traders were established in Oklahoma and had developed trading relationships with 
Wichita groups in the Arkansas Valley and the Osage to the east. Diseases swept 
through the region during this time period, dramatically reducing local populations. 
This, combined with increased intergroup violence, resulted in the coalescence of 
communities into large villages, often with defensive fortifications. Competition 
between rivals intensified through time as the fur trade brought significant and 
lasting changes to the economic systems of Villages. These economic systems in 
turn brought changes in social structure, including gender roles.  During this time the 
Caddo were in the process of emigrating toward the Red River, largely due to the 
constant raiding by the Osage from the north.   
 

The Wichita and Affiliated Tribes were historically known as the Wichitas, 
Wacos, Taovayas, Tawakonis, and Kichais. Protohistoric Wichita sites from the early 
1700’s have been identified in Kay County, north-central Oklahoma, including the 
Bryson Paddock (34KA5) and Deer Creek Sites (34KA3), and in south-central 
Oklahoma at the Longest site (34JF1). These Protohistoric Wichita sites, dating from 
the early 1700s, provide evidence of the extent of French influence on the central 
and southern Plains, as artifact assemblages from these sites contain metal musket 
parts from French firearms, glass trade beads, copper kettle pieces, and European 
gunflints. Villagers did not dramatically change the function of material culture in 
spite of this influx of European goods. Rather, they incorporated French goods into 
existing material culture frameworks. Guns were used until no longer viable, and 
then were hammered into hoes similar in shape to bison scapula hoes (which had 
seen long use on the Plains). Copper kettles were hammered flat and used to create 
tinklers- copper cones sewn to clothing- and other items of personal adornment. The 
Osage had villages to the east of the protohistoric Wichita Villages, and they often 
fought the Wichita over access to trade goods.   
 

The Caddo, Wichita, Osage, and Quapaw, hunted in the Arkansas Valley. By 
1760 the Wichita moved south to the Red River and the hunting grounds of the area 
became contested by the Osage, Kiowa, Kiowa Apache, Comanche, and Wichita. 
Territorial claims shifted between France and Spain during the rest of the eighteenth 
century; however, France controlled the land until it was acquired by the United 
States in the 1803 Louisiana Purchase. French explorer Bernard de la Harpe 
traversed the region in 1719. After the Louisiana Purchase in 1803, military and 
political expeditions in the region included those by James B. Wilkinson (1806), 
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George C. Sibley (1811), Stephen H. Long (1821), Thomas James (1821), and 
Jacob Fowler (1821).    

 
The Historic Period 

There was little interaction between the Native American groups living in the 
area surrounding what would become Lake Texoma and Europeans in the sixteenth 
through eighteenth centuries. Although the exact dividing line is lost to history, the 
boundary between the Caddo and Comanche territories occurred somewhere 
between the High Plains and the area of eastern Texas and Oklahoma. The 
Taovava Indians moved to lands just to the west along the Red River in the 
eighteenth century (centered within modern day Montague County, Texas), 
responding from pressure from the Comanche and Osage in Kansas and southern 
Nebraska (Jelks 2013; Kleiner 2013). French traders traveled up the Red River to 
pursue lucrative partnerships with the local populations, and Spanish expeditions 
may have traveled through the area, but little record of such events has been 
preserved. 
 

The Red River has been generally considered a boundary between French 
and Spanish territories since the 1700s, and a royal cedula in 1805 proclaimed the 
river the northern and eastern boundary of the Spanish province of Tejas. After the 
Louisiana Purchase by the United States in 1803, several expeditions were sent up 
the Red River to explore that tributary of the Mississippi. In 1818, the Quapaw ceded 
to the United States the area south of Canadian River (Webb and Thomas 2007). 
The Red River was again formally set forth as the northern boundary of Texas in the 
Adams-Onís Treaty of 1819. This treaty, ratified by the United States and Spain in 
1821 and confirmed by Mexico in 1822, established the Red River as the 
southwestern boundary of Louisiana, up to the 100th meridian (Kleiner 2013). Anglo-
American colonization into Texas began in 1821, and the river became the 
thoroughfare by which many pioneer settlers moved through the area. 
 

In 1820, the United States government granted the Choctaw Nation 
ownership of the area north of the Red River in Oklahoma including Love, Marshall, 
Bryan, and Johnston counties, and they moved to this area of the Red River valley in 
the early 1830s. In 1834, the Dodge-Leavenworth Expedition traversed the Johnston 
County area on their march west to negotiate peace with the plains tribes. The 
Chickasaw were removed from the southeastern United States in 1837–38, and they 
also settled in the area around Love, Marshall, Bryan, and Johnston counties. In 
1842, U.S. Army troops, led by General Zachary Taylor, established Fort Washita in 
present Bryan County to protect the Chickasaw settlers from Plains Indians and 
whites (Milligan 2007; O’Dell 2007a, 2007b; Webb and Thomas 2007). Four 
Chickasaw farmsteads were excavated in Bryan County by the Works Progress 
Administration (WPA) in 1941 that date to this period (Carlos and Bell 1980). 

 
Congress created Arkansas Territory on March 2, 1819, and this territory 

included present-day Oklahoma. Between 1820 and 1907, Oklahoma was 
designated as Indian Territory on maps of the United States, and, during this time 
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period, it was an Indian resettlement zone for tribes from various parts of the 
country. In May 1830, Congress passed the Indian Removal Act, which resulted in 
lasting consequences for all native groups in the United States. By 1838, most of 
Indian Territory was assigned to five Indian nations from the eastern United States. 
These included the Cherokee, Choctaw, Chickasaw, Creek, and Seminole nations. 
 

Land south of the Arkansas and Canadian Rivers in Oklahoma was ceded by 
the United States to the Choctaws residing in Arkansas Territory in 1825. In 1816, 
Osage hunting territory north of the Arkansas River was transferred to their rivals, 
the Cherokee residing in Arkansas during the late 1700s and early 1800s.  In 1828, 
the Cherokee ceded all their Arkansas land for a tract of land that later became the 
Cherokee Nation and the Cherokee Outlet. This treaty required that all Cherokees 
(including those residing in the Southeast) move to the land in Indian Territory. The 
Arkansas River was established as the territorial boundary between the Cherokee 
and the Choctaw.  

 
The area of Lake Texoma south of the Red River became part of the Republic 

of Texas in 1836, and the initial settlements were established in the area that would 
become Grayson County in 1836–37, at Preston Bend on the Red River, at Pilot 
Grove in the southeastern part of the county, and at Warren. After the establishment 
and surveying of the Peters colony in the early 1840s, settlement of the region 
progressed rapidly. Settlements of this colony reached into the area that would be 
Cooke County by the late 1840s. In 1845, Texas became a state of the Union, and in 
1846, Grayson County was marked off from Fannin County and established 
separately. Cooke County was formed in 1848. The boundaries of Cooke County 
encompassed its present area along with territory that became Montague, Clay, 
Wise, and Jack counties. Cooke County assumed its present boundaries in 1857 
(Kumler 2013; McDaniel 2013). 
 

In the early to mid-1800s, the Texas Road served as an artery through Indian 
Territory into Texas, and passed through the area around Lake Texoma within 
Johnston and Bryan counties. In the late 1800s, a branch of the Chisholm Trail 
passed through Cooke County. These transportation corridors were vital for the 
movement of cattle to market and the influx of settlers to the area from the southeast 
United States. The Butterfield Overland Mail route (1858–1861) passed through 
Cooke and Grayson counties in Texas and Bryan County in Oklahoma. Sherman, 
Grayson’s county seat, was designated a station on the Butterfield route in 1858. 
The route crossed the Red River at Colbert’s Station Ferry, eight miles below 
Preston. In Bryan County, the stops included Nail’s Station and Fisher’s Station 
(Kumler 2013; McDaniel 2013; Milligan 2007; O’Dell 2007b). 
 

Farming served as a major economic force in the Red River valley, including 
cotton (a major cash crop for Native American farmers), corn, and oats. Cattle 
ranching also assumed an important economic role during this time, and several 
prominent Choctaw and Chickasaw ranchers operated in the area, including Overton 
Love in Love County, who raised cattle on 8,000 acres, Chief Wilson N. Jones and 
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Joel Nail of Bryan County, and Sam Daube, Cyrus Harris, and James Riley of 
Johnston County (Milligan 2007; O’Dell 2007b; Webb and Thomas 2007). Another 
important figure was Benjamin Franklin Overton, whose house was located on the 
banks of the Red River, near the town of Willis. Overton was said to be one of the 
founders of Memphis, Tennessee, and a governor of the Chickasaw Nation from 
1875 to 1878 and again from 1880 until his death in 1884 (Kelley 1944). The site of 
his old residence and the grave marker were inundated in 1944. 
 

The military actions during the Civil War (1861–1865) were minor within the 
six-county region surrounding Lake Texoma, and included the abandonment of the 
federal forts, including Fort Washita, and the capture of the buildings by Confederate 
troops from northern Texas. No armed conflict was involved in the capture of these 
forts. The north-central counties of Texas voted against secession, but the tide of 
pro-secession within the rest of the state was too overwhelming, and several recruits 
from Cook and Grayson counties joined the Confederate army (Kumler 2013; 
McDaniel 2013). Fear of pro-Union activities prompted the hanging and shooting 
deaths of over 40 men in Gainesville, Cooke County, in 1862 (McCaslin 2013). The 
area around Preston Bend served as a rendez-vous point for Quantrill’s Raiders 
during the Civil War. This group of famed pro-Confederate guerillas attacked Union-
controlled frontier posts in Oklahoma and pro-Union settlements such as Lawrence, 
Kansas. Reconstruction was also particularly difficult for north-central and northeast 
Texas, and violence against freedmen and pro-Union activists was intense 
(Smallwood, Crouch, and Peacock 2003). Economically speaking however, a fruitful 
ranching industry and the increased Red River trade mitigated some of the ill effects 
of Reconstruction in Cooke and Grayson counties. 
 

Allotment and the railroads changed the landscape of the area around Lake 
Texoma much more significantly than the Civil War. The Dawes Commission started 
negotiations with the Choctaw and Chickasaw in 1894, and by 1906, all of the 
communal tribal land had been divided among the members of the tribes or 
allocated for railroad lines, towns, roads, or white settlers. Many areas containing 
natural resources, including timber, coal, and asphalt were also set aside during the 
allotment process (Carter 2007; Kidwell 2007). 
 

Subsequently, several small railroad companies were formed, which 
eventually merged into larger companies whose tracks traversed very long 
distances. Grayson County, Texas, and Bryan County, Oklahoma, saw the first lines 
in the area in 1872, when the Houston and Texas Central Railroad arrived in 
Denison, and the Missouri, Kansas, and Texas Railroad (Katy) built track through 
both counties. The Denison and Pacific Railway reached Gainesville, Cooke County, 
in 1879, which was later enveloped by Katy. Several towns were founded along 
these new rail lines. In 1887, the Gulf, Colorado, and Santa Fe Railway built a line 
from Denton, Texas through Gainesville, Cooke County, to Purcell in Love County. 
The years 1900–1903 marked the arrival of the St. Louis, Oklahoma, and Southern 
Railway and the St. Louis, San Francisco and New Orleans Railway (both acquired 
by the St. Louis and San Francisco Railway [Frisco]) into Marshall, Bryan, and 
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Johnston counties. Johnston County also saw the arrival of the Missouri, Oklahoma, 
and Gulf Railway in 1908–1910, with a north-south line through the county (Kumler 
2013; McDaniel 2013; Milligan 2007; O’Dell 2007a, 2007b; Webb and Thomas 
2007). 
 

The landscape in the six-county area around Lake Texoma remained rural, 
with ranching and farming comprising the principal revenue streams. In the first half 
of the twentieth century, farmers were mostly tenants, particularly in Love and 
Johnston counties where the tenancy rates in the 1920s and 1930s were 70–80 
percent (O’Dell 2007b; Webb and Thomas 2007). The cotton crop was impacted by 
the boll weevil infestation around 1927, and crop diversification was implemented to 
include peanuts, pecans, watermelons, strawberries, wheat, rye, sorghum, and 
barley. Grayson County became a nexus of agricultural products and several mills 
and related manufacturing plants were built. 
 

The Red River historically had a reputation for becoming volatile during times 
of heavy rain, although most of the time the river was calm and often non-navigable 
above Alexandria, Louisiana. In an attempt to control the river, the construction of a 
dam in the Baer’s Ferry area was proposed and coupled with the need for 
employment caused by the onset of the Great Depression. By 1939, money had 
been earmarked to begin construction of the dam (Kelley 1944). The announcement 
of the impending construction of the dam brought a large economic boom to the 
region, particularly the town of Denison. Construction of the dam proper began on 
October 2, 1939, and was officially completed on October 18, 1943, when the last 
load of dirt was added to the embankment. Although local labor was used to build 
the dam, so too was labor from German Prisoners of War held at a nearby POW 
camp in Marshall County, Oklahoma (Good n.d.). At the time of its completion, the 
Denison Dam measured 165 feet in height and was more than a mile long, making it 
the largest earthen dam ever constructed up till that time (Kelley 1944). A press 
release at the time made by USACE said of the embankment: 
 

Denison Dam was a major step in the evolution of the modern embankment 
dam. The rolled earth feature of the Denison Dam was unique. Its completion 
established an engineering approach that became the standard for 
construction of most subsequent earth filled dams (Southerland 2010). 
 
This statement puts the construction and the design of the dam into a 

historical perspective and illustrates the innovative and influencing character of the 
project. Impoundment of Lake Texoma began on January 6, 1944. It took a full 15 
months for the Lake to reach its normal elevation of 617 feet above sea level. 
 

Although the dam proved to be highly successful, at the time of its 
construction, it was not without its detractors. Oklahoma governors “Alfalfa Bill” 
Murray and his successor Leon C. Phillips considered the proposal as “the biggest 
folly ever proposed.” Governor Phillips went to the courts arguing that the project 
would destroy 100,000 acres of Oklahoma making that land un-taxable, the state of 
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Oklahoma would not be compensated for damage to roads affected by the 
impoundment, and that those who owned land that would be impacted would not be 
adequately compensated for their property. He was also concerned that the border 
with Texas would change by as much as forty miles. Litigation went as high as the 
Supreme Court with the court supporting the construction (Southerland 2010). 
 

Impoundment of the dam necessitated the movement or rebuilding of rail 
lines, bridges, roads, cemeteries and even whole towns. About 88,000 acres of 
prime farmland was submerged by the construction of Denison Dam and Lake 
Texoma from 1939–1944, and many communities were lost to the rising water levels 
(Kelley 1944, Southerland 2010). On the Texas side, these included Preston, 
Hagerman, and Basin Springs among others. Many more towns on the Oklahoma 
side were inundated, including Alyesworth, Powell, Willis, Isom Springs, and 
Woodville, to name a few. The loss of agricultural revenue was offset by the rise in 
tourism (between six and nine million people visit annually), and today the dam 
generates an average annual amount of 219 million kilowatt-hours of electricity. . 
The lake has also become an important wildlife habitat, and several preserves have 
been formed along the lakeshore, including the Hagerman and Tishomingo National 
Wildlife Refuges, that house numerous native and endangered species (Flippen 
2007). 
 

During the 1940s, the oil industry also became an important economic 
presence. Oil exploration began during the first decade of the twentieth century 
around Madill. The Madill pool was pumping 540 barrels of oil per day by 1929 
(O’Dell 2007a). In 1939, the hugely productive Cumberland Pool came into 
production east of Madill and by 1943, there were 67 oil-producing wells in the field. 
The Madill Pool and the Cumberland Oil field in Marshall and Bryan Counties have 
been particularly fruitful, and they continue to produce over 100,000 barrels of oil 
and over three million cubic feet of natural gas annually. Grayson County, Texas 
also participated in the oil boom, producing over 240 million barrels since 1940 
(Kumler 2013; O’Dell 2007a). To support the burgeoning oil industry, several levees 
and cuts were constructed contemporaneous with the Denison dam. In order to 
protect the developing oil field from inundation caused by the construction of the 
Denison Dam, money was set aside to construct a series of levees and cuts with the 
goal of separating the upper third of the Washita Arm from the main body of the 
reservoir, with the cuts connecting the smaller Cumberland Pool with Lake Texoma 
(Kelley 1944). The levees consist of some 8,000,000 cubic yards of earth equaling 
almost half the mass of the Denison Dam itself (Kelley 1944). The levees have a 
combined length of 25,000 feet and a total height of 90 feet. The two cuts total some 
9,000 feet in length, 350 feet in width and roughly 80 feet deep (Kelley 1944).    
 

Since construction of Lake Texoma, the overall character of the six counties 
surrounding the lake has remained rural. The resident population experienced a 
steady decline from the rural-to-urban flight after World War II, and the number of 
residents reached its lowest point in the 1970s. The population has rebounded in the 
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area in subsequent decades, and remains relatively steady (McDaniel 2013; Milligan 
2007; Webb and Thomas 2007). 
 

2.3.3 Historical Resources in Oklahoma 
Fort Washita is the only resource containing standing structures within 

Oklahoma listed on the NRHP. These standing structures are not in original 
condition but have been reconstructed. Two bridges over Lake Texoma and one 
bridge in Tishomingo have been determined eligible for NRHP listing. These are: 
 

 Cumberland Cut Bridge, along SH 199. This is a Mixed Through Truss bridge 
built in 1950. It was determined NRHP-eligible in 1991. In 2008, the 
Oklahoma Department of Transportation prepared Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) level II documentation for the bridge in advance of an offset 
bridge replacement. 

 
 US 70 Bridge over Lake Texoma—This is a Warren Truss bridge with curved 

top cords built in 1942 over the Washita River. 
 

 Main Street Bridge over Pennington Creek in Tishomingo—This is a concrete 
arch bridge built in 1924. 
 

2.3.3.1 Oklahoma Historical Markers   
There are four historical markers within or close to USACE property on the 

Oklahoma side of the lake. A marker commemorating Edmund Pickens, who came 
to Oklahoma with the Chickasaw and settled in Love County in 1837, is located at 
the intersection of Oklahoma 32 and Envill-Ran Road. He eventually became chief 
of the Chickasaw Nation. 
 

Additionally, there are three historical markers in Fort Washita (34BR70), one 
commemorating the fort itself, as well as two others commemorating General 
Douglas Hancock Cooper who is buried in the cemetery, and the Colbert family also 
buried at the Fort. These all occur within the fort area, outside the USACE property. 

 

2.3.3.2 Historical Resources in Texas 
There are no NRHP-listed archaeological sites or structures on the Texas 

side of Lake Texoma.   
 

2.3.3.3 Texas Historical Markers 
There are five historical markers within USACE property. Two are located at 

the Preston Cemetery and commemorate the Holland Coffee Trading Post and 
Sophia Porter, a female pioneer who helped prevent a federal invasion of north 
Texas during the Civil War. The marker commemorating the Coffee Trading Post is 
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a 1936 granite centennial marker, which was probably moved to this location during 
construction of the lake.   
 

A marker commemorates the Fitzgerald Home in Grayson County. George 
Fitzgerald moved to Texas in 1857. He built a house in Grayson County in 1866 and 
eventually became the County Commissioner. His house was recorded as a 
Recorded Texas Historic Landmark (RTHL) in 1969. 
 

A marker commemorates the Denison Dam, completed in 1944. This is 
located along the FM 1310 and SH 191 overlook to the dam.   
 

A marker commemorating the town of Hagerman, which was submerged by 
the lake, is located in the Hagerman Wildlife Refuge near the visitor’s center. At its 
peak, the town had three churches, a three-teacher school, a cotton gin, post office, 
railroad depot and a number of businesses. 

 

2.3.4 Cemeteries 
Prior to the construction of the Denison Dam the USACE relocated 52 

cemeteries and thousands of graves before they were inundated by the lake. The 
majority of these graves were located in small family plots consisting of very few 
graves (often as few as one or two), although larger cemeteries associated with 
towns such as Powell or Isom Springs were also affected. There are currently 23 
known historic cemeteries still located around Lake Texoma. These include eight 
cemeteries on or adjacent to USACE property to which graves were relocated in 
1942, prior to impoundment of the lake. Other known cemeteries include those 
associated with family farmsteads, small communities, and Fort Washita. 

 

2.3.5 Current Demographic and Economic Trends and Analysis 
The zone of influence for the socio-economic analysis of Lake Texoma 

consists of 6 counties in both Texas and Oklahoma in the immediate vicinity of the 
reservoir. The counties which have the greatest socio-economic effects, or zone of 
influence, are Bryan, Johnston, Love, and Marshall Counties in the state of 
Oklahoma, and Cooke and Grayson Counties in the state of Texas. Available 
information indicates that an overwhelming majority of visitors to Lake Texoma come 
from within the zone of interest which takes in all or portions of counties lying within 
a 100-mile radius of the lake.  

 

2.3.6 Population Projection 
From 2013 to 2050, the population of the State of Texas is projected to 

increase at an annual rate of 1.2%, while the State of Oklahoma’s population is 
projected to increase at a rate of 0.7%. All counties in the six-county surrounding 
area are projected to have an annual growth rate of more than 0% but less than 1% 
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each.  Figure 2.3 illustrates the projected population growth within the six-county 
zone of influence. 

 
 

 
Figure 2.3 Six-County Population Projection 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Fact Finder (2014 Estimate);  Oklahoma Department 
of Commerce (Oklahoma 2050 Projections); Texas State Data Center, The University of Texas at 
San Antonio (Texas 2050 Projections) 
 

2.3.7 Population by Gender and Age 
The gender distribution for the population for Texas and Oklahoma is 

approximately 49.3% male and 50.7% female.  Age distribution for Texas and 
Oklahoma indicates that the majority of the population is between the ages of 25-54. 
This holds true for the zone of influence. Within the zone of influence there is a large 
percent of the population between the ages of 65-74. Figures 2.4 and 2.5 depict the 
age and gender distribution, respectively, within the six-county zone of influence. 
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Figure 2.4 Age Distribution of the Six-County Zone of Influence 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Fact Finder (2013 Estimate) 
 
 

Figure 2.5 Gender Distribution for the Six-County Zone of Influence 
   Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Fact Finder (2013 Estimate) 
 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Bryan Johnston Love Marshall Cooke Grayson

Six-County Population by Gender 2013

Male Female

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

<
5

5
 to

 9

1
0
 to

 1
4

1
5
 to

 1
9

2
0
 to

 2
4

2
5
 to

 3
4

3
5
 to

 4
4

4
5
 to

 5
4

5
5
 to

 5
9

6
0
 to

 6
4

6
5
 to

 7
4

7
5
 to

 8
4

8
5
 an

d
 o

v
er

Age Group

Adjacent Six-County Population by Age Group 2013

Bryan Johnston Love Marshall Cooke Grayson



Project Setting and Factors Influencing 
Management and Development  

2-41 Lake Texoma Master Plan 

 

2.3.8 Population by Race and Hispanic Origin 
The population in the six-county surrounding area is 76% White, 10% 

Hispanic, 5% two or more races, 4% Black, and 4% American Indian and Alaskan 
Native. These figures are displayed graphically in Figure 2.6. 

 
 

 
Figure 2.6 Adjacent Counties 2013 Population by Race/Hispanic Origin  

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Fact Finder (2013 Estimate) 
 
 

2.3.9 Education  
Figure 2.7 shows the population over 25 years of age by highest level of 

educational attainment for the six-county area of influence.  
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Figure 2.7 Six County Population Estimate by Highest Level of Educational Attainment, 
Population 25 Years of Age and Older 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Fact Finder (2013 Estimate) 
 

2.3.10 Employment 
The following section reflects the employment variable for the six-county zone 

of influence. Table 2.14 provides the unemployment statistics for the zone of 
influence.  
 
Table 2.14 Six-County Labor Force, Employment and Unemployment Rates, 2013 Annual 
Average 

Geographical 
Area 

Civilian Labor 
Force 

Number 
Employed 

Number 
Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Bryan 20,073 18,295 1,778 8.90% 
Johnston 4,297 3,938 359 8.40% 
Love 4,227 4,079 148 3.50% 
Marshall 6,806 6,192 614 9.00% 
Cooke 19,495 17,728 1,767 9.10% 
Grayson 58,286 52,673 5,613 9.60% 
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2.3.11 Households, Income and Poverty 
 This section provides an overview of household size, income and poverty 
level within the zone of influence.  Table 2.15 lists number of households and size of 
households. 
 
 
 Table 2.15 Six-County Zone of Influence Households and Household Size 2013 

Geographic Area     Total 
households 

      Average 
household size 

Bryan 16,838 2.45 
Johnston 4,312 2.47 
Love 3,713 2.51 
Marshall 6,338 2.45 
Cooke 14,513 2.60 
Grayson 46,905 2.53 

 
 

Table 2.16 show the median household and per capita income for each state 
and for the six county zone of influence. The median household income is lower in 
each of the six surrounding counties than the median household income of their 
respective states. This trend is the same when comparing per capita income of the 
six surrounding counties to their respective states.    
 
 
 Table 2.16 Six-County Zone of Influence Median and Per Capita Income 

Geographical Area 
Median 

Household 
Income ($) 

Per Capita Income 
($) 

Bryan 38,897 20,524 
Johnston 36,192 19,967 
Love 43,260 19,910 
Marshall 37,319 19,583 
Cooke 50,067 25,186 
Grayson 46,429 24,003 

 
 

Focusing on the surrounding six counties only, the percentage of persons 
below the poverty level ranges from 14.8% in Cooke County in Texas to 22.1% in 
Johnston County. Table 2.17 provides a graphic representation of the percentage of 
persons living below the poverty level. 
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Table 2.17 Six County Zone of Influence Percent of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is below the Poverty Level (2013) 

Geographical Area All Persons All Families 
Bryan 18.40% 13.70% 
Johnston 22.10% 20.30% 
Love 16.60% 13.50% 
Marshall 17.30% 12.40% 
Cooke 14.80% 11.80% 
Grayson 15.70% 11.70% 

 
 

2.4 RECREATION FACILITIES, ACTIVITIES, NEEDS AND TRENDS 
Lake Texoma is, without question, a regionally important outdoor recreation 

resource.  Using information provided in the 2012 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(TORP), the 2012 Oklahoma Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCORP), and USACE visitation and other recreation data from OMBIL, the 
following factors have given Lake Texoma an unparalleled prominence as a place 
relied upon by many citizens for their outdoor recreation needs: 

 
 Location within one hour of nearly 8 million people in the Dallas-Fort Worth 

Metroplex 
 A population of approximately 250,000 in the six counties that adjoin the lake 
 Desirable shorelines that provide sandy beaches and scenic, natural 

shorelines featuring steep bluffs and an expanse of land dominated by Cross 
Timbers Woodlands 

 Large public land base exceeding 100,000 acres of land and 74,686 acres of 
water surface. 

 Location on the border of two states where the extent of available public 
recreation lands make up only 2.5% and 4.8% of all lands in Texas and 
Oklahoma respectively  

 A robust fishery offering world-class striper fishing as well as other excellent 
fishing opportunities for catfish, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, sand 
(white) bass and crappie (a social media poll conducted in 2015 by 
Bassmasters magazine listed Lake Texoma in the top 100 “Best Bass Lakes” 
in the nation) 

 Two National Wildlife Refuges 
 Four Wildlife Management Units managed by ODWC 
 Two State Parks…one in each state 

 

2.4.1 Zone of Interest  
 The visitation market area, or zone of interest, is the area from which the 
majority of visitors to the lake originate. This zone is the area within a 100-mile 
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radius of Lake Texoma.  Although the zone of interest likely accounts for 95+ 
percent of total visitation, the majority of the total is known to originate within a 
radius of approximately 60-70 miles, and fully half of the visitation originates within 
the six counties that adjoin USACE land at Lake Texoma.   
 

2.4.2 Visitation Profile 
Lake Texoma visitors are a diverse group that include campers, full time and 

part time residents of the immediate area, hunters, fishermen, trail users, and day 
users who picnic, hike, swim, boat, observe wildlife, and sightsee.  The peak 
visitation months are April through September, with July typically being the highest 
visitation month. Nationwide, Lake Texoma typically has the highest annual visitation 
of all USACE lake projects. At Lake Texoma, USACE maintains traffic counters at 
approximately 80 locations where the majority of visitation occurs. These locations 
generally include developed park areas, minor access points, marina/resort 
concession sites, and sites leased to non-profit organizations.  

 
Table 2.18 provides visitation totals for Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 for the major 

public park areas and the marina/resort areas. The fiscal year period runs from 
October through September.    
 
Table 2.18 Fiscal Year 2012 Visitation by Major Public Use Areas and Marina Resort Sites 

AREA NAME  MANAGING 
ENTITY AREA TYPE COUNT 

Alberta Creek Resort  Inc. Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 75,851 

Big Mineral Camp Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 36,610 

Bridgeview Camp Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 56,258 

Buncombe Creek Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 15,553 

Buncombe Creek Resort Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 121,661 

Burns Run East Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 129,542 

Burns Run West Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 131,388 

Butcher Pen Corps of 
Engineers Water Access Point 13,331 

Caney Creek Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 18,918 

Cedar Bayou Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 30,351 

Cedar Mills Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 101,920 

Damsite Oklahoma Corps of 
Engineers Day Use Area 58,680 
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AREA NAME  MANAGING 
ENTITY AREA TYPE COUNT 

Damsite Texas Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 77,360 

Eisenhower State Park State Agency Marina and/or 
Resort 74,928 

Flowing Wells Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 27,742 

Grandpappy Point Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 124,481 

Hickory Creek Marina Corps of 
Engineers Water Access Point 6,559 

Highport Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 457,463 

Johnson Creek Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 39,861 

Juniper Point Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 62,137 

Lakeside Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 69,493 

Lebanon Resort Local Gov’t 
Agency Multipurpose Area 44,515 

Little Glasses Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 32,447 

Little Mineral Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 61,610 

Mill Creek Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 46,484 

Newberry Creek Resort & Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 42,355 

Paradise Cove Resort Concessionaire Multipurpose Area 5,034 

Pennington Creek Local Gov’t 
Agency Multipurpose Area 108,668 

Platter Flats Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 22,067 

Preston Bend Recreation Area Corps of 
Engineers Multipurpose Area 62,125 

Rock Creek Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 7,219 

Soldier Creek Marina Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 61,646 

Texoma Marina & Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 37,237 

Texoma Shores Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 10,666 

Walnut Creek Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 31,942 

Willow Springs Resort Concessionaire Marina and/or 
Resort 79,538 

Total   2,396,872 
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Table 2.19 provides annual visitation figures for the years 2000 thru 2012. 
More recent data is unavailable as a result of a nationwide revision of the 
procedures for collecting and reporting visitation data. 
 
   Table 2.19 Annual Visitation for Lake Texoma 

Year Visitation 
2000 5,953,337 
2001 6,057,459 
2002 6,238,260 
2003 5,635,690 
2004 5,534,248 
2005 6,147,992 
2006 5,927,558 
2007 6,704,279 
2008 6,348,382 
2009 6,358,036 
2010 6,087,949 
2011 5,241,582 
2012 4,406,512 
2013 * 
2014 * 
2015 * 
Annual Average 5,895,483 

* Numbers not currently available  
 
 
There were 11,273 and 11,436 camping permits issued for USACE 

campgrounds during the peak recreation season, (May to September), through the 
National Recreation Reservation System (NRRS) in Fiscal Years (FY) 2012 and 
2013, respectively. These figures only account for campsite reservations made 
through the NRRS and do not reflect the total amount of camping activity that 
occurred.  A considerable number of campers arrive without reservations and are 
allowed to occupy sites that have not been reserved. Additionally, no reservations 
are required at numerous park areas during the “off” season of October through 
April.  

 
Fiscal years 2012 and 2013 were selected for the reporting of NRRS numbers 

because they are the most recent years when lake conditions were conducive to 
recreation activities. In 2014, lake levels dropped to approximately 608.0 NGVD 
causing many boat ramps to be closed for extended periods, and in 2015, flooding 
conditions persisted for the entire peak recreation season. During FY 2012 and 
2013, the overwhelming majority of campsite reservations were made from two 
states, Texas and Oklahoma, with a combined percent of all reservations of 97% in 
2012 and 97% in 2013.  The percentage of reservations from Texas led all states at 
59% in 2012 and 60% in 2013, with Oklahoma recording 38% in 2012 and 36% in 
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2013 making reservations at USACE campgrounds. A summary of where the Texas 
and Oklahoma reservations are originating from by county is provided in Table 2.20 
and Table 2.21. The top ten counties in Texas-issued permits in USACE 
campgrounds account for 86% in 2012 and 86% in 2013 of all the Texas 
reservations with Grayson County having the highest number of reservations. The 
top ten counties in Oklahoma accounted for 79% in 2012 and 77% in 2013 of all the 
Oklahoma reservations with Bryan County having the highest number of 
reservations.  

 
Table 2.20 Top Ten Counties in Texas from 2012 and 2013 issued permits for USACE 
campgrounds  

2012 2013 

County Reservations 
Percentage 
of Total County Reservations 

Percentage 
of Total 

Grayson 2,650 40% Grayson 2,538 37% 
Collin 996 15% Collin 1,031 15% 
Dallas 528 8% Dallas 552 8% 
Cooke 375 6% Cooke 471 7% 
Tarrant 363 5% Denton 444 6% 
Denton 346 5% Tarrant 344 5% 
Fannin 247 4% Fannin 290 4% 
Wichita 89 1% Wichita 112 2% 
Hunt 85 1% Hunt 99 1% 
Montague 78 1% Montague 81 1% 
TOTAL 5,757 86% TOTAL      5,962  86% 

Source: Visitor Demographic Reports, NRRS 
 

Table 2.21 Top Ten Counties in Oklahoma from 2012 and 2013 issued permits for USACE 
campgrounds  

2012 2013 

County Reservations 
Percentage 
of Total County Reservations 

Percentage 
of Total 

Bryan 1,858 44% Bryan 1,792 43% 
Oklahoma 309 7% Oklahoma 270 6% 
Marshall 237 6% Marshall 221 5% 
Cleveland 219 5% Cleveland 204 5% 
Carter 156 4% Carter 172 4% 
Pontotoc 134 3% Stephens 131 3% 
Grady 110 3% McClain 110 3% 
Johnston 109 3% Pontotoc 104 2% 
Stephens 108 3% Garvin 99 2% 
Garvin 103 2% Canadian 98 2% 
TOTAL 3,343 79 % TOTAL 3,201 77% 

Source: Visitor Demographic Reports, NRRS 
 
 



Project Setting and Factors Influencing 
Management and Development  

2-49 Lake Texoma Master Plan 

 

2.4.3 Recreation Areas and Facilities 

Recreation areas and facilities are provided by Federal and State agencies, 
one municipality, and numerous concessionaires and non-profit organizations.  The 
following tables provide a listing of areas as well as a general summary of the 
primary facilities provided. Table 2.22 lists each of the developed public use parks 
operated by USACE, TPWD, OTRD, and the City of Tishomingo.  Table 2.23 lists 
the facilities provided in developed public use parks by managing entity. 

 

Table 2.22 Developed Public Parks at Lake Texoma 

Public Use Areas (Parks)  ACRES 
Type of 

Use Operator 
Texas Recreation Areas       
Dam Site (TX and OK)  176 Mixed USACE 
Eisenhower State Park 448 Mixed TPWD 
Preston Bend Recreation Area 64 Camping USACE 
Juniper Point East and West 415 Camping USACE 
Oklahoma Recreation Areas       
Lake Texoma State Park 930 Mixed OTRD 

Pennington Creek Recreation Area 281 
Mixed 

City of 
Tishomingo 

Burns Run Recreation Area, East and 
West 

948 
Mixed USACE 

Platter Flats Recreation Area 237 Camping USACE 
Lakeside Recreation Area 339 Camping USACE 
Johnson Creek Recreation Area 69 Camping USACE 
Caney Creek Recreation Area 244 Camping USACE 
Buncombe Creek Recreation Area 204 Camping USACE 
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Table 2.23 Summary of Facilities Provided in Public Parks by Managing Entity 
Operator Campsites Group 

Pavilions 
Boat 

Ramps 
Picnic 
Sites 

Restrooms Trails 
(miles) 

USACE Electric ……. 614 
Nonelectric …. 43 

Day Use…13 
Camp……..1 21 48 57 Hike….40 

Horse...24 

TPWD Electric………169 
Nonelectric…...59 

Day Use…..0 
Camp……..1 2 37 8 Hike…..13 

ATV……3 

OTRD Electric………243 
Nonelectric….250 

Day Use…..6 
Camp……...0 6 200 6 Hike……5 

USFWS Nonelectric…...18 0 4 0 3 Hike ….13 
City of 
Tishoming
o 

Nonelectric…..19 Day Use…..2 0 4 0 0 

 

2.4.4 Commercial Concession Leases 
 USACE directly leases 21 areas to commercial marina and resort operators 
for the purpose of providing recreational concession services and facilities to the 
general public. Two additional commercial concessions operate as subleases within 
the two state parks.  Collectively, these leases occupy 3,884 acres of USACE land. 
USACE regulations require these lessees to provide essential services such as wet 
and dry boat storage, fishing barges, boat rentals, boat repair, fuel, cabins, 
campsites, restaurants, and general merchandise.  Table 2.24 lists the commercial 
concession leases at Lake Texoma.   
 
 

Table 2.24 Commercial Concession Leases  Acres  
TEXAS                                                                                       ACRES 
Grandpappy Point Marina 190  
Lighthouse Marina and Island View Park 89  
Little Mineral Resort and Marina 42  
Highport Resort and Marina  381  
Mill Creek Resort and Marina   102  
Paradise Cove Resort 182 
Flowing Wells Resort and Marina   283  
Big Mineral Recreation Area and Resort  156  
Walnut Creek Resort and Marina 60  
Cedar Mills Resort and Marina  313  
Cedar Bayou Resort and Marina  104  
Rock Creek Resort and Marina   137  
Texoma Marina and Resort  138  
Eisenhower Yacht Club (sublease Eisenhower State 
Park) 170 
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OKLAHOMA ACRES 
Willow Springs Resort and Marina   200  
Newberry Creek Resort and Marina 159  
Texoma Shores RV Resort 117  
Bridgeview Resort and Marina 170  
Little Glasses Resort and Marina 344  
Alberta Creek Resort and Marina 242  
Marina Del Rey 172  
Buncombe Creek Resort and Marina 43  
Catfish Bay (sublease Lake Texoma State Park) 90 

TOTAL 3,884 
 

2.4.5 Quasi-Public Use Areas  
 USACE has leased 2,758 acres to 22 non-profit organizations for recreational 
purposes. USACE regulations refer to these areas as quasi-public use areas. The 
purpose of such areas is to provide recreation opportunities to the public that are not 
otherwise available within public use areas. Generally, each of these lessees 
provide recreation facilities to the general public on a reservation basis, but are 
allowed to periodically reserve the leased premises for the exclusive use of their 
respective non-profit organization. Many of the quasi-public use area leases at Lake 
Texoma were granted in the 1950’s and 60’s. Recent USACE policy on recreation-
related leases places restrictions on the type of recreation development allowed on 
these leases that is not included in a previously approved development plan. Refer 
to Chapter 4 for additional information on quasi-public use areas. The quasi-public 
areas under lease at Lake Texoma are listed in Table 2.25.  
 
Table 2.25 Quasi-Public Leases 

NAME ACRES 
Archdiocese of Oklahoma – Onapa Catholic Camp 102  
Austin College  33  
Texoma Baptist Resort Ministries - Sunset Camp  145  
Campfire USA – Camp Rio Roxo 123  
Circle Ten Council BSA (Camp James Ray) 576  
Episcopal Church - All Saints Camp/Conference Center  511  
Girl Scouts of Northeast Texas - Camp Rocky Point 56  
Girl Scouts of Northeast Texas (Camp Kadohadacho) 169 
God is Good Ministries 129  
Grayson Baptist Association 26  
Methodist Church Dallas 65  
Straight Arrow Camps, Inc. 53  
Sundance Camp, Inc. 64  
Lake Texoma Baptist Youth Camp and Conference Center 41  
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2.4.6 Private Recreation Leases  

USACE leases approximately 619.7 acres to 14 private organizations for 
recreational purposes.  The organizations holding these leases include private clubs, 
yacht clubs, and non-profit organizations operating as private clubs.  The private 
recreation leases at Lake Texoma were granted in the 1950’s and 60’s.  New private 
recreation leases are not granted at Lake Texoma as explained in Chapter 4.  
Existing private leases at Lake Texoma are listed in Table 2.26. 

 
Table 2.26 Private Recreation Leases 

CLUB SITES ACRES 
Bryant Boat Club 1.5 
Camp Sandy Point, Inc.  13 
Cedar Point Club  38 
Colbert Boat Club 33 
Denison Elks Lodge No. 238 6 
Gainesville Boat club      14 
Lakeview Lodge 4 
Lukehaven Recreation Club  5 
Mineral Bay Private Club 13 
Robert Lommen Caney Creek Cottage Site 1.2 
Sheppard Air Force Base Recreation Annex 348 
The American Legion Post 231 18 
The Dallas Texins Association 43 
VFW Post 7873 82 

TOTAL 619.7 

 

 

NAME ACRES 
Texoma Baptist Resort Ministries – The Helm 51 
Texoma Christian Camp 7  
Texoma Youth Camp 58  
Thousand Trails, Inc. 97  
United Methodist Church Prothro Center 70  
United Methodist Church – North Texas Conference 35 
United Methodist Crosspoint Camp 175  
Victory Life Camp – Wilafa Woods 172 

TOTAL 2,758  
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 Collectively, the commercial concession and non-profit lease areas provide a 
substantial number of recreation facilities and opportunities. The great majority of 
these facilities are provided by the commercial concession leases with a minor 
component provided by the non-profit organizations. Table 2.27 lists the recreation 
facilities collectively provided by commercial concessions and non-profit 
organizations at Lake Texoma.  The minor percentage of these facilities that is 
owned by non-profit organizations may be partly or wholly unavailable for general 
public use.  

 

Table 2.27 Summary of Facilities Provided by Commercial Concessions and Non-profit 
Organizations* 
Campsites Picnic 

Sites 
Boat 

Ramps 
Cabins Wet 

Slips 
Grocery 

Store 
Restaurants 

Electric…699 

Non-elec...372 

83 57 375 5,727 14 10 

* The majority of the facilities shown are provided by commercial concessions 
 

2.4.7 Recreation Analysis – Needs  
Lake Texoma receives approximately six million visits each year which 

translates into approximately 90 million hours of visitor use. Based on visitor use 
survey data applicable to Lake Texoma, the most popular recreation activity 
participation percentage rates are as follows: Fishing (the most popular) 28%; 
Sightseeing 21%; Boating 14%; Swimming 10%; Camping 8%; Picnicking 7%; 
Waterskiing 3.5%; Hunting 1%; and other activities 7.5%. While these percentages 
document historical use patterns, USACE acknowledges that these percentages are 
based on results of comprehensive visitor surveys and related load factors dating to 
the 1980’s and 90’s. For approximately the past two years, USACE has been 
revising its visitation estimation procedures. The new approach will estimate day use 
visitation using new load factors determined from 101 surveys conducted at 36 lakes 
in six USACE Districts during 2012 and 2013.  Camping visitation will be estimated 
by utilizing actual campsite reservation transactions made through the NRRS. This 
nationwide revision effort disclosed that the new day use load factors (primarily the 
number of occupants in a vehicle with an average of 2.3 persons per vehicle) has 
not varied substantially from the earlier load factors.  Camping visitation, however 
will vary considerably from past visitation figures at some locations.  Using NRRS 
transaction data to estimate camping visitation has resulted in a more accurate 
count of actual campers compared to the earlier method of using traffic meter counts 
and load factors.  The end result has been a significant drop in camper numbers at 
many USACE campgrounds, the exception being most lakes within the USACE 
Southwestern Division, including Lake Texoma, where the new methodology is 
resulting in camping visitation numbers very similar to the numbers reported in the 
past up through 2012.   
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Camping related visitation at Lake Texoma remains comparatively very 

strong.  For example, the number of campsite reservations made during FY 2014 in 
Burns Run Park, the most popular camping area at the lake, is in the top five most 
visited campgrounds out of approximately 210 campgrounds operated by USACE in 
the Southwestern Division, which includes most USACE lakes in Texas, Oklahoma, 
Kansas and Arkansas.  Nationally, the campsite visitation in Burns Run Park ranks 
in the top 10 percent of the approximate 360 USACE campgrounds participating in 
the NRRS. 

 
For the purpose of analyzing developing recreation trends at Lake Texoma, it 

is assumed that historic use patterns will persist to a large degree for the 
foreseeable future.  To better validate developing recreation trends, the 2012 
information provided in the SCORP and TORP was used extensively in preparing 
recreation management objectives, making adjustments to land classifications, and 
in preparing conceptual management plans for each land classification.  
 

The TORP was developed using results from web surveys to garner public 
input on the outdoor recreational needs of Texans. The surveys resulted in more 
than 4,000 public comments. Additionally, TPWD utilized the results from a Hispanic 
Focus Group for State Parks as well as survey results from the 2009 National 
Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) conducted by the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS).  

 
The SCORP was also referred to extensively in preparing the Plan. 

Preparation of the SCORP included two statewide surveys of cities and towns in 
Oklahoma and two Recreation Rallies, one in Tulsa and one in Oklahoma City, that 
were open to members of the public and representatives of public and private 
recreation service providers.  The SCORP also summarized the results of a survey 
conducted by USACE in 2010 to garner public input on public preferences for lake 
usage and development in Oklahoma.  The USACE survey was required by Section 
3134 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2007 which established what is 
referred to as the Oklahoma Lakes Demonstration Program. In addition, the SCORP 
assessed public preferences through cited research pertinent to the recreation 
needs and issues of the people of Oklahoma and those who visit the state for 
recreational experiences. 
 
 Both the TORP and SCORP utilized data from the 2012 National Survey on 
Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) conducted by the U.S. Forest Service. In 
addition to general information provided by the TORP and SCORP, outdoor 
recreation needs at Lake Texoma were identified from three sources including:  
 

 Written comments received following public information meetings held on 22 
and 23 June 2015. A summary of comments received and the Government 
response is provided in Appendix E 
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 Written comments provided by campers in USACE parks for the period 2013 -
2014 via the USACE- administered Comment Card program.  A summary of 
customer satisfaction comments received is provided below in Table 2.28. 
 

 Summary results from recreation surveys conducted by USACE Tulsa District 
to implement provisions of Section 3134 of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2007, Oklahoma Lakes Demonstration Program.  The 
most applicable summary results were published in the 2012 Oklahoma 
SCORP and are provided below in Table 2.29.  It must be recognized that 
these results are a summarization of comments received from across the 
state of Oklahoma and are not necessarily directly related to Lake Texoma.    

 
Table 2.28 Summary Results of Customer Satisfaction Compiled from Comment Cards 
Received at Lake Texoma during 2013-2014 

FROM 
CAMPERS 
Customer 

Satisfaction 
Item 

 

No. of 
Visitor 

Responses 

Response Distribution (Percent) 
Mean 

Response 
(1-5 Scale) 

Very 
Good 

(5) 
Good 

(4) 

Neither 
Good 

Nor Poor 
(3) 

Poor 
(2) 

Very 
Poor 
(1) 

Total 

152 total submitted comment cards – 2013-2014 

Facilities: 

Suitability of park 
facilities for my 
recreational 
equipment and 
activities 

148 61% 33% 5% 0% 0% 100% 4.6 

Restroom 
cleanliness and 
availability of 
conveniences 

122 36% 43% 13% 5% 2% 100% 4.1 

Appearance of park 
grounds 151 58% 37% 3% 1% 1% 100% 4.5 

Adequacy of signs 
providing directions 
and information 

150 39% 53% 5% 2% 1% 100% 4.3 

Parking space 
availability during 
my visit 

144 39% 49% 11% 1% 1% 100% 4.2 

Condition of roads 
and parking areas 
in the park 

151 40% 42% 6% 5% 7% 100% 4.0 

Employees: 

Availability of park 
rangers and staff 148 55% 38% 6% 1% 1% 100% 4.5 
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FROM 
CAMPERS 
Customer 

Satisfaction 
Item 

 

No. of 
Visitor 

Responses 

Response Distribution (Percent) 
Mean 

Response 
(1-5 Scale) 

Very 
Good 

(5) 
Good 

(4) 

Neither 
Good 

Nor Poor 
(3) 

Poor 
(2) 

Very 
Poor 
(1) 

Total 

Helpfulness of park 
rangers and staff 124 60% 30% 9% 1% 1% 100% 4.5 

Environmental Setting: 

Attractiveness of 
surrounding 
scenery and 
landscape 

149 65% 31% 3% 1% 0% 100% 4.6 

Quality of land and 
water resources for 
my activities 

149 65% 32% 3% 1% 0% 100% 4.6 

Overall: 

Waiting times 
needed to access 
park facilities and 
services 

146 49% 49% 1% 0% 0% 100% 4.5 

Feeling of safety 
and security in the 
park 

148 70% 28% 2% 0% 0% 100% 4.7 

Value received for 
any visitor fees 
paid 

4 75% 25% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.8 

Overall satisfaction 
with my visit to this 
area 

150 77% 21% 1% 0% 0% 100% 4.8 

 
 

FROM DAY 
USERS 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

Item 
 

No. of 
Visitor 

Responses 

Response Distribution (Percent) 
Mean 

Response 
(1-5 

Scale) 

Very 
Good 

(5) 
Good 

(4) 

Neither 
Good 
Nor 

Poor (3) 

Poor 
(2) 

Very 
Poor 
(1) 

Total 

132 total submitted comment cards – 2013-2014 

Facilities: 

Suitability of park 
facilities for my 
recreational 

125 49% 46% 5% 0% 1% 100% 4.4 
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FROM DAY 
USERS 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

Item 
 

No. of 
Visitor 

Responses 

Response Distribution (Percent) 
Mean 

Response 
(1-5 

Scale) 

Very 
Good 

(5) 
Good 

(4) 

Neither 
Good 
Nor 

Poor (3) 

Poor 
(2) 

Very 
Poor 
(1) 

Total 

equipment and 
activities 

Restroom 
cleanliness and 
availability of 
conveniences 

103 38% 40% 13% 6% 4% 100% 4.0 

Appearance of 
park grounds 120 49% 38% 11% 2% 0% 100% 4.4 

Adequacy of 
signs providing 
directions and 
information 

128 42% 49% 4% 2% 2% 100% 4.3 

Parking space 
availability during 
my visit 

129 45% 48% 5% 2% 0% 100% 4.4 

Condition of 
roads and 
parking areas in 
the park 

130 41% 44% 8% 6% 2% 100% 4.2 

Employees: 

Availability of 
park rangers and 
staff 

127 50% 22% 13% 6% 9% 100% 4.0 

Helpfulness of 
park rangers and 
staff 

119 55% 22% 17% 1% 6% 100% 4.2 

Environmental Setting: 

Attractiveness of 
surrounding 
scenery and 
landscape 

128 66% 28% 5% 1% 0% 100% 4.6 

Quality of land 
and water 
resources for my 
activities 

126 63% 31% 5% 1% 0% 100% 4.6 

Waiting times 
needed to 
access park 

113 54% 40% 5% 0% 1% 100% 4.5 
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FROM DAY 
USERS 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

Item 
 

No. of 
Visitor 

Responses 

Response Distribution (Percent) 
Mean 

Response 
(1-5 

Scale) 

Very 
Good 

(5) 
Good 

(4) 

Neither 
Good 
Nor 

Poor (3) 

Poor 
(2) 

Very 
Poor 
(1) 

Total 

facilities and 
services 

Feeling of safety 
and security in 
the park 

129 66% 29% 2% 3% 1% 100% 4.6 

Value received 
for any visitor 
fees paid 

0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.0 

Overall 
satisfaction with 
my visit to this 
area 

130 72% 26% 1% 0% 1% 100% 4.7 

 
 
Table 2.29 List of Findings from USACE Recreation Survey Pursuant to Oklahoma Lakes 
Demonstration Program as published in the 2012 Oklahoma SCORP 

• 456 individuals responded to (1) receipt of invitations at a USACE lake in Oklahoma, or 
(2) a newspaper, radio, or television announcement. 
 
• 416 responses were complete and usable for analysis. Other respondents chose to 
answer a limited number of questions (while leaving many others incomplete) or failed to 
limit their responses to a single lake. 
 
• The sample on which this analysis is based was (1) better educated than the adult 
population in Oklahoma, (2) over-representative of the older adult population and under-
representative of the adult population ages 18 – 25, (3) predominantly white and non-
Hispanic, although the respondents did include minority voices, and (4) representative of 
the adult population of males and females. 
 
• People have favorite lakes and favorite locations on those lakes. Knowledgeable lake 
visitors also avoid specific areas on their favorite lakes and have good, personal reasons 
for avoiding those locations. 
 
• Personal preference for specific lakes and locations is motivated by aesthetic 
appearance of the property, quiet experience, safety and security of the property, friendly 
staff, special events, and tradition. Respondents rarely mentioned commercial 
development or private support services as motivators for preference of a recreation 
location. 
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• People desire public access locations, campgrounds, and public day use recreation 
sites at USACE lakes. They do not desire or support private development to the same 
extent as they do public development. 
 
• Respondents want more development and more day use at Lake Eufaula and Lake 
Texoma. By contrast, respondents do not want more development at Birch Lake and 
Canton Lake – except as restoration of dated or damaged facilities. 
 
• One-half of the respondents believe present facilities at USACE lakes are inadequate. 
The structured survey responses revealed desires for changes related to physical 
aspects of USACE lakes, while the open ended responses revealed desires for changes 
related to policies. 
 
• The changes related to facilities desired by respondents were by level of importance 
from most important: (1) hiking trails, (2) swim beaches, (3) bike trails, (4) playgrounds, 
(5) campgrounds, (6) equestrian trails and canoe trails 
 
• Crowding at these lakes is neither perceived nor an issue as related to number and 
location of docks, number of people, number of boats, or presence of structures 
. 
• Respondents desire more parking, improved access roads, increased law enforcement, 
and retention of fee revenue at the lakes of origin. 
 

 

2.4.8 Recreation Analysis – Trends 
The outdoor recreation trends reported in the TORP and SCORP are very 

similar.  Tables 2.30 through 2.33 and Figure 2.8 were duplicated from the TORP 
and are provided to illustrate general trends in outdoor recreation.  Some of the 
information in the TORP was extracted directly from the NSRE and reports 
generated by the USFWS.   
 

Table 2.30 Top Five Recreation Facilities Needed by Texas Citizens – TORP 2012 

Top 5 Facilities Needed Now In Local Parks by Texas Citizens 

Unpaved trails for walking and hiking 43.6% 
Natural park area/open space 31.8% 
Mountain bike trails 31.4% 
Paved trails for walking, hiking, biking, skating 30.1% 
Wildlife/nature observation sites 27.8% 
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Table 2.31 Percent of Population Participating in Recreational Boating in the U.S. 
Percent of Population Participating in 

Recreational Boating in the U.S. 
 1982-1983 1994-1995 1999-2001 2005-2009 

Boating 28.0% 37.8% 36.3% 35.6% 
Canoeing/Kayaking 8.0% 9.5% 11.5% 12.4% 

Source: (Cordell & Green, National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, Texas Reports 
1994-95, 2000-01 and 2006-09, 2009; TORP – 2012) 

 
Table 2.32 Participation in Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife Watching in Texas.  

Participation in Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife Watching in Texas 
(Residents and Non-Residents, 16 years and older) 

Texas Fishing Hunting Wildlife 
Watching 

Total Participants 
(Fishing + Hunting + Wildlife 

Watching) 
1996 Survey 2.5 million 829 thousand 3.6 million 4.7 million 
2001 Survey 2.4 million 1.2 million 3.2 million 4.9 million 
2006 Survey 2.5 million 1.1 million 4.2 million 6.0 million 

Source: 1996, 2001, 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation for 
Texas, USFWS; TORP 2012 
 
 

 
Figure 2.8 Participation Rates of Texas Residents (2006-2009) versus U.S. Residents 
(2005-2009) in the Top 10 Outdoor Recreation Activities  
Source: NSRE; TORP 2012 
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Table 2.33 Comparison of Participation Rates of White/Non-Hispanics versus Hispanics in 
the Top 10 Outdoor Recreation Activities in Texas 

Comparison of Top 10 Outdoor Recreation Activities, White/Non- 
Hispanics and Hispanics in Texas, 2006-2009 

 % Texans Participating 
2006-2009 

 

White/Non-Hispanics Hispanics 

Walking for Pleasure 81.1% 83.4%  
Family Gatherings 66.6% 75.8%  
Gardening or Landscaping 66.3% 76.3%  
Attend Outdoor Sports Events Outdoors 57.3% 68.4%  
View/Photograph Natural Scenery 63.3% 57.2%  
Visit Outdoor Nature Centers 49.8% 58.4%  
View/Photograph Wildflowers 59.3% 49.0%  
Sightseeing 54.1% 49.6%  
Driving for Pleasure 53.6% 49.4%  
Picnicking 43.4% 47.7%  

 

2.4.9 Summary Discussion – Needs and Trends 
The customer satisfaction results documented in Table 2.28 show that 98 

percent of both campers and day users in USACE-managed parks at Lake Texoma 
expressed an overall satisfaction of “Very good” or “Good”.  Minor adjustments are 
needed in all areas to improve the cleanliness of restrooms, condition of roads and 
availability of staff.  This documented satisfaction rate is in contrast to the 
information presented in Table 2.29 where one-half of respondents considered 
facilities at USACE lakes (across Oklahoma) to be inadequate. Since Table 2.29 

also documents that the top five facilities needing changes are, in order of 
importance, (1) hiking trails, (2) swim beaches, (3) bike trails, (4) playgrounds, (5) 
campgrounds, it is probable that these facilities are more available and of higher 
quality at Lake Texoma than the majority of USACE lakes in Oklahoma.   
 

For many years the recreational management efforts at USACE operational 
reservoirs, including Lake Texoma, have been focused on improving the security, 
convenience and desirability of public use areas that serve overnight campers and 
day users (picnickers and swimmers).  This effort has resulted in a slow but planned 
consolidation of campgrounds into fewer but larger areas that are more efficient to 
operate. Controlled park entrance stations are now in place at most campgrounds 
and the basic campsite can now accommodate large recreational vehicles on level 
parking pads. Most campsites have water and electric hookups and a few have 
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sewer hookups. Restrooms with showers are common, and in campgrounds that are 
open year round, some restrooms are heated.  

 
Across the nation, including Lake Texoma, USACE has a reputation of having 

some of the finest waterfront campgrounds.  From 1 October 2013 thru 30 
September 2014, the nationwide utilization rate of USACE campsites was 29.08%.  
In other words, the campsites were used 29.08% of the total number of days the 
campsites were available for use. At Lake Texoma, the overall utilization rate was 
31.32% with a low rate of 18.53% at Buncombe Creek and a high of 57.53% at East 
Burns Run (one of the highest in the nation). In general terms, USACE at Lake 
Texoma is focused on maintaining and improving existing campgrounds, with limited 
plans for expansion of campgrounds.   

 
 Given the outdoor recreation trends information presented in Tables 2.30 

through 2.33 and Figure 2.8, it is evident that future recreation development at Lake 
Texoma should rightfully focus less on campgrounds and more on providing 
increased trail opportunities (of all kinds), more facilities for family and group 
gatherings, and more wildlife and nature-related viewing opportunities.  USACE 
should also place a high priority on the protection and retention of large, 
undeveloped parcels of public land.  Doing so responds to outdoor recreation needs 
expressed in both the TORP and SCORP as well as the TCAP and OCWCS. These 
large expanses of natural habitat on public land are held in high regard by the 
citizens throughout the zone of interest for Lake Texoma.  This Plan responds to 
these needs through revised land classifications, new management objectives and 
conceptual management plans for each land classification.   

 

2.4.10 Recreation Carrying Capacity 
 Carrying capacity of outdoor recreation areas is a function of visitor 
expectations for a given area and activity, visitor safety, and the physical capacity of 
the land and facilities to withstand a given level of use without causing irreparable 
damage to natural resources. Expressed visitor satisfaction with USACE public use 
areas (see Table 2.28) indicates that management efforts are providing areas and 
facilities that meet expectations and maintain visitor safety without sacrificing natural 
resources.  Additionally, the survey results summarized in Table 2.29 indicate that, 
statewide, citizens of Oklahoma do not perceive or consider crowding in terms of 
number of people, docks, boats, or structures to be a concern.  Nonetheless, 
USACE must remain vigilant on the level of overall public use to ensure that overuse 
or crowding to the point of creating unsafe conditions or conditions harmful to natural 
resources does not occur. Balancing the level of use with protection of resources 
and visitor safety often requires compromise.  An example of this balancing act 
would be visitor demand for more parking space at a boat ramp in a sector of the 
lake that may already be excessively congested with boat traffic.    
 
 The only carrying capacity study that USACE has completed at Lake Texoma 
was a 2009 study conducted in association with the Environmental Impact 
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Statement (EIS) for the 635-acre land conveyance to the City of Denison.  This 
study, conducted during the 2009 peak recreation season was entitled “Lake 
Texoma Water–Based Recreation Inventory and Assessment Report”.  Field work 
for this study involved a cursory observation of public use at beaches, boat ramps, 
and fishing piers as well as an aerial count of boats on the water surface on two 
holiday and one non-holiday weekend.  While this study was not intended to be a 
comprehensive water-related recreation carrying capacity study, it did provide the 
following useful conclusions:   
 
 In general, the public use of managed swimming beaches, fishing piers and 

boat ramps does not exceed capacity with the exception of a few locations for 
short periods. 

 “Pocket beaches” (natural sandy beaches) in the Little Mineral arm of the lake 
are heavily used.  Use during peak periods (defined as every weekend and 
national holiday from May through September) ranged from one boat for 
every 13 feet of beach to one boat for every 40 feet of beach. Although not 
measured during the 2009 survey, it is assumed that many other pocket 
beaches receive similar heavy use.  

 Overall boating activity during peak use periods did exceed capacity in 
several distinct areas of the lake labeled as “Designated Lake Areas.” The 
most heavily used areas included the Rock Creek Arm, Big Mineral Arm, main 
body of the lake from the Big Mineral Arm to Treasure Island, Treasure Island 
to North Island, and Little Mineral Arm. Boating capacity “standards” for the 
study were derived from several previous boating capacity studies conducted 
at other lakes. Since completion of the study at Lake Texoma, additional 
studies have been conducted at several USACE and non-USACE lakes.  The 
results of these subsequent studies report similar capacity standards as those 
used in the 2009 study at Lake Texoma. 

 
The study did not include a requirement to conduct exit interviews at boat 

ramps, conduct interviews with area officials responsible for emergency services, 
or to count the contribution of boats from boat ramps versus private and 
commercial docks.  A more comprehensive study would address these topic 
areas.  However, the 2009 study has value in that it provides a strong indication 
that before additional boating related access, such as authorization for more slips 
or expansion of boat ramps or boat ramp parking in certain locations, is approved 
a more comprehensive boating recreation study may be warranted.   

2.5 REAL ESTATE 
Originally, 193,719 acres of land was acquired in fee simple title and 537 

acres of flowage easement rights were acquired for the Denison Dam and Lake 
Texoma project. These lands and easements were acquired in accordance with 
what USACE refers to as the Pre-1953, or Truman, land acquisition policy as most 
of the land acquisition occurred during the Roosevelt and Truman administrations. 
This policy was flexible and allowed USACE to acquire lands for projects based 
largely on a case-by-case basis. Corps policy at the time was, in general, to obtain 
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fee title to lands up to the full pool elevation level of the reservoir. Instead of closely 
following the contour of the full pool elevation, property lines were blocked out 
allowing for a small buffer of land above the flood pool to accommodate shoreline 
erosion and to have a more manageable boundary line. Additional lands needed for 
operations or recreational development purposes were also acquired in fee. 

Through the years, various land disposal actions dictated by legislation, 
boundary line agreements, Executive Order disposals, encroachment resolution, and 
other reasons have resulted in a reduction in fee-owned Federal land to 
approximately, 191,459 acres with a corresponding increase in the number of acres 
of flowage easement.  As lands were disposed, a flowage easement was retained up 
to elevation 645.00 N.G.V.D. A cumulative total of flowage easement acres was not 
readily available at the time of this Master Plan revision but is estimated to exceed 
1000 acres.  

2.5.1 Encroachments and Trespass 
Government property is monitored by Lake Texoma personnel to identify and 

correct instances of unauthorized use, including trespasses and encroachments. 
The term “trespass” includes unauthorized transient use and occupancy, such as 
mowing, tree cutting and removal, livestock grazing, cultivation and harvesting 
crops, and any other alteration to Government property done without USACE 
approval. Unauthorized trespasses may result in a Title 36 citation requiring violators 
to appear in Federal Magistrate Court, which could subject the violator to fines or 
imprisonment (See 36 C.F.R. Part 327 Rules and Regulations Governing Public Use 
of Water Resources Development Projects Administered by the Chief of Engineers). 
More serious trespasses will be referred to the USACE Office of Counsel for 
enforcement under state and federal law, which may require restoration of the 
premises and collection of monetary damages. 

 
The term “encroachment” pertains to an unauthorized structure or 

improvement on Government property. When encroachments are discovered, lake 
personnel will attempt to resolve the issue at the project level. Where no resolution is 
reached, or where the encroachment is a permanent structure, the method of 
resolution will be determined by Tulsa District Real Estate Division and/or Office of 
Counsel. USACE’s general policy is to require removal of encroachments, 
restoration of the premises, and collection of appropriate administrative costs and 
fair market value for the term of the unauthorized use.  

 
Acts of trespass and encroachment are all too common at Lake Texoma. In a 

recent comprehensive inspection of the USACE property boundary line, 
approximately 2,071 encroachments and/or incidents of trespass were documented.  
Many incidents of unauthorized tree removal and mowing have occurred as well as 
the placement of personal property items such as outdoor furniture, firewood, boats 
and vehicles on USACE land.  Trash dumping is an especially difficult and 
expensive problem that is address in more detail in Chapter 6.  Efforts are 
continuously underway to resolve these unauthorized acts, but the sheer volume 
creates a workload that is difficult to accomplish.    
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Photo 2.6 A Flagrant Trespass at Lake Texoma.  All trees on USACE land in front 
of an adjacent residence have been topped to achieve a view of the lake. (USACE 
Photo) 

 

2.5.2 Outgrants 
The term “outgrant” is a broad term used by USACE to describe a variety of 

real estate instruments wherein an interest in real property has been conveyed by 
USACE to another party.  Outgrants at Lake Texoma include leases, licenses, 
easements, consents, permits, and others.  Outgrants do not include the Shoreline 
Use Permits that authorize private structures and activities owned or conducted by 
adjacent landowners such as boat docks and vegetation modification.  At present, 
there are approximately 841 recorded outgrants in effect on USACE lands and 
flowage easements at Lake Texoma. These outgrants include the following: 

 
 76 Leases (primarily commercial concessions, non-profit organizations, 

and agricultural leases) 
 348 Licenses (primarily electric and water lines serving private boat 

docks and small residential irrigation lines) 
 286 Easements (primarily roads, public utilities, and oil and gas 

transmission lines) 
 117 Consents (primarily oil and gas infrastructure and structures on 

flowage easement) 
 9 Permits (primarily grants to other Federal entities such as USFWS) 
 5 Other 
 

Lake Texoma ranks high among all USACE lake projects in terms of the 
total number and complexity of real estate outgrants.  Management actions 
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related to outgrants include routine inspections to insure compliance with the 
terms of the outgrant, public safety requirements, and environmental compliance 
such as proper solid waste disposal and storage of pesticides. Additional actions 
include review of maintenance and construction proposals made by grantees.  
Leases are generally inspected annually for overall compliance, whereas minor 
outgrants are inspected approximately every 5 years or as needed. The 
management of outgrants is a major responsibility shared by the Operations and 
Real Estate Divisions of Tulsa District. 

 

2.6 PERTINENT PUBLIC LAWS 
 The following Public Laws are applicable to Lake Texoma. Additional 
information on Federal Statutes applicable to Lake Texoma can be found in the 
Environmental Assessment for the Lake Texoma Master Plan revision in Appendix B 
of this Plan. 

 Public Law 59-209, Antiquities Act of 1906. - The first federal law established to 
protect what are now known as "cultural resources" on public lands. It provides a 
permit procedure for investigating "antiquities" and consists of two parts: An act 
for the Preservation of American Antiquities, and Uniform Rules and Regulations. 

 Public Law 74-292, Historic Sites Act of 1935. - Declares it to be a national policy 
to preserve for (in contrast to protecting from) the public, historic (including 
prehistoric) sites, buildings, and objects of national significance. This act provides 
both authorization and a directive for the Secretary of the Interior, through the 
National Park Service, to assume a position of national leadership in the area of 
protecting, recovering, and interpreting national archeological historic resources. 
It also establishes an "Advisory Board on National Parks; Historic Sites, 
Buildings, and Monuments, a committee of eleven experts appointed by the 
Secretary to recommend policies to the Department of the Interior". 

 Public Law 75-761, Flood Control Act of 1938. - This act authorizes the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes including 
construction of Lake Texoma. 

 Title 16 U.S. Code §§ 668-668a-d, 54 Stat. 250, Bald Eagle Protection Act of 
1940, as amended. This Act prohibits anyone, without a permit issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior, from taking bald eagles, including their parts, nests, or 
eggs. The Act provides criminal penalties for persons who take, possess, sell, 
purchase, barter, offer to sell, transport, export or import, at any time or any 
manner, any bald eagle [or any golden eagle], alive or dead, or any part, nest, or 
egg thereof. The Act defines “take” as pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, 
kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb. 

 Public Law 78-534, Flood Control Act of 1944. - Section 4 of the act as last 
amended in 1962 by Section 207 of Public Law 87-874 authorizes USACE to 
construct, maintain, and operate public parks and recreational facilities in 
reservoir areas and to grant leases and licenses for lands, including facilities, 
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preferably to federal, state or local governmental agencies. This law also 
authorized the creation of the Southwestern Power Administration (SWPA), then 
within the Dept. of the Interior and now within the Dept. of Energy, as the agency 
responsible for marketing and delivering the power generated at federal reservoir 
projects. 

 Public Law 79-525, River and Harbor Act of 1946. - This act authorizes the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes. 

 PL 79-526, Flood Control Act of 1946 (24 July 1946), amends PL78-534 to 
include authority to grant leases to non -profit organizations at recreational 
facilities in reservoir areas at reduced or nominal fees. 

 Public Law 83-780, Flood Control Act of 1954. - This act authorizes the 
construction, maintenance, and operation of public park and recreational facilities 
in reservoir areas under the control of the Department of the Army and 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army to grant leases of lands in reservoir areas 
deemed to be in the public interest. 

 Public Law 85-624, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 1958. - This act as 
amended in 1965 sets down the general policy that fish and wildlife conservation 
shall receive equal consideration with other project purposes and be coordinated 
with other features of water resource development programs. Opportunities for 
improving fish and wildlife resources and adverse effects on these resources 
shall be examined along with other purposes which might be served by water 
resources development. 

 Public Law 86-523, Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, as amended. This Act 
provides for (1) the preservation of historical and archeological data that might 
otherwise be lost or destroyed as the result of flooding or any alteration of the 
terrain caused as a result of any Federal reservoir construction projects; (2) 
coordination with the Secretary of the Interior whenever activities may cause loss 
of scientific, prehistoric, or archeological data; and (3) expenditure of funds for 
recovery, protection, and data preservation. This Act was amended by Public 
Law 93-291. 

 Public Law 86-717, Forest Cover Conservation Act, 6 Sept. 1960. - This act 
provides for the protection of forest cover for reservoir areas under this 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers. 

 Public Law 87-88, Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1961, as 
amended. Section 2(b)(1) of this Act gives USACE responsibility for water quality 
management of USACE reservoirs. This law was amended by the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972, Public Law 92-500. 

 Public Law 87-874, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1962. - This act authorizes the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes. 
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 Public Law 88-578, Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965. - This act 
established a fund from which Congress can make –appropriations for outdoor 
recreation. Section 2(2) makes entrance and user fees at reservoirs possible by 
deleting the words "without charge" from Section 4 of the 1944 Flood Control Act 
as amended. 

 Public Law 89-72, Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965. - This act 
requires that not less than one-half the separable costs of· developing 
recreational facilities and all operation and maintenance costs at Federal 
reservoir projects shall be borne by a non-Federal public body. A USACE/OMB 
implementation policy made these provisions applicable to projects completed 
prior to 1965.  

 Public Law 89-90, Water Resources Planning Act (1965). - This act established 
the Water Resources Council and gives it the responsibility to encourage the 
development, conservation, and use of the Nation's water and related land 
resources on a coordinated and comprehensive basis. 

 Public Law 89-272, Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by PL 94-580, dated 
October 21, 1976. - This act authorized a research and development program 
with respect to solid-waste disposal. It proposes (1) to initiate and accelerate a 
national research and development program for new and improved methods of 
proper and economic solid-waste disposal, including studies directed toward the 
conservation of national resources by reducing the amount of waste and 
unsalvageable materials and by recovery and utilization of potential resources in 
solid waste; and (2) to provide technical and financial assistance to State and 
local governments and interstate agencies in the planning, development, and 
conduct of solid-waste disposal programs. 

 Public Law 89-665, Historic Preservation Act of 1966. - This act provides for: (1) 
an expanded National Register of significant sites and objects; (2) matching 
grants to states undertaking historic and archeological resource inventories; and 
(3) a program of grants-in aid to the National Trust for Historic Preservation; and 
(4) the establishment of an Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Section 
106 requires that the President’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation have 
an opportunity to comment on any undertaking which adversely affects properties 
listed, nominated, or considered important enough to be included on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

 Public Law 90-483, River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1968, Mitigation of 
Shore Damages. - Section 210 restricted collection of entrance fee at USACE 
lakes and reservoirs to users of highly developed facilities requiring continuous 
presence of personnel.  

 Public Law 91-190, National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). - NEPA 
declared it a national policy to encourage productive and enjoyable harmony 
between man and his environment, and for other purposes. Specifically, it 
declared a “continuing policy of the Federal Government... to use all practicable 
means and measures...to foster and promote the general welfare, to create 
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conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony, and 
fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future 
generations of Americans.” Section 102 authorized and directed that, to the 
fullest extent possible, the policies, regulations and public law of the United 
States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with the policies of 
the Act. 

 Public Law 91-611, River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970. - Section 
234 provides that persons designated by the Chief of Engineers shall have 
authority to issue a citation for violations of regulations and rules of the Secretary 
of the Army, published in the Code of Federal Regulations. 

 Public Law 92-347, Golden Eagle Passbook and Special Recreation User Fees. - 
This act revises Public Law 88-578, the Public Land and Water Conservation Act 
of 1965, to require Federal agencies to collect special recreation user fees for the 
use of specialized sites developed at Federal expense and to prohibit USACE 
from collecting entrance fees to projects. 

 Public Law 92-500, Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. - 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1948 (PL 845, 80th Congress), as 
amended in 1956, 1961, 1965 and 1970 (PL 91- 224), established the basic tenet 
of uniform State standards for water quality. Public Law 92-500 strongly affirms 
the Federal interest in this area. "The objective of this act is to restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation's waters." 

 Public Law 92-516, Federal Environmental Pesticide Control Act of 1972. - This 
act completely revises the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act. It 
provides for complete regulation of pesticides to include regulation, restrictions 
on use, actions within a single State, and strengthened enforcement. 

 Public Law 93-81, Collection of Fees for Use of Certain Outdoor Recreation 
Facilities. - This act amends Section 4 of the Land and Water Conservation Act 
of 1965, as amended to require each Federal agency to collect special recreation 
use fees for the use of sites, facilities, equipment, or services furnished at 
Federal expense. 

 Public Law 93-205, Conservation, Protection, and Propagation of Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended. This law repeals the Endangered Species 
Conservation Act of 1969. It also directs all Federal departments/agencies to 
carry out programs to conserve endangered and threatened species of fish, 
wildlife, and plants and to preserve the habitat of these species in consultation 
with the Secretary of the Interior. This Act establishes a procedure for 
coordination, assessment, and consultation. This Act was amended by Public 
Law 96-159. 

 Public Law 93-251, Water Resources Development Act of 1974. - Section 107 of 
this law establishes a broad Federal policy which makes it possible to participate 
with local governmental entities in the costs of sewage treatment plant 
installations. 
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 Public Law 93-291, Archeological Conservation Act of 1974. - The Secretary of 
the Interior shall coordinate all Federal survey and recovery activities authorized 
under this expansion of the 1960 act. The Federal Construction agency may 
transfer up to one percent of project funds to the Secretary with such transferred 
funds considered non-reimbursable project costs. 

 Public Law 93-303, Recreation Use Fees. - This act amends Section 4 of the 
Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965, as amended, to establish less 
restricted criteria under which Federal agencies may charge fees for the use of 
campgrounds developed and operated at Federal areas under their control. 

 Public Law 93-523, Safe Drinking Water Act. - The act assures that water supply 
systems serving the public meet minimum national standards for protection of 
public health. The act (1) authorizes the Environmental Protection Agency to 
establish Federal standards for protection from all harmful contaminants, which 
standards would be applicable to all public water systems, and (2) establishes a 
joint Federal-State system for assuring compliance with these standards and for 
protecting underground sources of drinking water. 

 Public Law 94-422, Amendment of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965. - Expands the role of the Advisory Council. Title 2 - Section 102a amends 
Section 106 of the Historical Preservation Act of 1966 to say that the Council can 
comment on activities which will have an adverse effect on sites either included 
in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 

 Public Law 95-217, Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended. This Act amends the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1970 and extends the appropriations 
authorization. The Clean Water Act is a comprehensive Federal water pollution 
control program that has as its primary goal the reduction and control of the 
discharge of pollutants into the nation’s navigable waters. The Clean Water Act 
of 1977 has been amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, Public Law 100-4. 

 Public Law 95-341, American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. The Act 
protects the rights of Native Americans to exercise their traditional religions by 
ensuring access to sites, use and possession of sacred objections, and the 
freedom to worship through ceremonials and traditional rites. 

 Public Law 95-632, Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1978. This law 
amends the Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1973. Section 7 directs 
agencies to conduct a biological assessment to identify threatened or 
endangered species that may be present in the area of any proposed project. 
This assessment is conducted as part of a Federal agency’s compliance with the 
requirements of Section 102 of NEPA. 

 Public Law 96-95, Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. This Act 
protects archeological resources and sites that are on public and tribal lands, and 
fosters increased cooperation and exchange of information between 
governmental authorities, the professional archeological community, and private 
individuals. It also establishes requirements for issuance of permits by the 
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Federal land managers to excavate or remove any archeological resource 
located on public or Indian lands. 

 Public Law 98-63, Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1983. This Act authorized 
the USACE Volunteer Program. The United States Army Chief of Engineers may 
accept the services of volunteers and provide for their incidental expenses to 
carry out any activity of USACE, except policymaking or law or regulatory 
enforcement. 

 Public Law 99-662, The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 1986. - 
Provides for the conservation and development of water and related resources 
and the improvement and rehabilitation of the Nation's water resources 
infrastructure. Establishes new requirements for cost sharing. 

 PL101-233, North American Wetland Conservation Act (13 Dec 1989), directs 
the conservation of North American wetland ecosystems and requires agencies 
to manage their lands for wetland/waterfowl purposes to the extent consistent 
with missions. 

 PL101-336, Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 26 July 1990, as 
amended by the ADA Amendments Act of 2008 (PL110-325), prohibits 
discrimination based on disabilities in, among others, the area of public 
accommodations and requires reasonable accommodations for persons with 
disabilities. 

 PL101-601, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (16 Nov 
1990), requires Federal agencies to return Native American human remains and 
cultural items, including funerary objects and sacred objects, to their respective 
peoples. 

 PL 102-580, Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1992 (31 Oct 1992) 
authorizes USACE to accept contributions of funds, materials and services from 
non-Federal public and private entities to be used for managing recreational sites 
and facilities  and natural resources. 

 PL 103-66 Omnibus Reconciliation Act-Day use fees (10 Aug 1993), authorizes 
USACE to collect fees for the use of developed recreational sites and facilities, 
including campsites, swimming beaches and boat ramps. 

 PL104-303, WRDA 1996.Authorizes recreation and fish and wildlife mitigation as 
purposes of a project, to the extent that the additional purposes do not adversely 
affect flood control, power generation, or other authorized purposes of a project. 

 PL104-333, Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996,(12 Nov 
1996), created an advisory commission to review the current and anticipated 
demand for recreational opportunities at lakes or reservoirs managed by the 
Federal Government and to develop alternatives to enhance such opportunities 
for such use by the public. 

 PL106-53 (113Stat.359) WRDA of 1999 Sec.563 (17 Aug.1999). The Secretary 
shall convey to the State of Oklahoma 1,580 acres of Federal land at Lake 
Texoma in Marshall County, OK leased to the state for public park and recreation 
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purposes (Lake Texoma State Park) at fair market value. All costs associated 
with the conveyance shall be paid by the State of Oklahoma 

 PL106-147, Neo-tropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act (20 July 2000), 
promotes the conservation of habitat for neo-tropical migratory birds. 

 Public Law 110-114, Water Resources Development Act of 2007, Section 3182, 
directs the Secretary of the Army to convey 635 acres of Federal lands at Lake 
Texoma, Texas and Oklahoma, at fair market value to the City of Denison Texas 
for public facilities and private housing and recreational facilities development. All 
costs associated with the conveyance shall be paid by the City of Denison, 
Texas. 

 The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668c), enacted in 
1940, and amended several times since then, prohibits anyone, without a permit 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior, from "taking" bald eagles, including their 
parts, nests, or eggs. The Act provides criminal penalties for persons who "take, 
possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell, purchase or barter, transport, export 
or import, at any time or any manner, any bald eagle ... [or any golden eagle], 
alive or dead, or any part, nest, or egg thereof." The Act defines "take" as 
"pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or 
disturb.” 
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CHAPTER 3 - RESOURCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

3.1 RESOURCE GOALS 
The terms “goal” and “objective” are often defined as synonymous, but in the 

context of this Master Plan goals express the overall desired end state of the 
Master Plan whereas resource objectives are specific task-oriented actions 
necessary to achieve the overall Master Plan goals. 
 

The following statements based on EP 1130-2-550, Chapter 3, express the 
goals for the Lake Texoma Master Plan. 
 
GOAL A. Provide the best management practices to respond to regional needs, 

resource capabilities and capacities, and expressed public interests 
consistent with authorized project purposes. 

 
GOAL B. Protect and manage project natural and cultural resources through 

sustainable environmental stewardship programs. 
 
GOAL C. Provide public outdoor recreation opportunities that support project 

purposes and public interests while sustaining project natural resources. 
 
GOAL D. Recognize the unique qualities, characteristics, and potentials of the 

project. 
 
GOAL E. Provide consistency and compatibility with national objectives and other 

State and regional goals and programs. 
 

In addition to the above goals, USACE management activities are guided by 
USACE-wide Environmental Operating Principles as follows: 

 
 Strive to achieve environmental sustainability. An environment maintained in 

a healthy, diverse and sustainable condition is necessary to support life.  
 Recognize the interdependence of life and the physical environment. 

Proactively consider environmental consequences of USACE programs and 
act accordingly in all appropriate circumstances.  

 Seek balance and synergy among human development activities and natural 
systems by designing economic and environmental solutions that support and 
reinforce one another.  

 Continue to accept corporate responsibility and accountability under the law 
for activities and decisions under our control that impact human health and 
welfare and the continued viability of natural systems.  
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 Seek ways and means to assess and mitigate cumulative impacts to the 
environment; bring systems approaches to the full life cycle of our processes 
and work.  

 Build and share an integrated scientific, economic and social knowledge base 
that supports a greater understanding of the environment and impacts of our 
work.  

 Respect the views of individuals and groups interested in USACE activities; 
listen to them actively, and learn from their perspective in the search to find 
innovative win-win solutions to the nation's problems that also protect and 
enhance the environment. 
 

3.2 RESOURCE OBJECTIVES  

Resource objectives are defined as clearly written statements that respond to 
identified issues and that specify measurable and attainable activities for resource 
development and/or management of the lands and waters under the jurisdiction of 
the Tulsa District, Lake Texoma Project Office. The objectives stated in this Master 
Plan support the goals of the Master Plan, USACE Environmental Operating 
Principles (EOPs), and applicable national performance measures. They are 
consistent with authorized project purposes, federal laws and directives, regional 
needs, resource capabilities, and they take public input into consideration. 
Recreational and natural resources carrying capacities are also accounted for 
during development of the objectives found in this Master Plan, as well as regional 
and state planning documents including: 

 
 Texas Conservation Action Plan – Cross Timbers Ecoregion  
 2012 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan  
 Oklahoma Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy – Cross Timbers 

Region 
 Oklahoma Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan  
 Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium Charter  

 
The objectives in this Master Plan are intended to provide project benefits, 

meet public needs, and foster environmental sustainability for Lake Texoma to the 
greatest extent possible. The following tables list the objectives for Lake Texoma. 
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Table 3.1 Recreational Objectives 
Recreational Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Renovate existing facilities to provide a quality recreation 
experience for visitors while protecting natural resources for 
use by others. Examples include: development of high impact 
zones at campsites, provision of universally accessible 
facilities, separation of day use and camping facilities, 
improved electrical service at campsites. 

*  *   

Increase opportunities for day use activities, especially 
picnicking. Provide a sufficient number of campsites in popular 
areas. 

*  *   

Optimize opportunities for hunting game wildlife species on all 
USACE lands where such activities are appropriate and in 
accordance with natural resource management objectives.  
Maintain the Lake Texoma Public Hunting Area Map and 
Guide to accurately reflect the status of hunting opportunities 
and special restrictions for all USACE lands. 

*  * * * 

Monitor boating traffic and evaluate the need to conduct a 
comprehensive recreation boating use study to ensure visitor 
safety and enjoyment. 

*  *   

Provide new recreation facilities in accordance with public 
demand. Examples include: universally accessible fishing 
docks, fish cleaning stations near boat ramps, playground 
equipment in day use and camping areas. 

*  *   

Work with partners to expand existing trails and develop new 
ones 

*  *  * 

Consider pool fluctuations in design and placement of recreation 
facilities such as campsites, boat ramps, courtesy docks and 
restrooms, as well as tree planting and general landscaping.  

* * * *  

Ensure consistency with USACE Recreation Strategic Plan.      * 

Monitor the TCAP, TORP, Oklahoma SCORP, and OWCS to 
insure that USACE is responsive to outdoor recreation trends, 
public needs and resource protection within a regional 
framework. All plans by others will be evaluated in light of 
USACE policy and operational aspects of Lake Texoma.  

    * 

*Denotes that the objective helps to meet the specified goal. 
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Table 3.2 Natural Resource Management Objectives 
Natural Resource Management Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Give priority to the preservation and improvement of wild land 
values in public use planning, design, development, and 
management activities. Give high priority to examining project 
lands for the presence of old growth forests characteristic of 
the Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers Ecological Region as well 
as other priority habitats identified by TPWD and ODWC.  

* *  * * 

Consider partnering with the Ancient Cross Timbers 
Consortium. 

 *  * * 

Consider flood/conservation pool levels to ensure that natural 
resources are managed in ways that are compatible with  
project purposes.  

* *  *  

Actively manage and conserve fish and wildlife 
resources, especially threatened and endangered species 
and Species of Greatest Conservation Need by 
implementing ecosystem management principles. Key 
among these principles is the use of native species 
adapted to the Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers and 
Northern Post Oak Savanna ecological regions in 
restoration and mitigation plans.  

* *  * * 

Actively manage principal game wildlife species by establishing 
means of taking within specified public hunting areas in 
accordance with the regulatory processes of ODWC and 
TPWD.  

* * *  * 

Manage high density and low density recreations lands in ways 
that enhance benefits to wildlife.     * 

Optimize resources, labor, funds, and partnerships for 
protection and restoration of fish and wildlife habitats.   *   * 

Minimize activities which disturb the scenic beauty and 
aesthetics of the lake.  * * * *  

Ensure that adverse impacts resulting from land use actions, 
including outgrants, are appropriately mitigated to restore the 
value of the land to the nation. 

 *  * * 

Implement prescribed fire as a management tool to promote 
the vigor and health of Cross Timbers and Northern Post Oak 
Savanna forests, woodlands and prairie. 

* *   * 
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Natural Resource Management Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Stop unauthorized uses of public lands such as off-road 
vehicle (ORV) use, trash dumping, unauthorized fires, 
fireworks, poaching, clearing of vegetation, agricultural 
trespass, timber theft, unauthorized trails and paths, and 
placement of advertising signs that create negative 
environmental impacts.  

* * * * * 

Monitor lands and waters for invasive, non-native and 
aggressively spreading native species and take action to 
prevent and/or reduce the spread of these species. The most 
prevalent aggressively spreading native species at Lake 
Texoma is eastern redcedar. The most prevalent invasive 
species are zebra mussels, Johnsongrass and Bermudagrass. 
Potential invasive species of great concern is the Emerald Ash 
Borer.  

* *  * * 

Protect and/or restore important native habitats such as 
prairies, bottomland hardwoods, riparian zones, and wetlands, 
where they occur, or historically occurred on project lands. 
Special emphasis should be taken to protect and/or restore 
special or rare plant communities including but not limited to  
Chinquapin Oak – Slippery Elm woodlands noted in the TCAP. 
Emphasize actions that promote butterfly and /or pollinator 
habitat, migratory bird habitat, and habitat for birds listed by 
USFWS as Birds of Conservation Concern.  

* *  * * 

 
Table 3.3 Visitor Information, Education, and Outreach Objectives 
Visitor Information, Education and Outreach Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Provide more opportunities (i.e. comment cards, updates 
to local municipalities, web page) for communication with 
agencies, special interest groups, and the general 
public. Utilize social media to inform visitors. 

*   * * 

Implement more educational, interpretive, and outreach 
programs at the lake office and around the lake. Topics to 
include: history, lake operations (flood risk management, 
hydroelectric power generation and water supply), water 
safety, recreation, cultural resources, ecology, invasive 
species and USACE missions.  

* * * * * 

Work closely with the Lake Texoma Advisory Committee, Lake 
Texoma Association, and other interest groups *   * * 

Promote USACE Water Safety message.  *  * * * 
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Visitor Information, Education and Outreach Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Educate adjacent landowners on shoreline management 
policies and permit processes in order to reduce 
encroachment actions.  

* * * * * 

 
Table 3.4 General Management Objectives 
General Management Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
Resurvey and maintain the public lands boundary line to 
ensure it is clearly marked and recognizable in all areas to 
reduce habitat degradation and encroachment actions.  

* *  *  

Identify safety hazards or unsafe conditions; correct 
infractions and implement safety standards in accordance 
with EM 385-1-1. 

    * 

Reference Recreation Infrastructure Investment Strategy (RIIS) 
if funding levels change in future years.      * 

Ensure green design, construction, and operation practices, 
such as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) criteria for government facilities, are 
considered as well as applicable Executive Orders.  

    * 

Manage non-recreation outgrants such as utility and road 
easements in accordance with national guidance set forth in 
ER 1130-2-550 and applicable chapters in ER 405-1-12.   

*    * 

Manage project lands and recreational programs to advance 
broad national climate change mitigation goals, including but 
not limited to climate change resilience and carbon 
sequestration, as set forth in Executive Order 13653, Executive 
Order 13693 and related USACE policy.  

    * 

 
Table 3.5 Cultural Resources Management Objectives 
Cultural Resources Management Objectives Goals 
 A B C D E 
As funding permits, complete an inventory of cultural resources 
and implement the Cultural Resources Management Plan.  

* *  * * 

Increase public awareness and education of regional history.  *  * * 
Stop unauthorized excavation and removal of cultural resources.   *  * * 

Provide access by Tribal members to any cultural resources, 
sacred sites, or other Traditional Cultural Properties. 

* *    

Preserve and protect cultural resources sites in compliance with 
existing federal statutes and regulations 

 *    

*Denotes that the objective helps to meet the specified goal.  
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CHAPTER 4 - LAND ALLOCATION, LAND CLASSIFICATION, 
WATER SURFACE, AND PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS 

 

4.1 LAND ALLOCATION 
All project lands at USACE water resource development projects are 

allocated by USACE into one of four categories in accordance with the 
congressionally authorized purpose for which the project lands were acquired. There 
are four possible categories of allocation identified in USACE regulations for 
acquisition: Operations, Recreation, Fish and Wildlife, and Mitigation. At Lake 
Texoma, the only land allocation category that applies is Operations, which is 
defined as those lands that are required to operate the project for the primary 
authorized purposes of flood risk management, hydroelectric power generation, 
water supply and navigation. The remaining allocations of Recreation, Fish and 
Wildlife, and Mitigation would apply only if lands had been acquired specifically for 
these purposes.  
 

USACE recognizes that some of the lands acquired were above elevation 
645.0 NGVD which is the top of the flood control pool. Some of these lands were 
acquired for recreational purposes, but under the rules in place at the time of 
acquisition, these lands are not considered “separable” recreation lands in that the 
acquisition of separable lands normally requires a cost sharing sponsor, a non-
federal operator, or were acquired by separate congressional authorization.  The 
extent of federal land acquisition above 645.0 NGVD was often designed to develop 
a blocked perimeter which provides a more manageable boundary and provides a 
buffer against shoreline erosion that inevitably occurs during major flood events. The 
original fee simple federal estate acquired at Lake Texoma was 193,719 acres. 
During the years since original acquisition, numerous parcels of land have been 
disposed (sold) in response to legislation, management efficiency, boundary line 
agreements, and other reasons, thus reducing the amount of federally owned lands 
to the current 191,459 acres.  

 

4.2 LAND CLASSIFICATION 

4.2.1 General 
 The objective of classifying project lands is to identify how a given parcel of 
land shall be used now and in the foreseeable future. Land classification is a central 
component of this plan, and once a particular classification is established any 
significant change to that classification would require a formal process including 
public review and comment.  
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4.2.2 Prior Land Classifications 
 Previous versions of the Lake Texoma Master Plan included land 
classification criteria that were similar, but not identical to the current criteria. These 
prior land classifications were based more on projected need than on actual 
experience, which resulted in some areas being classified for a type of use that has 
not, or is not likely to occur. Additionally, in the 38 years since the previous Master 
Plan was published, USACE land management policy, wildlife habitat values, 
surrounding land use, and regional recreation trends have changed significantly 
giving rise to the need for revised land classifications. Refer to Table 8.1 in Chapter 
8 for a summary of land classification changes from the prior classifications to the 
current classifications. 
 

4.2.3 Current Land Classifications 
 USACE regulations require project lands to be classified in accordance with 
the primary use for which project lands are managed. There are six primary 
categories and four sub categories of classification identified in USACE regulations 
including: 
  

 Project Operations  
 High Density Recreation  
 Mitigation  
 Environmentally Sensitive Areas  
 Multiple Resource Management Lands 

o Low Density Recreation 
o Vegetation Management 
o Wildlife Management 
o Future/Inactive Recreation Areas 

 Water Surface  
 
 The land and water surface classifications for Lake Texoma were established 
after taking into account public comments, input from key stakeholders including 
elected officials, city and county governments, and lessees operating on USACE 
land. Additionally, wildlife habitat values and concerns, as well as outdoor recreation 
trends analysis provided in the TORP, TCAP, SCORP and OCWS were used in 
decision making, as was information from the Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium. 
Also included in the analysis were historical public use and land management 
patterns that have developed since publication of the 1978 Master Plan.  Maps 
showing the various land classifications can be found in Appendix A. Each of the 
land classifications, including the acreage and description of allowable uses, is 
described in the following paragraphs. 
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4.2.4 Project Operations 
This classification includes the lands managed for operation of the dam, 

stilling basin, switchyard, project office, maintenance compound, and Cumberland 
levees, all of which must be maintained to carry out the primary authorized purposes 
of flood risk management, water supply, hydroelectric power generation, navigation, 
flow regulation, and recreation. In addition to the operational activities taking place 
on these lands, limited recreational use may be allowed for activities such as public 
fishing access in the Red River below the discharge outlet works. Regardless of any 
limited recreation use allowed on these lands, the primary classification of Project 
Operations will take precedent over other uses. There are 1,569 acres of Project 
Operations land specifically managed for this purpose. 
 

4.2.5 High Density Recreation (HDR) 
 The following sections describe the various types of areas that are included in 
the HDR classification.  The areas include leased lands to public entities, quasi-
public and private club organizations, as well as USACE-managed public parks and 
privately managed commercial concessions that are open to the public. 
 

4.2.5.1 Public, Quasi-Public, and Private Club Leases 
These are lands developed, or available to be developed for intensive 

recreational activities including day use areas, campgrounds, marinas and related 
concession areas. Comprehensive resorts, as defined in ER 1130-2-550, Chapter 
16, are also suitable for development in HDR areas. At Lake Texoma HDR areas 
include four categories of areas described below that are each managed to serve 
specific outdoor recreation purposes.   

 
 Public Use Areas:  This is the largest category of HDR areas and includes 

the 12 public use areas listed in Table 2.21.  These areas are operated by 
USACE, the states of Oklahoma and Texas, and the City of Tishomingo, 
and are open to the public at large. These areas provide amenities such 
as picnic areas, campgrounds, boat launching ramps and trails.  

 
 Commercial Marinas/Resorts:  This is the second largest category of HDR 

areas and includes the 23 commercial marinas/resorts listed in Table 2.23.  
These areas operate under commercial lease or sublease agreements 
with USACE and provide services such as wet and dry boat storage, 
cabins, restaurants, boat maintenance and repair, fishing supplies and 
boat launching ramps to the public at large. Some of these areas are 
located within the boundaries of the Public Use Areas described above.   

 
 Quasi-public Use Areas:  This category includes the 28 areas listed in 

Table 2.24.  These areas operate under non-profit lease agreements with 
USACE and include camps for boy scouts, girl scouts, church groups, 
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civic groups and other incorporated, non-profit organizations. These areas 
provide recreational opportunities to the public at large but are also 
routinely reserved by the respective lessees to serve their organizational 
needs.   

 
 Private Club Sites: This category includes the 20 private club sites listed in 

Table 2.25.  These areas operate under private recreation leases with 
USACE and serve only the members of the respective organization.  
 

At Lake Texoma, prior land classifications included excessive acreage under 
the HDR classification. Several of the HDR areas, or large portions of some areas, 
were never developed and/or were determined by the study team to be unsuitable 
for development resulting in a change to another, more suitable land classification. 
At Lake Texoma there are 12,676 acres classified as High Density Recreation land. 
As noted above, these areas are listed in Tables 2.19 Thru 2.23 in Chapter 2.  Each 
of the High Density Recreation Public Use Areas is described briefly in Chapter 5 of 
this Plan. 

 

4.2.5.2 Status of Quasi-public and Private Club Leases 
In general, the quasi-public use areas and private club sites at Lake Texoma 

were established in the 1950’s and 60’s to serve a valid recreation need at the time. 
Recent national USACE policy in ER 1130-2-550, Chapter 16, and ER 1130-2-540, 
Appendix D place significant restrictions on any new or expanded leases for quasi-
public areas and private club sites as follows: 

 
 Quasi-public Areas -  ER 1130-2-550, Chapter 16, clearly states that new 

recreation outgrants (leases), or proposed new development within 
existing recreation outgrants must be dependent on the project’s natural 
resources and, typically, must  accommodate or support water-based 
activities, marinas, campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, swimming beaches, 
boat launching ramps or comprehensive resort facilities that offer these 
amenities.  The following quote is taken from the regulation:   

 
 “The primary rationale for any future recreation development must be 
dependent on the project’s natural or other resources. This dependency 
is typically reflected in facilities that accommodate or support water-
based activities, overnight use, and day use such as marinas, 
campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, swimming beaches, boat launching 
ramps, and comprehensive resort facilities. Examples that do not rely on 
the project’s natural or other resources include theme parks or ride-type 
attractions, sports or concert stadiums, and standalone facilities such as 
restaurants, bars, motels, hotels, non-transient trailers, and golf courses. 
Normally, the recreation facilities that are dependent on the project’s 
natural or other resources, and accommodate or support water-based 
activities, overnight use, and day use, are approved first as primary 
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facilities followed by those facilities that support them. Any support 
facilities (e.g., playgrounds, multipurpose sports fields, overnight facilities, 
restaurants, camp stores, bait shops, comfort stations, and boat repair 
facilities) must also enhance the recreation experience, be dependent on 
the resource-based facilities, be secondary to the original intent of the 
recreation development…..” 

 

 Private Club Leases – ER 1130-2-540, Appendix D, defines private clubs 
as private exclusive use and states that no new private exclusive use, or 
expansion of existing private exclusive use will be permitted except in 
accordance with regional policy at the USACE division office level. This 
policy within the USACE Southwestern Division, which has jurisdiction 
over Lake Texoma, is that new or expanded private club sites will not be 
allowed.    

 
The quasi-public and private recreation leases in effect at Lake Texoma as of 

the publication of this Plan will be renewed for the foreseeable future, as long as 
each lease remains compliant with lease conditions and the areas are not needed 
for a higher public use or project operations.   

 

4.2.6 Mitigation 
This classification is used only for lands allocated for mitigation for the 

purpose of offsetting losses associated with the development of the project. No 
Mitigation lands are allocated for Lake Texoma, therefore no lands are classified as 
Mitigation lands.  

 

4.2.7 Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) 
These are areas where scientific, ecological, cultural, and aesthetic features 

have been identified. Several areas are designated as ESAs at Lake Texoma 
primarily for the protection of a combination of sensitive habitats, aesthetics and 
legally protected cultural resources. The sensitive habitat of primary concern is old 
growth woodland and forests that are representative of the Eastern Cross Timbers 
Level IV Ecoregion. These forested areas have been identified by both TPWD and 
ODWC as having high ecological integrity. Both agencies have noted that very little 
of this habitat exists on public land and the threat of loss to urbanization and other 
uses is high. The Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium, based at the Tree-Ring 
Laboratory of the University of Arkansas, was established in 2003 to unite 
educational institutions, government agencies, conservation organizations and 
individuals in research and conservation efforts focused on the old-growth forest 
remnants of this ecoregion. Through mapping efforts conducted by the Consortium, 
it is estimated that only about 5% of the approximate 18 million acres in the entire 
Cross Timbers Ecoregion consists of ancient woodlands and forests where post oak 
and eastern redcedar trees more than 500 years old have been documented. 
Although USACE has yet to conduct an inventory to identify the full extent of old 
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growth forest on public land at Lake Texoma, mapping done by the Ancient Cross 
Timbers Consortium indicates numerous locations of probable old growth on USACE 
lands. This information, coupled with on-site knowledge of USACE staff members, 
led to designation of several ESA areas where Cross Timbers woodlands should be 
protected and conserved. In addition, some of the forested sites were classified as 
Vegetation Management Areas and are discussed in Section 4.2.8. A total of 4,404 
acres are classified as ESA at Lake Texoma.   

 

4.2.8 Multiple Resource Management Lands 
This classification is divided into four sub-classifications identified as: Low 

Density Recreation, Wildlife Management, Vegetative Management, and 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas. A given tract of land may be classified using one 
or more of these sub-classifications but the primary sub classification should reflect 
the dominant use of the land. Typically, Multiple Resource Management Lands 
support only passive, non-intrusive uses with very limited facilities or infrastructure. 
Where needed, some areas may require basic facilities that include, but are not 
limited to minimal parking space, a small boat ramp, and/or primitive sanitary 
facilities. There are 95,616 acres of land under this classification at Lake Texoma. 
The following paragraphs list each of the sub-classifications, and the number of 
acres and primary uses of each. 

 
 Low Density Recreation. These are lands that may support passive public 

recreational use (e.g., fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, natural surface 
trails, hiking, etc.). Under prior land classifications, numerous large tracts 
were classified for low density recreation, but during the study process to 
develop this Plan, these larger tracts were reclassified primarily to the sub-
classification of Wildlife Management, and to a lesser extent to ESA.  This 
reclassification is a more accurate reflection of the overall value of these 
lands and how these lands have been managed since the publication of 
the 1978 Master Plan. Low Density Recreation lands are typically narrow 
strips of land lying between the shoreline at the conservation pool 
elevation and the USACE property boundary line, and are often located 
adjacent to private residential areas. The narrow configuration and/or 
location next to residential areas make these areas unsuitable for other 
uses such as High Density Recreation, Vegetation Management or 
Wildlife Management. These areas are often used by adjacent landowners 
for the passive recreation activities listed above. There are 5,603 acres 
under this classification at Lake Texoma. 

 
 Wildlife Management. This land classification applies to those lands 

managed primarily for the conservation of fish and wildlife habitat. These 
lands generally include comparatively large contiguous parcels, most of 
which are located within the flood pool of the lake. The lands include the 
24,879 acres managed by the USFWS at Hagerman and Tishomingo 
National Wildlife Refuges (NWR), and the 29,112 acres managed by the 
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ODWC in the Love Valley, Hickory Creek, Fobb Bottom, and Washita Arm 
Wildlife Management Areas. ODWC also cooperatively manages a 3,170 
acre portion of the Tishomingo NWR known as the Tishomingo Wildlife 
Management Unit.  In those areas under direct USACE management, 
passive recreation uses such as natural surface trails, fishing, hunting, 
and wildlife observation are compatible with this classification unless 
restrictions are necessary to protect sensitive species or to promote public 
safety.  Public uses allowed by USFWS and ODWC on the areas they 
manage may differ from those uses allowed by USACE and these 
differences are typically documented in specific regulatory publications 
(i.e., Oklahoma and Texas annual hunting and fishing regulation guide). 
There are 88,619 acres of land included in this classification at Lake 
Texoma. 
  

 Vegetative Management. These are lands designated for stewardship of 
forest, prairie, and other native vegetative cover. At Lake Texoma, several 
parcels have been classified as Vegetation Management primarily for the 
protection and conservation of woodlands and forests representative of 
the Eastern Cross Timbers Level IV Ecoregion. The importance of these 
woodlands and forests is described above in section 4.2.7. Passive 
recreation activities previously described may be allowed in these areas. 
There are 1,266 acres included in this classification at Lake Texoma.  

 
 Future/Inactive Recreation Areas.  These are areas that are designated 

for possible future development as HDR areas or that are current HDR 
areas that are temporarily closed. There are 128 acres classified as 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas at Lake Texoma of which all are 
adjacent to Willow Springs Resort and Marina. 

 

4.2.9 Water Surface 
USACE regulations specify four possible sub-categories of water surface 

classification. These classifications are intended to promote public safety, protect 
resources, or protect project operational features such as the dam and spillway. 
These areas are typically marked by USACE or lessees with navigational or 
informational buoys or signs, or are denoted on public maps and brochures.  The 
four sub-categories of water surface classification include: 

 
 Restricted. These areas are restricted to the extent that public access is 

not allowed for reasons of public safety, and for project operations and 
security purposes. The areas include water surface in front of the intake 
gate control tower, major water supply intakes, and designated swimming 
beaches. Approximately 528 acres of water surface are classified as 
Restricted at Lake Texoma. These areas are depicted on the land 
classification maps in Appendix A.   
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 Designated No-Wake. There are 90 boat ramps and 23 marina areas 
where approximately 1,027 acres of water surface are classified as 
Designated No-Wake for reasons of public safety and protection of 
property and shorelines. The water surface acreage in this classification 
can vary significantly depending on lake elevation. No-wake areas are 
typically denoted by buoys in appropriate areas. 

 
 Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary. These areas are managed with annual or 

seasonal boating access restrictions to protect fish and wildlife species 
during periods of migration, resting, feeding, nesting, and/or spawning.  
The USFWS has designated areas at Tishomingo and Hagerman NWRs 
as seasonal and permanent fish and wildlife sanctuary. Using GIS 
technology, the total acreage of Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary is 
approximately 7,443 acres at the conservation pool elevation of 617.00 
NGVD. 

 
 Open Recreation. This classification encompasses the majority of the lake 

water surface and is open to general recreation with boats being the 
primary means of transport. Boaters are advised through maps and 
brochures, or signs at boat ramps and marinas, that navigational hazards 
may be present at any time and at any location in these areas. Operation 
of a boat in these areas is at the owner’s risk. Specific navigational 
hazards may or may not be marked with a buoy. Approximately 65,688 
acres of water surface at Lake Texoma are classified as Open Recreation. 

 
A summary of land classifications at Lake Texoma is provided in Table 4.1. 

Acreages were calculated using historical and GIS data. A map representing these 
areas can be found in Appendix A. 

 
Table 4.1 Acreage by Land Use Classification 
Classification Acres 
Project Operations                                                                                             1,569 
High Density Recreation 12,676 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas 4,404 
Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Low Density Recreation 5,603 
Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Wildlife Management 88,619 
Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Vegetative Management 1,266 
Future/Inactive Recreation 128 
Water Surface: Restricted 528 
Water Surface: Designated No-wake 1,027 
Water Surface: Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 7,443 
Water Surface: Open Recreation                                                                65,688 

* Note: These acreage figures were measured using GIS technology and may vary slightly from 
official land acquisition records. 
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4.3 PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS 
These are lands on which easement interests were acquired. Fee title was 

not acquired on these lands but the easement interests convey to the Federal 
government certain rights to use and/or restrict the use of the land for specific 
purposes. Easement lands are typically classified as Operations Easement, Flowage 
Easement, and/or Conservation Easement. At Lake Texoma the only easement 
lands are those lands where a flowage easement was acquired. A flowage 
easement, in general, grants to the government the perpetual right to temporarily 
flood/inundate private land during flood risk management operations and to prohibit 
activities on the flowage easement that would interfere with flood risk management 
operations such as placement of fill material or construction of habitable structures. 
During original acquisition of lands approximately 537 acres of flowage easements 
were acquired.  Dozens of land disposals have taken place through the years for 
reasons explained in Chapter 2, and in the process of disposing these lands, 
flowage easements were retained on lands up to elevation 645.00 N.G.V.D. The 
total number of flowage easement acres retained was not readily available at the 
time of this master plan revision, but is estimated to exceed 1,000 acres. 
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CHAPTER 5 - RESOURCE PLAN 
 

5.1 RESOURCE PLAN OVERVIEW 
 This chapter describes in broad terms how each land classification within the 
Master Plan will be managed.  All management goals described in Section 3.1 apply 
to each of the land classification, but the primary goal(s) for each classification is 
listed below for emphasis.  Refer to section 3.2 for a listing of resource objectives 
applicable to each management goal.  Refer to Appendix A for maps showing the 
various land classifications. 
 
 Management of all lands, recreation facilities, and related infrastructure must 
take into consideration the effects of pool fluctuations associated with authorized 
project purposes. Management actions are dependent on congressional 
appropriations, the financial capability of lessees and other key stakeholders, and 
the contributions of labor and other resources by volunteers. The land classifications 
and applicable management goals for each classification for Lake Texoma include 
the following:  
 

 Project Operations ............................................................... Goal A  
 High Density Recreation ...................................................... Goal C  
 Environmentally Sensitive Areas  ......................................... Goal B, D, E  
 Multiple Resource Management Lands for:  

o Low Density Recreation  ............................................ Goal C  
o Wildlife Management  ................................................ Goal B, E 
o Vegetation Management  .......................................... Goal B, E  

 
 A more descriptive and detailed plan for managing project lands can be found 
in the Lake Texoma OMP. The OMP is an annually-updated, task and budget 
oriented plan identifying tasks necessary to implement the Resource Plan and 
achieve the goals and objectives of the Master Plan. 
 

5.2 PROJECT OPERATIONS 
This land classification is associated with the dam, spillway, powerhouse, 

switchyard, and related facilities that are operated and maintained for the purpose of 
fulfilling the primary missions of Lake Texoma. There are 1,569 acres of lands under 
this classification, all of which are managed by USACE. The Project Operation land 
management plan consists of continuing to provide physical security necessary to 
ensure continued operation of the critical operational structures. 

 
Public access to Project Operations lands is restricted although limited 

recreational access is permitted when lake operations allow.  Regardless of any 
authorized public recreational use of lands that are classified as Project Operations, 
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these uses are subservient to the operation and maintenance requirements of 
Denison Dam, spillway and associated lands and infrastructure. 
 

5.3 HIGH DENSITY RECREATION 
Lands classified for High Density Recreation (HDR) are currently developed 

for intensive recreational activities. Lake Texoma has 12,676 acres and 71 distinct 
parcels included in this classification with each area having a unique name.  These 
71 parcels include 12 Public Parks, 23 Commercial Concession leases, 22 Quasi-
Public leases, and 14 Private Recreation leases.  Summary tables of these 71 areas 
are provided in Table 2.22, 2.24, 2.25 and 2.26 in Chapter 2.  Depending on 
available space, funding, and public demand, those HDR lands managed as Public 
Parks, Commercial Concession leases, and Quasi-Public leases may support 
additional outdoor recreation development in the future. These areas include access 
points, day use areas, campgrounds, commercial resorts and marinas, and quasi-
public recreation facilities. These areas have been developed to support 
concentrated visitation.  Future development on HDR lands will take into 
consideration protection of natural resources and scenic quality as specified in the 
management objectives set forth in Chapter 3.    

 
Of the 71 total HDR areas, 59 areas are leased to non-federal partners 

referred to as grantees and USACE operates and manages the remaining 12 areas. 
Each grantee is responsible for the operation and maintenance of their respective 
leased area. USACE does not provide direct maintenance within any of the leased 
locations, but may occasionally lend support to governmental entities where 
appropriate. USACE reviews requests and ensures compliance with applicable laws 
and regulations for proposed activities in all leased and USACE-operated HDR 
areas. USACE works with partners to ensure that recreation areas are managed and 
operated in accordance with the objectives prescribed in Chapter 3. A description of 
each HDR area operated by USACE or a governmental entity, including existing and 
proposed facilities, is provided below: 

 

5.3.1 Dam Site (Texas and Oklahoma) 

Dam Site encompasses 176 acres on the left bank below the dam 
(Oklahoma), the right bank below the dam (Texas), and an area upstream of the 
dam on the right bank (Texas). The park is operated by USACE and serves as a 
combination day use and camping park.  The Texas portion, both below and above 
the dam, is a favorite fishing area.  The park on the Texas side below the dam 
currently provides 20 standard electric campsites, 10 picnic sites, a gate/park 
attendant site, restrooms with showers, a group shelter, picnic sites, and a dump 
station.  The park upstream of the dam on the Texas side currently provides a boat 
ramp, restroom, and a parking area.  The park on the Oklahoma side below the dam 
currently provides several picnic sites, parking areas, and a restroom.  Future plans 
for Dam Site Park includes the construction of a boat ramp complex on the 
Oklahoma side.  
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5.3.2 Eisenhower State Park (Texas) 
Eisenhower State Park encompasses 448 acres and is leased to and 

operated by TPWD.  All development and construction in the lease area was 
performed by the State of Texas.  The park offers 228 campsites (169 with electricity 
and 59 with no electricity).  Fifty of the campsites have sewer hookups. In addition 
there is one group camping pavilion, 37 picnic sites, a sanitary dump station, 
playgrounds, showers and restrooms for camping and day use, fishing piers, boat 
launching ramps, fish cleaning facility, one ATV trail, one bike/hike trail and one 
nature interpretive trail, a swimming beach, and a park store.  The lease includes a 
commercial concession sublease to the Eisenhower Yacht Club. Future 
development of the park rests with Texas Parks & Wildlife Department.   

 

5.3.3 Preston Bend Recreation Area (Texas) 
Operated by USACE, Preston Bend Recreation Area encompasses 64 acres 

on the Preston Peninsula accessible from Preston Bend Road.  The park is a 
camping fee area that features 38 total campsites including 12 non-electrical tent 
sites, an entrance station, a boat ramp, courtesy fishing and loading docks, 
restrooms with showers, a dump station, and a group picnic shelter.  The deep 
waters of the Little Mineral cove and the main lake extending back into the cove on 
the south side of the park provides protected anchorage for all types of boating 
operation.  This park is considered to be fully developed with little room for future 
expansion. Future plans include maintenance and minor improvements to existing 
facilities. 

 

5.3.4 Juniper Point East and West (Texas) 

Operated by USACE, Juniper Point encompasses 415 acres which spans the 
shoreline on either side of Highway 377, immediately south of the Highway 377 
bridge (Willis Bridge).  The park is a camping fee area with a total of 47 campsites, 
44 with electric hookups and 3 with no electric. The east side of the park features 
restrooms with showers, a group shelter, a boat ramp with a courtesy dock, a gate 
house, and a dump station.  The west side of the park features standard electric 50 
amp campsites, restrooms with showers, a boat ramp with a courtesy dock, and a 
trailhead.  The 14 mile Cross Timbers Hiking Trail has its beginning here and ends 
at Texoma Marina and Resort.  The boat ramps in both the east and west portions of 
the park are very popular with all types of boaters.  No major changes are 
anticipated for this park although sufficient undeveloped acreage is available if 
expansion of facilities is needed. Future plans include maintenance and minor 
improvements to existing facilities. 
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Photo 5-1 Typical waterfront campsite, July 2, 2016 in Juniper Point Park. Future 
plans call for improving existing campsites in all USACE parks. (USACE Photo) 

5.3.5 Lake Texoma State Park (Oklahoma) 
Lake Texoma State Park encompasses 930 acres on the Oklahoma side of 

the lake in Marshall County, approximately five miles east of Kingston, OK. The 
recreation area is leased to the State of Oklahoma and operated by the OTRD.  The 
park offers approximately 243 campsites with electricity and 250 with no electricity. 
Approximately 6 day use pavilions, 200 picnic sites, 6 boat ramps, as well as 
restrooms, showers, sanitary dump station, swimming beach, hiking trail and park 
store are also available.  The lease includes a commercial concession sublease to 
the Catfish Bay Marina. Future development of this park rests with the State of 
Oklahoma and may ultimately be affected by the WRDA 1999 legislation related to 
Lake Texoma State Park (refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.9 for additional information) 

 

5.3.6 Pennington Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 

This 281 acre park includes approximately 209 acres that is leased to the City 
of Tishomingo which operates the area as an extension to their city park.  Access is 
excellent since it can be reached from Highways 99 and 22 and from paved city 
streets.  The park features 19 non-electric campsites with on-site restrooms and 
shower facilities as well as tent camping. The small dam and creek is a popular 
swimming hole in the summer.  The area also has picnic tables, grills and a 
playground. Future development in this park rests with the City of Tishomingo.  
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5.3.7 Burns Run Recreation Area, East and West (Oklahoma) 
Operated by USACE, Burns Run Recreation Area encompasses 948 acres. 

Burns Run East and West lie at the north end of Denison Dam and Highway 91 
brings visitors across the dam and directly to the entrance to Burns Run. Ideally 
located on the main lake, the area features open spaces complemented by 
groupings of trees and expansive sandy beaches making it the most popular 
campground on Lake Texoma. The area is highly developed and heavily used with a 
total of 160 campsites with electricity and 14 without.  Included in the campsite 
numbers are 39 campsites with sewer hookups. In addition there are 24 picnic sites 
and 4 group shelters. The area is managed as two areas, East and West, with two 
separate entrance stations. Both East and West Burns Run have a day use and 
camping area featuring tent only, standard electric, and full hook-up campsites, 
restrooms with showers, a dump station, swim beach, playground, group shelters, 
picnic sites, and a boat ramp. Future plans for the park include maintaining and 
improving the existing facilities. No additional facilities are planned.  

 

5.3.8 Platter Flats Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 
Operated by USACE, Platter Flats Recreation Area encompasses 237 acres 

located on Rock Creek Cove where it opens out into the Washita arm of the lake, 
just north and west of the community of Platter. The area has an irregular shoreline 
and is heavily wooded, lending itself nicely to recreational development. The park is 
a camping area featuring 62 sites with electricity and 3 non-electric sites. Thirty-nine 
of the campsites are designated for equestrian campers and 26 are non-equestrian. 
Other facilities in the park include, a park entrance station, a boat ramp, restrooms 
with showers, a dump station, a group shelter, and an equestrian trail. Future plans 
for the park include maintaining and improving the existing facilities. No additional 
facilities are planned.  

 

5.3.9 Lakeside Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 

Operated by USACE, Lakeside Recreation Area encompasses 339 acres 
located on the north bank of Rock Creek where it joins the main body of the lake. It 
is four miles south of US Highway 70 near the east end of the Roosevelt Bridge. The 
park has pleasing open spaces accentuated by groups of trees characteristic of the 
Post Oak Savannah ecoregion. The park is a camping area with 139 campsites with 
electricity and 4 with no electricity. Many of the campsites are very desirable 
waterfront sites. Other facilities include restrooms with showers, a park entrance 
station, boat ramp with courtesy dock, dump station, and a group shelter. Future 
plans for the park include maintaining and improving the existing facilities. No 
additional facilities are planned.  
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5.3.10 Johnson Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 

Operated by USACE, Johnson Creek Recreation Area encompasses 69 
acres located adjacent to US Highway 70 immediately east of Roosevelt Bridge. It is 
well developed, with a pleasantly wooded area and attractive shoreline. The park is 
a camping fee area with 55 campsites featuring standard 30 and 50 amp electric 
campsites, a gate house, restrooms with showers, a boat ramp with a courtesy dock, 
a dump station, and a group shelter. Future plans for the park include maintaining 
and improving the existing facilities. No additional facilities are planned. 

 

5.3.11 Caney Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 

Operated by USACE, Caney Creek Recreation Area encompasses 244 acres 
located approximately 4 miles south of Kingston, Oklahoma. The Creek forms an 
attractive cove which has an inlet well suited for the development of boating 
facilities. The park is a camping fee area with 42 campsites with electricity and 10 
with no electricity, restrooms with showers, a group shelter, a boat ramp with a 
courtesy dock, a park entrance station, and a dump station. Future plans for the park 
include maintaining and improving the existing facilities. No additional facilities are 
planned.  

 

5.3.12 Buncombe Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma) 

Operated by USACE, Buncombe Creek Recreation Area encompasses 204 
acres located on the west bank of Buncombe Creek approximately one mile 
northeast of the Willis Bridge.  The area is wooded and the topography is suitable for 
recreational development.  The Buncombe Creek arm offers protected anchorage for 
all types of boats.  The park is a camping fee area featuring 54 total campsites, all 
with standard 30 amp electrical hookups, restrooms with showers, a gate house, a 
boat ramp with courtesy dock, dump station, and a group shelter.  Future plans for 
the park include maintaining and improving the existing facilities.  No additional 
facilities are planned.  

 

5.3.13 Leasing of USACE-Operated Park Areas 

USACE encourages the leasing of parks to governmental entities in cases 
where the natural resources and outdoor recreation opportunities stand to be 
improved and better service afforded to the public. It is also possible to lease parks 
to commercial concessions that are already operating within or adjacent to an 
existing park.   
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5.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
Eleven distinct areas totaling 4,404 acres are designated as Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas (ESA). These are areas where scientific, ecological, cultural, and 
aesthetic features have been identified. Designation of these lands is not limited to 
just lands that are otherwise protected by laws such as the Endangered Species Act, 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), or applicable state statutes.  The 
primary management objective for ESAs is to allow existing uses to continue but to 
protect sensitive resources from intensive development, use, or disturbance beyond 
that which currently exists. In general, these areas must be managed to ensure that 
they are not adversely impacted.  With the exception of natural surface pedestrian 
trails and minimal visitor parking areas, limited or no development of public use 
facilities is allowed on these lands and no real estate outgrants for easements 
should be granted unless disturbance can be confined to the boundaries of existing 
easements. No agricultural or grazing uses are permitted on these lands unless 
necessary for a specific resource management benefit, such as prairie restoration or 
provision of supplemental browse and forage for wildlife. An ESA classification 
provides the highest level of ecological protection among the various land use 
classifications.  

Future management of ESAs includes monitoring and surveillance of cultural 
resource sites to ensure they are not damaged or destroyed. Habitat management 
actions will be carried out to improve conditions for Cross Timbers forests and relic 
prairies. Typical actions include removal of invasive eastern redcedar taking care to 
avoid removal of select older trees. Removal can be accomplished mechanically 
using a mulching machine or manually with the use of hand held chainsaws. Under 
certain conditions, prescription burning can be used as a tool to discourage the 
growth of eastern redcedar and to remove woody growth from relic prairies.  
Additional work to be conducted in ESAs includes inventory and evaluation of habitat 
conditions, which would provide a baseline from which the effectiveness of future 
management efforts can be measured.  Parcels that are identified as having old 
growth Cross Timbers forests should be considered for ecological research 
purposes. Such a parcel was recently identified on Lake Eufaula, OK and is 
managed under a lease agreement with the Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium.   

5.5 MULTIPLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT LANDS 
Multiple Resource Management Lands (MRML) are, as the name implies, 

lands that serve multiple purposes, but that are sub-classified and managed for a 
predominant use.  The following paragraphs describe the various sub-classifications 
of MRML at Lake Texoma, the number of acres in each sub-classification, and the 
management plan for these lands. 

5.5.1 MRML - Low Density Recreation 
There are 5,603 acres of MRML – Low Density Recreation at Lake Texoma.  

These lands have minimal development or infrastructure that support passive public 
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use such as hiking, nature photography, bank fishing, and hunting.  Since these 
lands are typically adjacent to private residential developments, hunting is only 
allowed in select areas that are a reasonable and safe distance from adjacent 
residential properties.  These lands are typically open to the public, including 
adjacent landowners, for pedestrian traffic and are frequently used by adjacent 
landowners for access to the shoreline near their homes. Prevention of unauthorized 
use on this land, such as trespassing or encroachment, is an important management 
and stewardship objective for all USACE lands, but is especially important for lands 
in close proximity to private development.  Future management of these lands calls 
for maintaining a healthy, ecologically-adapted vegetative cover to reduce erosion 
and improve aesthetics. Maintenance of an identifiable property boundary is also a 
high priority in these areas.   

5.5.2 MRML - Wildlife Management 
There are 88,619 acres of MRML – Wildlife Management at Lake Texoma.  

These lands include the two National Wildlife Refuges managed by USFWS and the 
four WMAs managed by ODWC which collectively total 52,309 acres. The remaining 
36,310 acres are managed directly by USACE. The USACE goals and objectives for 
these lands is to continue working with USFWS and ODWC partners to ensure their 
wildlife management practices, as well as USACE management practices, are 
ecologically sustainable and providing the intended public benefits. In general, this 
land classification calls for managing the habitat to support native, ecologically 
adapted vegetation, which in turn supports native game and non-game wildlife 
species, with special attention given to federal and state-listed threatened and 
endangered species (see Tables 2.7 and 2.8 in Chapter 2.). Future management 
may include such activities as placement of nesting structures, construction of water 
features or brush piles, prescribed fire, fencing, removal of invasive species, and 
planting of specific food-producing plants that may be necessary to support wildlife 
needs. Additional best management practices may include use of erosion control 
blankets that do not pose entrapment hazards to wildlife; elimination of open-top 
vertical pipes that pose an entrapment hazard to wildlife; minimize nighttime lighting 
and only use down-shielded lighting to prevent disorientation of night-migrating 
birds; follow USFWS guidelines for building glass to prevent bird collisions; preserve 
and restore wildlife habitat in high density recreation areas; ensure that mowing 
practices provide standing tallgrass over winter to provide essential cover for 
wintering birds; and report sightings of state-listed species and presence of rare 
vegetative communities to TPWD and ODWC. Conservation and protection of 
habitat that is typical of the Cross Timbers ecoregion, especially areas of old growth 
trees, will be given high priority. Priority will also be given to the improvement or 
restoration of existing wetlands, or the construction of wetlands where topography, 
soil type, and hydrology are appropriate.  

 
Use of available funds for wildlife management must be prioritized to meet 

legal mandates and regional priorities.  While exceptions can occur, management 
actions will be guided by the following, in order of priority:  1) Protect federal and 
state-listed threatened and endangered species. 2) Meet the needs of species 
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protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act. 3) Meet the needs of rare species and Species of Greatest Conservation 
Concern. 4)  Meet the needs of resident species not included in the above priorities. 

Additionally, agricultural leases for grazing or hay production may be 
employed when such actions are beneficial to long-term ecological management 
goals. Hunting and fishing activities are regulated by federal and state laws and 
special restrictions proposed by USACE and approved through state regulatory 
processes. Natural surface pedestrian trails are appropriate for most Wildlife 
Management Areas.  

Table 5.1 provides a listing by managing agency of all areas included in the 
MRML-Wildlife Management land classification. USFWS manages the Tishomingo 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and Hagerman NWR under a permit and 
Cooperative Agreement with USACE.  The ODWC manages the following five areas 
under a real estate license with USACE: Fobb Bottom Wildlife Management Area 
(WMA): Tishomingo Wildlife Management Unit (WMU) which is part of the 
Tishomingo NWR; Texoma-Washita Arm WMA; Hickory Creek WMA and Love 
Valley WMA. USACE directly manages 30,075 acres in numerous tracts located 
throughout the project area.  A map showing managing agencies and their locations 
can be found in in Appendix A.  

Table 5.1 Wildlife Management Lands by Managing Agency 
Area Number 

of Acres 
Land 

Classification 
Managing 
Agency 

Outgrant 
Document 

Hagerman NWR 11,429 Wildlife 
Management USFWS Public Land 

Order 
Tishomingo 
NWR 13,450 Wildlife 

Management USFWS Public Land 
Order 

Tishomingo 
WMU (1) 3,170 Wildlife 

Management 
USFWS and 

ODWC 

Public Land 
Order and 

Cooperative 
Agreement 

Washita Arm 
WMA 13,286 Wildlife 

Management ODWC License 

Fobb Bottom 
WMA 2,205 Wildlife 

Management ODWC License 

Hickory Creek 
WMA 7,363 Wildlife 

Management ODWC License 

Love Valley 
WMA 7,746 Wildlife 

Management ODWC License 

WMAs Managed 
Directly by 
USACE  

36,310 Wildlife 
Management USACE NA 

(1) Tishomingo WMU is located within the USFWS Tishomingo NWR and is also considered part of
the Washita Arm WMA. 
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5.5.3 Vegetative Management  
There are 1,266 acres of MRML – Vegetation Management at Lake Texoma.  

These are lands designated for stewardship of forest, prairie, and other native 
vegetative cover.  These areas were selected primarily because they represent 
some of the best forests and woodlands representative of the Cross Timbers 
ecoregion.  Future management will be directed toward improving conditions for 
Cross Timbers forests and prairies. Specific management measures are similar to 
those that apply to ESAs. Passive recreation activities, such as hiking on natural 
surface trails, wildlife photography, and hunting may be allowed in these areas.  
These areas are under direct management by USACE. Photo 5.2 illustrates a typical 
Eastern Cross Timbers Forest complete with large, decomposing fallen trees and 
mature post oaks exceeding 100 years in age.  

Photo 5-2 Typical Eastern Cross Timbers Forest at Lake Texoma (USACE Photo) 

5.5.4 Future or Inactive Recreation Areas  
These areas either have site characteristics compatible with potential future 

development or are currently closed recreation areas.  These areas will be managed 
for multiple resources until opportunities to develop or reopen them arise.  

Approximately 128 acres out of the 279 acre Willow Springs Recreation Area 
has been designated on the east side of the recreation area as a Future or Inactive 
Recreation Area.  The 202 acres on the west side of the area is operated under a 
commercial concession lease to Willow Springs Resort and Marina and will remain 



 

Resource Plan 5-11 Lake Texoma Master Plan 
 

classified as a High Density Recreation area.  The undeveloped 128 acres has 
potential to be developed in the future as an expansion to Willow Springs Recreation 
Area.   

 

5.6 WATER SURFACE 

USACE is the primary agency responsible for managing the recreational use 
of the water surface at Lake Texoma. Enforcement of water surface rules and 
regulations is a shared responsibility between USACE, TPWD Game Wardens and 
the Marine Enforcement Division of the Oklahoma Highway Patrol (OHP). Zoning of 
the water surface is intended to ensure the security of key operations infrastructure, 
promote public safety and protect habitat. In accordance with national USACE policy 
set forth in EP 1130-2-550, the water surface of the lake at the conservation pool 
elevation may be classified using the following classifications: 

 Restricted 
 Designated No-Wake 
 Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 
 Open Recreation 

 
At the conservation pool elevation of 617.0 NGVD, Lake Texoma has a water 

surface of 74,686 acres. The following water surface classifications are designated 
at Lake Texoma. 

 

5.6.1 Restricted  
Restricted water surface includes those areas where recreational boating is 

prohibited or restricted for project operations and safety and security purposes. The 
total acreage of Restricted water surface is approximately 528 acres. The Restricted 
water surface at Lake Texoma includes the area around the intake gate control 
tower near the dam, a tailwaters area reach of the Red River immediately below 
Denison Dam which is restricted for safety and security concerns, the discharge 
outlet works, and small areas around three designated swimming beaches. Future 
management calls for one or more of the following management measures:  
placement of buoys; placement of signs near boat ramps; and describing the areas 
on maps available to the public.  

 

5.6.2 Designated No-Wake  
Designated No-Wake areas are intended to protect environmentally sensitive 

shorelines and improve visitor safety near key recreation water access areas such 
as boat ramps, swim beaches, and marinas.  There are 90 boat ramps and 23 
marina area at Lake Texoma where no wake restrictions are in place for public 
safety and protection of property.  Designated No-Wake areas at Lake Texoma 
include approximately 1,027 acres. Future management of these areas rests with 
almost every managing entity on Lake Texoma. Specific measures to be taken 
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include: placement of buoys, placement of signs near boat ramps, and describing 
the areas on maps available to the public 

5.6.3 Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 
This water surface classification applies to areas with annual or seasonal 

restrictions to protect fish and wildlife species during periods of migration, resting, 
feeding, nesting, and/or spawning.  There are 7,443 acres of Fish and Wildlife 
Sanctuary water surface at Lake Texoma and the entire acreage is managed by the 
USFWS on the water surface portions of the Hagerman and Tishomingo national 
wildlife refuges. 

5.6.4 Open Recreation 
Open Recreation includes all water surface areas available for year round or 

seasonal water-based recreational use.  Approximately 65,688 acres of Lake 
Texoma water surface is designated as Open Recreation.  Signs at boat ramps warn 
boaters that navigation hazards such as standing dead timber, shallow water, and 
floating debris may be present at any time and location and it is incumbent upon 
boat operators to exercise caution. Boating on the lake is in accordance with USACE 
regulations and water safety laws of Oklahoma and Texas.  USACE encourages all 
boaters and swimmers to wear their lifejackets at all times and to learn to swim well. 

5.6.5 Recreational Seaplane Operations 
Recreation seaplane landings and takeoffs may occur on water surface areas 

where this activity is not prohibited.  A map depicting areas where seaplane landings 
and takeoffs are prohibited can be found in Appendix A. The USACE imposed 
restrictions that apply to seaplane operations are published by the Federal Aviation 
Administration in their Notice to Airmen and are also set forth in Title 36 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, Chapter III, Part 327.4. 

5.7 PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS 
Future management of the Flowage Easement lands at Lake Texoma 

includes routine inspection of these areas to ensure that the Federal Government’s 
rights specified in the easement deeds are protected. In almost all cases, the 
Federal Government acquired the right to prevent placement of fill material or 
habitable structures on the easement area. Placement of any structure that may 
interfere with authorized project missions may also be prohibited. 
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CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS 
 

6.1 SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

This section briefly explains the scope and history of the Lake Texoma 
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). This plan is focused on the management of 
certain private uses of USACE lands and water surface including private floating 
facilities (private boat docks) and vegetation modification activities. The SMP 
includes shoreline allocations for land and water surface with specific requirements 
and restrictions related to private shoreline uses. In accordance with USACE 
regulation ER 1130-2-406, shoreline allocations must compliment, and certainly not 
contradict the land classifications in the Master Plan. The SMP for Lake Texoma is 
available through the Tulsa District website and in printed version at the USACE 
Lake Texoma Project Office.  

Purpose 

Shoreline Management Plans are intended to ensure that the private use of 
water area, shoreline and public land of USACE projects is managed to protect the 
environment and scenic beauty for future generations. 

 

History 

In the late 1940’s and early 50’s, immediately following completion of Denison 
Dam and full impoundment of Lake Texoma, USACE began accepting applications 
for private floating facilities at the resident office. At the time, authorizing private 
docks was viewed as a way to facilitate recreation at the lake. Applicants were 
required to submit plans and specifications of a proposed facility including structural 
design, anchorage method, construction materials, and proposed location. If the 
structural criteria and the site location were acceptable and the applicant had a 
residence within the immediate vicinity of the lake, a permit for the floating structure 
was granted. In addition to private floating facilities, permits were also issued for 
landscaping and other vegetation modification on government lands.  

 
During the late 1960’s, private uses expanded during an era when the public 

at large began to use USACE lakes in unprecedented numbers.  As a result, at 
many USACE lakes across the nation, private use of public land and waters became 
controversial. In response to the controversy, USACE initiated efforts to stop issuing 
new permits and to remove existing private use as permits expired. This action was 
also controversial among existing permittees and eventually resulted in USACE 
pursuing a formal rulemaking process by amending Title 36, Chapter III, Part 327, of 
the Code of Federal Regulations to include a section addressing management of 
private use under the umbrella heading of Lakeshore Management, later changed to 
Shoreline Management. The formal rulemaking was published in the Federal 
Register on December 13, 1974. This regulation prohibits new private uses at all 
new lakes and at all existing lakes where no private uses had been granted prior to 
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this date. In general, the regulation granted grandfather privileges to existing 
permittees and required USACE to prepare Shoreline Management Plans at all 
lakes where private shoreline uses had been permitted. Preparation of the SMPs 
required full public involvement. One of the most important parts of an SMP is the 
allocation of the shoreline into four possible allocations as follows: 

 
 Public Recreation Areas (in general, no private uses allowed) 
 Limited Development Areas (private floating facilities and vegetation 

modification generally allowed by written permit up to specified limits) 
 Protected Shoreline Areas (in general, no private uses allowed with 

possible exception of vegetation modification for wildfire prevention) 
 Prohibited Access Areas (no private uses permitted) 
 
Following a required process of public involvement, the original SMP for Lake 

Texoma was approved by the USACE Southwestern Division (SWD) Engineer in 
1976. In 1981, the plans was reviewed and opened for comment in keeping with 
SWD guidance to review every 5 years. The review was accomplished by holding 
workshops at various locations around the lake in order to obtain input from local 
citizens. In June 1986, the Lake Texoma SMP was again reviewed resulting in a 
decision to allocate an additional 3.4 miles of shoreline as Limited Development 
Area, thus allowing further expansion of private docks. In 1991 and 1996, the 
Lakeshore Management Plan, now referred to as the Shoreline Management Plan, 
was again reviewed and changes were made to reflect the trends in use which are 
compatible with present policy. The 1996 update of the SMP is the most recent 
update as of the date of this Master Plan. 

 
WRDA 2007 

 Section 3182 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007 
contained provisions mandating that USACE convey a tract of Federal land in the 
Little Mineral arm of Lake Texoma to the City of Denison. The City would retain 
approximately 100 acres of the 635-acre conveyance for public park purposes and 
convey the remaining acreage to Schuler Development to facilitate construction of a 
private residential development known as Preston Harbor Development. The 
conveyance action, and an associated action to examine the SMP as it relates to the 
shoreline fronting the Preston Harbor Development, was assessed in an EIS in 2012 
with the net result that the SMP was modified to allow additional private docks in 
certain areas along the shoreline fronting the Preston Harbor Development as well 
as future development of a public boat club in one cove in the Little Mineral Arm. 
The details of this action are provided in the 2012 EIS available on the Tulsa District 
website. 
 
 Current Status 
 Currently, there are approximately 856 permitted private floating facilities on 
Lake Texoma as well as 303 vegetation modification permits (OMBIL report, 2015). 
Managing the shoreline management program at Lake Texoma is a significant and 
costly administrative burden that must be balanced with other critical work 
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requirements. The administrative fee structure for a shoreline use permit has not 
changed since the program started in 1974 which has caused the program to 
become a steadily increasing financial burden. A 5-year permit costs a total of $35 
and falls far short of the actual cost of administering the permit. USACE carried out a 
nationwide effort in the late 1980’s to raise fees to an equitable level.  After 
approximately two years of research and preparation, a new fee schedule was 
published as a final rule in the Federal Register on June 28, 1991.  The new fees did 
not propose to capture the full cost of the program, but a one-time fee for a new 
private dock permit was set at $400 plus a $15 per year inspection fee. Shortly after 
the fee schedule was published, legislation was passed to prevent implementation of 
the new fees.  USACE is seeking funding through the normal budget process to 
conduct a comprehensive review of the SMP which will include associated NEPA 
documentation.    
 

6.2 OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
Lake Texoma is located in two major oil and gas basins including the Fort 

Worth Basin on the Texas side and the Ardmore Basin on the Oklahoma side 
(Figure 6.1). The Woodford Shale basins are near Lake Texoma but have no 
significant effect on USACE lands. Approximately 700 oil well sites are located on 
Lake Texoma public lands and waters. Many of these pre-date Federal acquisition of 
lands for Lake Texoma such as some located in major well clusters at the 
Cumberland Field in Oklahoma (upstream of Highway 70 on the Washita Arm of the 
lake) and some within Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge in Texas (on the Big 
Mineral Arm of the lake).  A third cluster of wells is located in the upper reaches of 
the lake on the Texas side near the common line between Cooke County and 
Grayson County as depicted in Figure 6.2.  Many oil and gas wells at Lake Texoma 
were directionally drilled with a bottom-hole located under the reservoir. In addition 
to the areas of concentrated wells, many other wells are located on USACE lands 
throughout the project area and on adjacent private lands. Many flow lines on 
Federal land carry crude oil from individual wells to tank batteries or to oil and gas 
gathering and transmission lines that extend off of Federal lands. Large levees 
protecting the Cumberland Field from high flows on the Washita River were 
constructed as part of the overall Denison Dam and Lake Texoma project. Record 
flooding in May of 2015 caused the main levee to breach which lead to most of the 
field being flooded. USACE completed Phase 1 of the breach repair in 2016.  A 
general history of oil and gas production in the region surrounding Lake Texoma is 
provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.   

 
As noted in Chapter 2 as much as 97% of the mineral estate underlying 

Federal land at Lake Texoma is privately owned.  During acquisition of lands for the 
project, the majority of the mineral estate was severed from the surface estate and 
not acquired by the Federal government. The mineral estate was retained in the 
area underlying Denison Dam (to ensure the structural integrity of the dam and 
outlet works) and under the abandoned MKT railroad crossing Hagerman National 
Wildlife Refuge. There are approximately 588 known wells in various stages of 
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operation on Federal land in addition to many inactive or abandoned well sites. 
Collectively these wells require many miles of oil flow lines, gas transmission lines, 
supporting utility lines and well access roads.  Unfortunately, the road network that 
serves well locations is often used by individuals who dump trash on Federal lands. 

 
The advent of precise directional drilling capabilities coupled with hydraulic 

fracturing technology has resulted in greatly increased exploration and production 
activity on Federal lands in the past 10-15 years.  One benefit of precise directional 
drilling is that the surface location can be located on private land near the Federal 
boundary, thus allowing extraction of minerals from beneath Federal lands with no 
surface disturbance. However, hydraulic fracturing of a single well can require the 
use of several million gallons of water which is often obtained from Lake Texoma. 
From 2011 thru 2014, USACE processed 29 requests to obtain water from the lake 
for hydro-fracturing purposes.  

 
Each request for a drilling location, access road, tank battery, flow line, utility 

line, or water withdrawal requires significant review and planning to be properly 
administered.  Complex requests require an environmental assessment and a 
natural resources mitigation plan. In addition to processing requests and inspecting 
operational wells, there is a need to be vigilant for oil and gas sites and equipment 
that are abandoned.  Photo 6.1 illustrates an abandoned well head that will take 
considerable research to determine what entity was last responsible for this site. The 
USACE works with the states, to the extent possible, on disposal of abandoned oil 
and gas property and restoring orphaned or abandoned well sites.  These efforts 
have been most fruitful during cooperative projects with the Oklahoma Energy 
Resources Board.  For the foreseeable future, USACE expects oil and gas related 
actions to maintain a steady pace, but current staffing levels are not adequate to 
properly manage the workload.  Additional staffing is needed to ensure that the 
following actions are properly carried out in a timely manner:   

 
 Conduct a complete inventory of existing oil and gas infrastructure at the 

project. 
 Conduct a complete assessment of conditions of current oil and gas 

operations and infrastructure. 
 Ensure all existing oil and gas wells are permitted with a proper consent 

document and are being operated and maintained in accordance with USACE 
conditions to the consent. 

 Ensure orphaned or abandoned oil and gas work sites are safe, the 
infrastructure is properly disposed, and the associated sites are restored 

 Ensure that staff members responsible for oil and gas activities are properly 
trained.  

 
 



 

Special Topics/Issues/Considerations 6-5 Lake Texoma  Master Plan 
 

 
Figure 6.1 Major Oil and Gas Basins in the Lake Texoma Region 
(Note: Bold print represents Shale Basins where natural gas production is active) Source: 
Website geology.com 
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Figure 6.2 Oil and Gas Well Locations On or Adjacent to Federal Land near the Common 
Boundary of Grayson County and Cooke County, Texas.  
(Source: Texas Railroad Commission Website. (Note: Green dots represent the bottom-hole location 
of a well)). 
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 Photo 6-1 Abandoned Well Head on USACE Land at Lake Texoma (USACE Photo) 

6.3 POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER 

Lake Texoma has an important hydroelectric power generation mission. The 
powerhouse contains two 35,000-kilowatt generators with provisions for three 
additional 43,000-kilowatt units.  Each power unit is supplied with water via one 20-
foot-diameter steel-lined conduit.  Each of the five power conduits is equipped with 
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two 9- by 19-foot vertical lift gates located in the intake gate control tower.  The 
powerhouse and power conduits are located adjacent to the outlet works near the 
right abutment.  The first hydroelectric turbine was placed on line in March 1945 and 
the second in September 1949. Additional power data are as follows: 

 
 

Table 6.1 Hydropower Data 
Item Amount 
Required Flow for Firm Energy, average cfs 1,800 
Average Net Power Heads, feet 

Power Pool, full 103.2 feet 
Power Pool, empty 75.0 feet 
Critical Hydroperiod 92.2 feet 

Dependable Capacity, kW 54,000 kW 
Installed Capacity, kW 70,000 kW 
Potential Capacity, kW 199,000 kW 
Average Annual Firm Energy, kWh 126,470,000 kWh 

 

6.3.1 Hydropower Storage Allocation 

The storage in Lake Texoma between elevations 590.0 feet and 617.0 feet is 
allocated to hydropower production with the exception of 300,000 acre-feet of water 
supply storage currently under contract and an additional 150,000 acre-feet that has 
been authorized for reallocation to water supply storage when requested. When the 
top of the seasonal pool is above elevation 617.00 feet, the storage between 
elevation 617.0 feet and the top of the seasonal pool is also available for 
hydropower (refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.1.5.1 Seasonal Pool Management for 
specific information on seasonal pool elevations). Hydropower generation is 
conducted in collaboration with and at the discretion of the Southwestern Power 
Administration (SWPA). A portion of the flood control storage above the top of the 
seasonal pool is designated as a transitional pool. The storage in the transitional 
pool is divided into two zones of release rates which are used to increase the power 
generation and minimize downstream bank caving by tapering the flood control 
releases. When the transitional pool is above elevation 617.00 feet, releases through 
the flood control conduits may be necessary in addition to hydropower releases so 
that a falling pool can be maintained when possible and the transitional pool emptied 
within a reasonable period of time. Releases from the transitional pool or the 
conservation pool may be constrained, if necessary, to minimize downstream 
flooding. During flood regulation, power releases normally would not be reduced to 
less than the average daily release of approximately 2,300 cfs for firm energy (429 
MWh/day). 
 

6.3.2 Hydropower Constraints 
In accordance with the Hydropower Operating Plan for USACE Southwestern 

Division (SWD), required by North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), 
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the following are hydropower constraints at Lake Texoma. Per the Operating Plan, 
allowable firm power release is 2,300 cfs, or 429 MWh per day. The minimum 
downstream water quality requirement is generation for at least one hour with one 
unit every fourth day, or as needed to replenish oxygen content of water in the 
tailrace and stilling basin, as long as pool elevation remains above 612.00 feet. The 
maximum hydropower drawdown rate in the conservation pool is limited to 1.0 feet 
per week and 3.0 feet in any consecutive 4-week period. Response time to changes 
in hydropower generation is limited to 10 minutes under normal operating conditions, 
and to 5 minutes under emergency operating conditions. 

 

6.3.3 Hydropower Releases In Contrast to Evaporation 
The effect of hydropower releases on water surface elevations at Lake 

Texoma is a topic of public interest, especially when low lake levels result in 
unusable boat ramps and the need for marinas to move toward deeper water. The 
effect varies significantly depending primarily on inflow to the lake.  To explain the 
effect it is helpful to contrast the loss of water from hydropower releases with that of 
natural evaporation. In very broad terms, when stored floodwater is being released, 
as much as possible will be released through the hydroelectric turbines due to the 
corresponding hydroelectric power generation benefit. These releases will exceed 
the rate of natural evaporation because of their duration which is typically round-the-
clock during floods operations.  Overall, these releases have little effect on the lake 
elevation when compared to the much greater effect from flood conduit releases 
which can evacuate stored floodwater quickly. However, when the lake elevation is 
at or below the conservation pool elevation (i.e., not in flood status), hydropower 
releases are at the discretion of SWPA and will typically be scheduled to meet 
relatively short periods of peak electricity demand (i.e., a few hours).  These pulsed 
releases will normally equate to less volume of water than that lost to natural 
evaporation.  During the most recent drought period of 2011-2014, SWPA actually 
purchased power from other sources to curtail hydropower release demands. 
Natural evaporation was the primary reason for falling lake elevations through that 
event. While lake elevations can change dramatically from year to year, the overall 
effect of hydropower releases on lake elevation in a typical year (i.e., without 
excessive drought) will exceed the effect of natural evaporation.  Figure 6.3 
illustrates the month by month comparison of inflow to outflow at Lake Texoma from 
January 2012 through March 2013.  The chart shows that from May 2012 through 
March 2013 evaporation clearly had the greatest effect on lake elevations.    
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Figure 6.3 Lake Texoma Inflow and Outflow from January 2012 through March 2013 
Source: USACE Hydrology and Hydraulics Branch, Tulsa District 
 

6.4 WATER SUPPLY 

The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (WRDA) authorized 300,000 acre-
feet of Lake Texoma storage to be reallocated from hydropower to water supply 
upon completion of a reallocation study. This reallocation was in addition to the 
150,000 acre-feet of water supply storage already allocated at Lake Texoma. The 
reallocation study was completed in 2010. The 300,000 acre-feet has a total 
dependable yield of 294.73 million gallons per day (mgd) as determined for the 
100% dependable yield for the critical drought of record (1938-2000). This 
reallocation was split between Texas and Oklahoma water users with 150,000 acre-
feet available to each. Texas entities have entered into water storage contracts with 
the Tulsa District for their entire 150,000 acre-foot allocation. Conversely, all of 
Oklahoma’s 150,000 acre-foot allocation is available for reallocation and water 
storage agreements with Tulsa District users. Table 6.2 lists the current water supply 
users having approved water storage agreements with USACE. 

 
No water supply intake structures were designed or built with the original 

Denison Dam project. The structures that currently exist were built by the water 
supply users when needed. Currently, there are four intake structures in the lake as 
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well as one located on the Red River approximately 19 river miles downstream from 
Denison Dam. The downstream intake is operated by Luminant Power as part of 
their power generation facility near Savoy, Texas. The City of Denison withdraws 
water through two vertical turbine pumps in wet wells located about one-half mile 
west of the dam on the south side of the lake; the invert elevations of the two intakes 
are 588.8 NGVD and 600.0 NGVD. The Red River Authority of Texas has an intake 
structure with an invert elevation of 601.0 NGVD on the south side of the lake, about 
five to six miles west of the dam near the Preston Shores development. The North 
Texas Municipal Water District withdraws water through five pumps located on the 
south side of the lake about three to four miles west of the dam on the southeast 
side of Grandpappy Point.  These pumps can withdraw water from elevations 
considerably lower than elevation 600.0 NGVD. 
 

Lake Texoma is not regulated for water supply because the withdrawal points 
for all but one of the current water supply contracts are within the lake and have 
invert elevations at least 16 feet below the top of the conservation pool (elevation 
617.0 NGVD). The only current water supply user that does not withdraw water 
directly from the lake is the Luminant Power facility at Savoy, Texas, which 
withdraws water from the Red River approximately 19 river miles downstream of 
Denison Dam. Luminant Power has not requested access to their contracted storage 
by requesting USACE to release water from Lake Texoma.  This is because the 
Savoy facility has a large storage pond which can be filled during typical USACE and 
SWPA release operations for their subsequent use during periods of low Red River 
flows. 
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Table 6.2 List of Current Water Supply Users with Approved Contracts 

USER NAME 
APPROVAL 

DATE 
AGREEMENT 

TYPE 
PRESENT 
STORAGE 
(AC-FT)(1) 

FUTURE 
STORAGE 

(AC-FT) 

TOTAL 
USER 

STORAGE 
(AC-FT) 

YIELD 
(M.G.D) 

GTUA for Pottsboro,TX 9/27/2011 Storage 1514.7 0 1514.7 1.489 
GTUA 6/4/2010 Storage 50000 0 50000 49.167 
North TX Municipal Water 
District(3) 4/26/2010 Storage 100000 0 100000 98.333 
GTUA for Sherman, TX 9/23/2005 Storage 11600 0 11600 11.407 
Pointe Vista 9/23/2005 Storage 275 0 275 0.27 
GTUA for Sherman, TX(2) 10/29/1997 Storage 5500 0 5500 5.408 
GTUA for Sherman, TX(2) 9/24/1992 Storage 5500 0 5500 5.408 
Buncombe Creek View 
Addition 4/9/1992 Storage 0.3 0 0.3 0 
North TX Municipal Water 
District 12/17/1985 Storage 85406 0 85406 83.983 
Red River Authority of 
Texas 8/2/1983 Storage 2054 0 2054 2.02 
Red River Authority of 
Texas 11/18/1969 Storage 450 0 450 0.443 
Luminant Power 8/8/1961 Storage 16400 0 16400 16.127 
City of Denison 9/21/1953 Storage 21300 0 21300 20.945 

Yield for current water supply agreements of 300,000 ac-ft = 294.73 mgd 
Yield for total conservation pool storage of 986,730 ac-ft = 969.4 mgd. 
(1) Conservation pool storage remaining in the year 2044 after 100 years sedimentation from the date 
the project became operational based on the 2002 sediment survey. 
(2) Public Law-146 states the rights to storage for Sherman, Texas. Actual law states 41,000 acre-
feet, but withdrawal is limited. Amount shown reflects the conservation storage required for the 
withdrawal limitation during critical hydrologic period. 
(3) Section 838 of Public Law 99-662 authorizes the Secretary of the Army to reallocate up to 
150,000 acre-feet of storage from hydropower purposes to water supply purposes for entities in the 
State of Texas. 
 (Source: Lake Texoma, Water Control Manual, USACE, Revised Edition, Oct. 2011, Table Data 
Revised 7 Jul 2011) 

6.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal agencies to ensure that any action 

authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to: 1) jeopardize the 
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species, or 2) result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  The term, "jeopardize the 
continued existence of" means to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the 
survival and recovery of listed species in the wild by reducing the species' 
reproduction, numbers, or distribution.  Jeopardy opinions must present reasonable 
evidence that the project will jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species 
or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

While the action of revising a Master Plan is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of a federally listed species, and is not likely to destroy or 
adversely modify their habitat, it is possible that management and operation of Lake 
Texoma could result in incidental take.  Since incidental take may adversely affect a 
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federally listed species, formal consultation between USACE Tulsa District and 
USFWS on actions within Tulsa District, including those at Lake Texoma, was 
conducted in accordance with Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.  This consultation resulted 
in a Biological Opinion (BO) in which two species of significance to Lake Texoma, 
the interior least tern and the American burying beetle, were addressed. These two 
species are discussed in detail below. 

6.5.1 Interior Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) (ILT) 
The USFWS published a Final Rule (50 FR 21784) listing the interior 

population of the least tern as endangered in May 1985.  The ILT nests and loafs on 
sand bars and feeds in adjacent shallow waters during the summer along the Red 
River in Oklahoma, Texas and Arkansas. Preferred nesting habitat for the ILT is 
bare sand substrate located a considerable distance from trees or other potential 
perches for avian predators.  The ILT range at Lake Texoma includes Love, 
Marshall, Johnston, and Bryan counties, Oklahoma and Grayson and Cooke 
counties, Texas. 

The greatest threat to ILTs from operation of Lake Texoma is reduction in 
nesting habitat quantity and quality. The reservoir reduces frequency of downstream 
flood events and sediment transport from upstream sources relative to pre-project 
conditions.  These events served as key building blocks for suitable nesting habitat 
and the lack thereof results in ILT use of low elevation nesting habitat that is more 
susceptible to inundation during natural floods and reservoir releases.  Finally, 
shoreline-oriented actions associated with various outgrant activities in the reservoir 
could decrease suitability of ILT loafing and feeding habitat during migration periods. 

Actions of the USACE and its partners reduces incidental take of ILTs.  For 
example, manipulation of water releases to the extent possible by SWPA may 
reduce flooding of low elevation nests.  In addition, periodic high flow events, such 
as those during flood water releases, coincidentally restores some nesting habitat.  
Use of best management practices, including the timing of outgrant action 
implementation, reduces perturbations of ILTs during migration periods. 

In accordance with the BO issued by the USFWS, the Tulsa District is 
required to comply with three reasonable and prudent measures regarding ILTs.  
These include: 1) maintaining suitable nesting habitat; 2) monitoring, evaluating, and 
adjusting operations to minimize take; and 3) reducing predation and human 
disturbance.  These actions are to occur within the Tulsa District’s Arkansas, 
Canadian, and Red river action areas. 

6.5.2 American Burying Beetle (ABB) 
The ABB range in Oklahoma includes Marshall, Johnston, and Bryan 

Counties on the Oklahoma side of Lake Texoma. The ABB was designated as an 
endangered species in July 1989 (54 FR 29652).  It is considered an annual species 
and typically reproduces once in its lifetime.  The ABB competes with other 
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invertebrate and vertebrate species for carrion used for food and recruitment 
success.  Although ABBs are considered feeding habitat generalists, they are 
believed to be more selective regarding breeding habitat.  The ABB range in 
Oklahoma includes Love, Marshall, Johnston, and Bryan counties on the Oklahoma 
side of Lake Texoma.  The USFWS does not show the ABB range extending into 
Texas. 

 
Direct adverse impacts to ABBs at Lake Texoma may result from infrequent 

and short duration actions involving maintenance, operation, and enhancement of 
project lands and during flooding risk reduction operations.  For example, natural 
resource management measures, optimization and management of public use 
areas, and real estate outgrants that include soil disturbance and vegetation 
modification all have potential consequences for ABBs and their habitats.  
Inundation is an unavoidable consequence of flood risk reduction but these impacts 
may actually reduce flooding of ABBs and their habitats below Denison Dam relative 
to pre-reservoir conditions.  

 
In accordance with the BO issued by the USFWS, the Tulsa District is 

required to comply with two reasonable and prudent measures regarding ABBs.  The 
first requires USACE to evaluate the likelihood of specific action areas to contain 
ABBs or suitable habitats.  If suitable habitat may be impacted the USACE may 
either conduct presence/absence surveys or assume presence, implement 
minimization measures, and provide mitigation.  The USACE must also provide an 
annual report to the Service detailing the ABB acres impacted by soil disturbance, a 
copy of ABB survey results, and reasonable and prudent measures implemented. 

 
The second reasonable and prudent measure pertaining to ABBs requires the 

Corps develop an ABB mitigation and management plan.  This includes protection 
and active improvement of ABB habitat on 3,350 acres of existing USACE lands to 
provide action impact mitigation. The Corps will also conduct ABB surveys to provide 
baseline and ABB trend data for evaluation of mitigation and management plan 
success. 

 

6.6 INVASIVE SPECIES 
Lake Texoma project lands and waters within the Red and Washita river 

basins are considered to be a major pathways for the introduction of terrestrial and 
aquatic nuisance species.  A listing of invasive species presently documented to be 
present at Lake Texoma is included in Chapter 2, Table 2.11. Vegetative species 
considered to be of special concern by the Oklahoma Invasive Plant Council in south 
central Oklahoma include tree-of-heaven, mimosa, camelthorn, alligator weed, 
Caucasian bluestem, paper mulberry, purple nutsedge, water hyacinth, bush 
honeysuckle, chinaberry tree, sulfer cinquefoil, kudzu, callery pear, and 
ravennagrass. Aquatic nuisance species considered to be of special concern by the 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation and the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department include Asian carp, didymo (rock snot), golden algae, Harris mud crab, 
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white perch, zebra mussel, and giant salvinia.  Kudzu, zebra mussel, mimosa, and 
golden algae have been documented to occur on the fee lands and waters of Lake 
Texoma, but only the zebra mussel and golden algae are present in significant 
levels. 

 
Golden algae was first documented in Lake Texoma between January and 

March in 2004 during a substantial bloom which resulted in fish kills in small coves  
from Lebanon Pool to Big Mineral Creek.  Additional minor and nuisance blooms are 
documented to have occurred in 2006 and 2007.  The 2006 bloom and associated 
fish kill was isolated primarily to Lebanon Pool.  However the 2007 bloom and 
associated fish kill extended from Lebanon Pool to Buncombe Creek on the 
Oklahoma side of the reservoir and from Slickum Slough to Cedar Bayou on the 
Texas side of the reservoir.  While the only major golden algae bloom to date 
occurred in 2004, the population of golden algae present in Lake Texoma is 
documented to be capable of producing prymnesium toxin and future blooms could 
result in a significant fish kill within the Red River arm of the reservoir. 

 
Zebra mussels were first confirmed to be present in Lake Texoma on April 3, 

2009 by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department based on the report of a single 
adult mussel found on a boathouse in Texas.  They have not established dense 
populations throughout the lake and thrive where hard surfaces are available for 
attachment (e.g., boat docks, boats, concrete structures).  The greatest impacts from 
zebra mussels have been to public water supply infrastructure with only moderate 
impacts to recreational boaters and to USACE water control infrastructure.  
Following the confirmation of zebra mussels in Lake Texoma, the North Texas 
Municipal Water District (NTMWD) halted water withdrawal and transfer from Lake 
Texoma to Lavon Lake to prevent transfer of mussels. Since 2009, the NTMWD has 
updated its Lake Texoma transfer infrastructure by constructing a pipeline that will 
deliver water from Lake Texoma directly to the NTMWD treatment plant near Wylie, 
Texas.  This change, which was placed into service in June 2014, bypasses Lavon 
Lake entirely.   

 
The Harris mud crab was first reported to the Oklahoma Department of 

Wildlife Conservation by anglers fishing on the Oklahoma side of Lake Texoma in 
2009. Presently the only portions of Lake Texoma to be extensively surveyed for the 
species are on the Oklahoma side of the reservoir.  Researchers concluded that the 
Harris mud crab is wide-spread in Lake Texoma but in relatively low population 
numbers.  Surveys and angler reports have resulted in sightings in Fobb Bottom, 
Buncombe Creek, Cardinal Cove, Sandy Beach, Cross Point Camp, Caney Creek, 
McLaughlin Creek, Willow Springs, Platter Flats, and Willafa Woods.  The ecological 
impacts of the Harris mud crab on the Lake Texoma ecosystem is unknown. 
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6.7 WATER QUALITY AND HARMFUL ALGAE BLOOMS 
Water quality at Lake Texoma is dependent upon many factors including the 

location of Denison Dam downstream of the confluence of the Washita and Red 
rivers and the unique chemical characteristics exhibited by the reservoir.  The 
chemical composition of Lake Texoma can vary considerably from that of the two 
main tributaries.  The majority of the ionic composition of the reservoir is attributable 
to Permian salt deposits present in the upper Red River Basin resulting in strong 
salinity gradient within the reservoir with the highest ionic concentrations occurring 
within the Red River arm and lowest in the Washita River arm.  This results in well-
defined riverine, riverine transitional, and lacustrine zones being present in Lake 
Texoma. 

 
The Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB) conducts annual water 

quality monitoring of Lake Texoma through its Beneficial Use Monitoring Program 
(BUMP) at 13 fixed sampling sites located throughout the riverine, riverine 
transitional, and lacustrine zones of the reservoir. Based upon the most recent 2015 
BUMP report, Lake Texoma is classified as a eutrophic reservoir within the riverine 
transition and lacustrine zones of the lake with riverine portions of the reservoir 
classified as hypereutrophic.  Chlorophyll a values range from 10 - 13 mg/m3 in the 
lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zones and 21 - 49 mg/m3 in the Red 
River riverine transition and riverine zones.  Surface total nitrogen values range from 
0.66 – 1.50 mg/l within the Red River arm and from 0.79 to 0.96 mg/l within the 
lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zone.  Surface total phosphorus 
ranges from 0.005 to 0.091 mg/l within the Red River arm and from 0.005 to 0.026 
mg/l within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zone.  Nitrogen to 
phosphorus ratios throughout the reservoir range from 18:1 to 80:1 and indicate the 
reservoir is phosphorus limited meaning phosphorus is the nutrient considered to 
limit phytoplankton growth.  Turbidity values range from 8 - 27 NTU within the Red 
River arm and 3 - 5 NTU within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition 
zones. Secchi depth measurements of light penetration into the water ranges from 
25 - 142 cm throughout the reservoir. 

 
Comparisons of the 2010-2011, 2012, and 2015 OWRB Oklahoma Lakes 

Report, Beneficial Use Monitoring Program indicate the trophic status of Lake 
Texoma has changed very little between 2010 and 2015, however the N:P ratio 
within the reservoir and increased over the same period suggesting nitrogen loading 
to the reservoir may be increasing. As a reservoir ages, water quality declines can 
be attributed to many factors, individually and collectively.  Factors which generally 
contribute to declining water quality in aging reservoirs includes sedimentation, 
increased human habitation within the vicinity of the lake, changing land 
management practices within the watershed, increased urbanization and associated 
urban runoff, and increase reliance on allocated water supply.  Recreation is one 
use that has already been adversely impacted by cyanobacteria blooms, low 
dissolved oxygen water and increasing reliance on water supply by stakeholders 
with water supply contracts.  Adverse impacts to the local economy due to water 
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quality issues have been an increasing matter of local, state, and regional concern 
throughout the contiguous United States in recent years. 

 
The OWRB has reported Lake Texoma does not meet all designated 

beneficial uses under the State of Oklahoma Water Quality Standards, Oklahoma 
Administrative Code Title 785, Chapter 45.  Dissolved oxygen concentrations within 
the Washita River riverine transition zones do not support designated beneficial uses 
for fish and wildlife propagation with up to 50% of the water column exhibiting 
dissolved oxygen concentrations less than 2.0 mg/l.  This same reach of the 
reservoir does not meet designated beneficial uses for agriculture due to sulfate 
concentrations exceeding water quality standards for agricultural use.  Turbidity 
limits the designated beneficial use in the Red River riverine zone due to turbidity 
values exceeding water quality standards for fish and wildlife propagation. 

 
The frequency and duration of harmful algae blooms (HABs) and nuisance 

algae blooms have increased in Lake Texoma since 2004.  The majority of nuisance 
and harmful algae blooms have been due to golden algae and cyanobacteria.  
Golden algae blooms have been documented to have resulted in sporadic minor to 
moderate fish kills within the Red River Arm of Lake Texoma since 2004.  
Cyanobacteria bloom cell densities 
frequently exceed established World 
Health Organization (WHO) public 
health thresholds for primary body 
contact having low (> 20,000 
cells/ml cyanobacteria) and 
moderate (> 100,000 cells/ml 
cyanobacteria) risk of adverse 
health effects. Cyanobacteria cell 
densities also exceed the 100,000 
cells/ml established by the 
Oklahoma Legislature in 2012 under 
Senate Bill 259.  The hepatotoxin 
(liver toxin) microcystin and 
neurotoxin (nerve toxin) 
cylindrospermopsin have been 
continually detected at concentrations below action levels established by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for drinking water and action levels 
established by the WHO and the Oklahoma Legislature for recreational waters. 

 
Water quality and quantity concerns and future anticipated TMDL 

implementation by state and federal agencies will affect the selection and 
implementation of management plans throughout the watershed.  Addressing water 
quality and quantity concerns in conjunction with TMDL implementation could allow 
Lake Texoma to meet all authorized purposes into the future.  

 

Photo 6-2 Trash Dumped in Old Boat  
(USACE Photo) 
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6.8 ILLEGAL TRASH DUMPING AND LITERING 
The illegal dumping of trash, including dead animals, construction debris, old 

boat hulls, tires, shingles, and household garbage, is a serious problem on USACE 
lands at Lake Texoma. Even more serious is the occasional dumping of hazardous 
materials that are extremely expensive to remediate.  If a dumping location goes 
undiscovered for a matter of weeks it attracts more similar activities. While the 
problem is likely more extensive on USACE lands, it affects all six counties 
surrounding Lake Texoma. Both Texas and Oklahoma have environmental 
enforcement officers to address the problem and the county Sheriff’s offices also 
play a significant role in enforcement of illegal dumping laws. USACE park rangers 
pursue violators, but county enforcement officers are better equipped to handle 
violators.  

Regional landfills are available in Grayson County, TX at the Texoma Area 
Solid Waste Authority (TASWA) landfill at 25090 State Highway 56 just east of 
Whitesboro, TX and in Carter County, OK at the nonprofit Southern Oklahoma 
Regional Disposal (S.O.R.D.), Inc. site just east of Ardmore, OK.  S.O.R.D. also 
operates a drop-off site in Marshall County, OK.  Disposal rates for solid waste, 
including fiberglass boat hulls, ranges from $25-$35 per ton with minimum tipping 
fees. In spite of the availability of these landfills, dumping continues unabated in 
many isolated pockets on USACE lands. 

Reducing the occurrence of illegal trash dumping requires a significant 
investment of labor by USACE employees.  Working an action requires inspecting 
areas, documenting violations, and pursuing a remedy through the courts.  
Extremely serious cases may require action by the U.S. Department of Justice. If 
violators cannot be determined, the cost of a cleanup using contractor forces can be 
several thousand dollars per site.  Others sites are cleaned up using internal USACE 
personnel.  However, these endeavors are somewhat impractical considering 
existing demands on the project workforce.  Similar to the situation described for oil 
and gas activities (see Section 6.2), USACE land is the need for additional staff 
which would allow a concentrated effort to stop illegal trash dumping. 

Litter in parks and on many shoreline areas is also a significant problem at 
Lake Texoma  USACE has implemented park attendant programs where individuals 
are provided a campsite in a park area in return for performing routine maintenance 
tasks to include litter removal.  However, contractor forces are still needed in some 
areas to pick up the significant amount of litter left behind by visitors.  Lakeshore 
cleanup events which coincide with National Public Lands Day (in late September) 
or Earth Day (in April) can help remove litter.  However, community-based education 
activities focused on reducing litter and recycling, such as Keep America Beautiful 
campaigns, are also needed and may be the long-term key to litter reduction.  
Ultimately, a societal shift is needed wherein individuals will recycle and reduce the 
amount of solid waste generated to the maximum extent feasible. This would 
generate significant cost savings by allowing curtailment of very expensive litter 
pickup and trash removal service in park areas. 
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Another source of litter comes from storm water runoff from local 
communities. This problem can be significantly reduced when cities and private 
residential developers require installation of oil and litter separators and/or detention 
basins where litter can be easily removed before it enters USACE land and the lake 
proper.  As a best management practice, USACE will not allow storm water outfalls 
to be placed on USACE lands and if placed on flowage easement conditions may be 
imposed requiring the installation of oil and litter separators and/or detention basins.  

Photo 6-3 Old Boat, Shingles and Household Garbage Dumped on 
USACE Land (USACE Photo) 

6.9 RECENT LEGISLATION AFFECTING LAKE TEXOMA-WRDA 1999/2007 

6.9.1 Water Resources Development Act of 1999: Lake Texoma State Park 
Section 563(e) of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1999 

(Public Law 106-53, 113 Stat. 359) directed the Secretary of the Army to convey to 
the State of Oklahoma all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to real 
property located in Marshall County, Oklahoma, and included in the Lake Texoma 
project.  These lands consisted of approximately 1,580 acres leased to the State of 
Oklahoma for public park and recreation purposes.  This area includes Lake Texoma 
State Park, located at the west end of the Oklahoma State Highway 70 bridge near 
Kingston, Oklahoma (see map RT15MP-OR-0A in Appendix A).  In 2004, the 
Oklahoma Commissioners of the Land Office (Land Office), representing the State of 
Oklahoma, requested the conveyance of approximately 564 acres of these lands for 
ultimate development of a resort.  These lands were subsequently conveyed to the 
Land Office, removing them from federal ownership and management by the Tulsa 
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District.  Should the State of Oklahoma request conveyance of additional lands in 
this area, the Tulsa District would proceed in accordance with Section 563(e) of 
WRDA 1999, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and other 
relevant federal statutes.   

 

6.9.2 Water Resources Development Act of 2007: Oklahoma Lakes 
Demonstration Program.  

Section 3134 of WRDA 2007 (Public Law 110-114, 121 Stat. 1142) established 
the Oklahoma Lakes Demonstration Program.  This program was established for the 
purpose of demonstrating the benefits of enhanced recreation facilities and activities 
at Corps of Engineers lakes located primarily in Oklahoma.  The program directed 
the Secretary of the Army, consistent with project purposes, to pursue strategies to 
maximize recreation experiences, use creative management strategies to optimize 
recreation, and ensure continued public access to recreation areas at civil works 
projects.  While a portion of the lake is located in Oklahoma, no specific activities 
related to the Oklahoma Lakes Demonstration Program have been conducted at 
Lake Texoma to date.  
 

As part of the overall Lakes Demonstration Program implementation, the Tulsa 
District conducted both public workshops and contracted for on-line public surveys to 
gain an understanding of recreation-related desires of users of Corps of Engineers 
lakes throughout Oklahoma.  On-line surveys were conducted in 2011 and 2012 by 
the Leisure Studies Department, Oklahoma State University.  General findings of 
both the workshops and surveys indicated that users were primarily interested in 
enhanced development of recreational facilities serving minority populations, 
disabled visitors, and low impact user groups such as kayakers, hikers/bikers, and 
equestrian trail riders.  Those providing input likewise seemed to not support private 
development at Corps lakes to the extent they do public development. 
 

6.9.3 Water Resources Development Act of 2007: Denison Land Conveyance  
Section 3182 (j) of WRDA 2007 (Public Law 110-114, 121 Stat. 1142) 

directed the Secretary of the Army to offer to convey, at fair market value to the City 
of Denison, Texas, all right, title, and interest in and to approximately 900 acres of 
land located in Grayson County, Texas.  These lands are located along the eastern 
shore of the Little Mineral Arm of Lake Texoma (see Figure 6.4).  In compliance with 
the NEPA, an environmental impact statement (EIS) was completed and a Record of 
Decision (ROD) addressing this action signed in October, 2012.  Ultimately, 
approximately 635 acres of federal lands were conveyed to the City of Denison, who 
retained portions for development of public facilities and transferred remaining 
portions to a private developer (Schuler Development) for construction, along with 
adjoining private property, of residential housing and commercial recreational 
amenities.  Accordingly, these lands were removed from federal ownership and 
management by the Tulsa District.  A narrow strip of public lands to elevation 619 ft 
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(Lake Texoma seasonal pool elevation) remain in this area.  Figure 6.4 depicts the 
area of land that was sold to the City of Denison. 

Figure 6.4 Map of USACE Land (yellow cross-hatched area) Sold to City of Denison in 
Accordance with Public Law 110-114, 121 Stat. 1142.  
Source: 2012 EIS for the Denison Land Conveyance 
 

6.10 PRIVATE COTTAGE SITES ON FLOWAGE EASEMENT 
During the spring flood event of 2015, seven cottages located on flowage 

easement were impacted by the flood event.  Under routine circumstances, 
habitable structures are not allowed on flowage easement and those that may exist 
on flowage easement as the result of boundary errors, faulty surveys or intentional 
encroachment cannot be reconstructed if removed or destroyed for any reason. After 
review of the situation involving the seven cottages by USACE headquarters, a 
decision was rendered allowing the seven cottages to be reconstructed. The 
reasons making it possible to allow reconstruction are as follows: 
 

 The original conveyance of the cottage sites was authorized by special 
legislative disposal 



 

Special Topics/Issues/Considerations 6-22 Lake Texoma  Master Plan 
 

 The specifically conveyed cottages are not habitable structures as defined by 
Civil Works policy 

 The human habitation restriction will remain in full force and effect 
 The new deeds will contain an indemnification and hold harmless clause 

 

6.11 NATIONALLY ACCLAIMED RECREATIONAL FISHERY 
Lake Texoma supports a nationally acclaimed recreational fishery.  Its 

success is fueled by highly productive waters that inundate diverse habitats that 
sustain a variety of game and prey fish species.  These characteristics provide an 
excellent angling experience with 75% of anglers ranking the quality of fishing as 
very high to high (USACE 2009).  Fishing is also the most frequent recreation 
activity at Lake Texoma and accounts for 45% of all visits to USACE public use 
areas (USACE 1978).  

 
Management of the Lake Texoma fishery is shared between the ODWC and 

TPWD and the collaborative endeavor has been a shining example of multi-
jurisdictional management success.  Ongoing cooperative efforts have focused, in 
part, on establishing regulatory consistency and more effective regulatory 
enforcement potential.  For example, a special Lake Texoma fishing license was 
created in 1979 allowing anglers to fish the lake in either state’s jurisdiction without 
purchasing two separate licenses.  By 1997, the two agencies had also 
homogenized sport fishing regulations for all species that were previously managed 
separately.  Joint sampling, data sharing, and annual meetings continue to support 
an open dialogue and development of cooperative management strategies for the 
overall fishery’s benefit. Species commonly sought by anglers at Lake Texoma are 
channel, flathead, and blue catfish, white and black crappie, white bass, striped 
bass, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and various sunfish.  Alligator gar are also 
prized by anglers due to their unique characteristics and trophy potential.  Numerous 
Oklahoma and Texas state record fish have been caught from the waters of Lake 
Texoma.  Many other quality fish caught are eligible for Lake Record status in both 
states.  Below Denison Dam, the lower Red River supports a successful and diverse 
tailrace fishery with striped bass and catfish enticing the highest angler effort. 

 
Temperate Bass 
Lake Texoma is home to two temperate basses including white and striped 

bass.  White Bass are native to the Lake Texoma watershed and their densities 
were historically phenomenal.  Fishing for white bass is especially popular during the 
spring when they make their spawning run up the numerous tributaries that 
contribute inflows to Lake Texoma. The National Sand Bass Festival was started in 
1963 when community leaders attempted to highlight the natural resources of 
Marshall County.  Striped bass ultimately supplanted the white bass as king of Lake 
Texoma’s pelagic sport fishery when their population and popularity expanded.  
Despite a perceived decline from decades ago, catch rates show white bass have 
been increasing in density in recent years (ODWC 2011; TPWD 2013) and they 
continue to provide ample angling opportunities. 
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Striped Bass 
Striped bass were stocked into Lake Texoma from 1965 to 1974 to create an 

additional sport fishery.  Striped bass have done well in the vast, highly productive, 
and highly mineralized waters of Lake Texoma.  These characteristics are also 
conducive to the thriving gizzard and threadfin shad populations on which striped 
bass depend.  In fact, Harper and Namminga (1986) report that providing a 
biological control of shad within Lake Texoma was a primary objective of Lake 
Texoma striped bass introductions.  Natural reproduction of striped bass was first 
documented in 1973 and the population is entirely self-sustaining despite recent 
drought years that have limited year class strength. 

Lake Texoma is considered to have one of the most successful inland 
populations of striped bass in the nation (USACE 2003).  The annual striped bass 
yield to anglers in 1987 through 1990 ranged from 630,000 to 930,000 (USACE 
2003). The current lake record was caught in 1984 and weighed 35.12 pounds.  The 
fishery also provides in excess of $25 million annually to the local economy (Schorr 
et al. 1995) making it one of the most valuable fisheries resources in Oklahoma and 
Texas.  The town of Kingston, Oklahoma, celebrates the importance of striper fishing 
to the local area with the annual Kingston Striper 
Festival held in September. 

The dynamic nature of the Lake Texoma 
striped bass fishery has made it challenging to 
manage.  Hence, the ODWC and TPWD have 
conducted years of intensive studies to better 
understand its intricacies.  The resulting data 
have resulted in promulgation of various length 
and bag limits based on population density, body 
condition, size structure, age and growth rates, 
behavior and opinion of anglers, and 
environmental factors.  After several regulation 
proposals and iterations, the agencies adopted a 
regulation in 1996 that set the bag limit at 10 
fish/day with only two that may be > 20 inches.  
This regulation remains in effect today.  

Black Bass 
Lake Texoma contains three species of 

black bass including largemouth, spotted, and 
smallmouth bass.  The combined success of the 
fishery for these three species makes Lake 
Texoma one of the best black bass lakes in the 
region.  This success is evidenced in recent 
scientific survey and fishing tournament results.  
The overall abundance of black bass in 2012 was much higher than previous recent 
surveys and eclipsed the overall average (TPWD 2012).  Over the past 15 years, 

Photo 6-4 A successful angler 
hoists a striped bass caught at Lake 
Texoma. (USACE Photo) 
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Lake Texoma has averaged an Oklahoma statewide tournament ranking of 9th place 
overall and 5th place for average winning weight (ODWC 2011). 

 

 
 Photo 6-5 A bass tournament begins at Lake Texoma. (USACE Photo) 

Largemouth bass is the dominant black bass species in Lake Texoma. 
Florida-strain largemouth bass introductions began in the 1990s and consistent 
stockings are ongoing to increase trophy size potential.  The ODWC reports that 
sampling catch rates and condition of legal-sized fish are consistently within the 
range of acceptable values for a quality fishery (ODWC 2011).  However, 
recruitment of young bass was occasionally low. Largemouth bass from Lake 
Texoma were tested for Largemouth Bass Virus (LMBV) in 2002. These results 
indicated that approximately one-quarter of the population carried LMBV.  Even so, 
fish kills resulting from LMBV at Lake Texoma have never been confirmed (ODWC 
2011). 
 

Smallmouth bass were first stocked into Lake Texoma in 1981 and have 
since developed into a quality fishery. The population is self-sustaining and has 
expanded to most suitable habitats within the lake. Numerous Oklahoma state 
record smallmouth bass have been produced from Lake Texoma with the largest 
being 7.8 pounds which was caught in 2003.  Sample survey data is limited for 
smallmouth bass given their preference for deeper habitats which are difficult to 
effectively sample. 
 
 Catfish 

Lake Texoma’s catfish sport fishery is composed of channel, blue and 
flathead catfish.  All three species thrive in the sprawling reservoir which provides 
suitable water quality, diverse and quality habitats, and a robust prey supply.  
Thousands of anglers visit Lake Texoma each year to participate in the productive 
catfish sport fishery which contributes substantially to the overall recreational 
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experience.  Channel and blue catfish are most frequently sought by anglers while 
flathead catfish provide a unique fishing opportunity for a species that is less 
abundant and susceptible to anglers. 
 

The profile of blue catfish in the overall catfish sport fishery has increased at 
Lake Texoma in recent years.  Creel surveys conducted in 2006 and 2007 indicated 
that blue catfish make up 66.7% of the total catfish harvest (Kuklinski 2008).  The 
species grows faster in Lake Texoma than in many other reservoirs and they have 
potential to reach trophy size.  A former world record blue catfish (121.5 pounds) 
was caught from the Texas side in 2004. The current Oklahoma state record blue 
catfish was caught from Lake Texoma in 1988 and weighed 118 pounds. 

 

 
Photo 6-6 Former world record blue catfish caught from Lake 
Texoma in 2004. (TPWD Photo) 

Channel catfish also compose a popular segment of the Lake Texoma catfish 
fishery.  Creel surveys conducted in 2006 and 2007 shows the species makes up 
32.0% of the total catfish harvest (Kuklinski 2008).   Catch rates for channel catfish 
have been high in recent surveys with the 2012 sample being the second highest on 
record (TPWD 2013).  The TPWD (2013) also found body condition indices to be 
good to excellent with condition improving in proportion to size. 
 
 Crappie 

Lake Texoma contains both white and black crappie. Angling for both species 
is popular around boat docks but the popularity peeks during the spring near 
spawning habitats. Previous data indicates that Lake Texoma has a low to moderate 
density of crappie with inconsistent recruitment (ODWC 2011).  Both ODWC and 
TPWD report growth rates for crappie that consistently exceed acceptable values for 
a recreational fishery (ODWC 2011; TPWD 2013). 
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Photo 6-7 A string of Lake Texoma Crappie (USACE Photo) 

Alligator Gar 
Alligator gar is a fishery of growing importance in the southeastern United 

States and Lake Texoma.  Declining populations in portions of the species’ range 
have caused many state and federal agencies to actively manage populations.  The 
species is known to reach 100 or more pounds in Lake Texoma and the upper Red 
River which attracts trophy anglers.  The vulnerability of spawning alligator gar led to 
the development of seasonal “no harvest” areas in the Big Mineral and upper Red 
River segments of Lake Texoma. The current Oklahoma state record was caught in 
2015 in the upper Red River main stem. It weighed 254.8 pounds and was over 8 
feet long. 

Photo 6-8 Oklahoma state record alligator gar caught from the 
upper Red River above Lake Texoma in 2015. (ODWC Photo) 
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 Paddlefish 

Paddlefish, are native to the Red River drainage. The construction of Denison 
Dam in 1944 blocked upstream spawning migrations which is believed to have 
contributed to the extirpation of paddlefish from Lake Texoma and the upper Red 
River. The USFWS initiated a restoration stocking program for paddlefish in Lake 
Texoma in 1999.  Evaluation of the Lake Texoma paddlefish population conducted 
by Patterson (2010) estimated the population at 1,761 individuals in 2009.  Natural 
reproduction could not be confirmed during the study. 
  

The long-term success of the Lake Texoma fishery faces many threats.  For 
example, highly erodible soils within the Red and Washita River drainages contribute 
to turbidity, sedimentation, and reductions in aquatic habitat diversity and quality in 
upper reservoir segments.  Competing water uses, the potential for increased water 
chemistry changes, and a plethora of aquatic nuisance species may also negatively 
influence aquatic organisms and angler-based recreation going forward.  Future 
decades will pose numerous challenges and different opportunities to fisheries 
resource managers who will seek to align progressive management measures with 
Lake Texoma’s natural and anthropogenic environmental changes. 
 

6.12 TRAILS 
There are approximately 80 miles of designated trails on Lake Texoma public 

lands for hiking, biking, equestrian use, and enjoyment of nature. There is also one 
small trail for motorized all-terrain vehicles in Eisenhower State Park.  The longest 
and most significant trails are on lands under direct management by USACE.  These 
trails include the Cross Timbers Hiking Trail, the Big Mineral Equestrian Trail, and 
the Platter Flats – Lakeside Hiking and Equestrian Trail.  These important and 
heavily used trails exist only through the actions of volunteer organizations and 
individuals who provide invaluable maintenance services.   

 
One of the Recreational Objectives listed in Chapter 3 states:  “Work with 

partners to expand existing trails and develop new ones”.   This objective responds 
to major outdoor recreation trends identified in the Oklahoma SCORP and the Texas 
TORP. In the absence of dedicated individuals and partner organizations, USACE 
would be unable to maintain or expand existing trails or to develop new ones.  
Available trails, and the entity responsible for each trail is listed below. Trail maps 
and additional information is available on the websites of each trail-managing 
agency.      
 

6.12.1 USACE 

 Cross Timbers Hiking Trail (Texas) – This very popular trail was developed 
by USACE in 1969 and has been maintained through the years with the 
assistance of many volunteers. The trail is one-way and spans a distance of 
15 miles from Juniper Point Park to the approximate location of Texoma 
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Marina and Resort (formerly Rock Creek Camp).  The trail traverses some of 
the highest quality Eastern Cross Timbers forests that exist on Lake Texoma 
and offers numerous scenic overlooks of the lake. The trail is used by day 
hikers, overnight backpackers and off-road bicyclists. Volunteers from the 
Dallas Off-Road Bicycle Association, the Boy Scouts of America, various 
running clubs, and others provide valuable trail maintenance services. This 
trail is used continuously throughout the year unless flood conditions cause 
all or portions of the trail to be temporarily closed. A simple internet search 
for information on this trail leads to several links where users provide photos 
and personal trail experiences as well as trail conditions. Several steep 
sections of the trail are badly eroded and need to be re-routed to more 
closely follow natural contours. There are currently no plans to expand the 
length of the trail although current outdoor recreation trends indicate that 
expansion would be publicly supported. Consideration of trail expansion 
would necessarily require establishment of a strong trail maintenance 
volunteer network. Figure 6.5 illustrates the location of the trail. 

  Figure 6.5 Map of Cross Timbers Hiking Trail (Source: USACE) 

 Big Mineral Equestrian Trail (Texas) – 23 miles total. 10 mile Walnut Creek
loop and 13 mile Brushy Creek loop. A corral is provided at the trailhead.

 Platter Flats-Lakeside Equestrian and Hiking Trail (Oklahoma) – 15 mile
horseback riding and hiking trail connecting the Platter Flats and Lakeside
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Recreation Areas. Two corrals are provided in a central area of two campsite 
loops providing convenient camping for equestrian users. 

6.12.2 USFWS- Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge (Texas) 

 Crow Hill Trail – ¾ mile loop interpretive nature trail.
 Harris Creek Trail – 1 and 2 mile loop interpretive nature trail. Portions are

ADA accessible.
 Haller’s Haven Nature Trail – 2.7 mile round-trip wildlife viewing trail.
 Meadow Pond Trail – 5 mile roundtrip wildlife viewing trail.
 Raash Trail – 3 mile round-trip wildlife viewing trail.

6.12.3 Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuge (Oklahoma) 

 Oklahoma Legacy Arboretum Trail – ¼ mile ADA-accessible interpretive
nature trail.

 Craven Nature Trail – 1 mile round-trip wildlife viewing trail.
 Sandy Creek Trail – ¼ mile wildlife viewing and bank fishing access trail.

6.12.4 TPWD- Eisenhower State Park (Texas) 

 Chinquapin Ridge ATV Trail – 3.3 mile scenic ATV trail.
 Ike’s Hike and Bike Trail – 3.2 mile scenic trail.
 Armadillo Hill Trail - .81 mile long interpretive nature trail.

6.12.5 OTRD – Lake Texoma State Park (Oklahoma) 

 Texoma Interpretive Trail – 1.5 mile interpretive nature trail, partially
accessible

Eisenhower State Park in Texas has a designated motorized ATV trail and it is 
3.3 miles long. Use of the trail requires a TPWD Off-Highway Vehicle Permit. There 
are no other off-road vehicle areas designated at Lake Texoma. Operation of 
vehicles off of designated roads and parking areas is strictly prohibited due to 
environmental concerns and public safety issues. 
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CHAPTER 7 - PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

7.1 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 The USACE is dedicated to serving the public interests in support of the 
overall development of land uses related to land management for cultural, natural, 
and recreational resources of Lake Texoma. An integral part of this effort is 
gathering public comment and engaging stakeholders in the process of planning. 
The following is an overview of the process and summary of these efforts. 
 
 The USACE began planning to revise the Lake Texoma Master Plan in the 
fall of 2014. The objectives for the master plan revision are (1) to update land 
classifications to reflect changes in USACE land management policies since the 
June 1978 Master Plan revision, (2) prepare new land and recreation management 
objectives, (3) prepare a resource management plan for each land classification 
category, and (4) to update the master plan to reflect new agency requirements for 
master plan documents in accordance with ER 1130-2-550, Change 7, January 30, 
2013 and EP 1130-2-550, Change 5, January 30, 2013. 
 
 The public input process began early in the planning stage. USACE 
employees scheduled and hosted two public scoping workshops in Pottsboro, Texas 
and Kingston, Oklahoma on June 22 & 23 of 2015 to explain the master planning 
process and provide an avenue for public and agency stakeholders to ask questions 
and provide comments. The Tulsa District mailed and emailed letters to a wide 
variety of agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders, placed advertisements in local 
papers, and posted information on the USACE webpage and social media two 
weeks prior to the public scoping meeting. The turnout for the workshops was low, 
so the USACE extended the comment period well beyond the typical 30 days to give 
additional opportunity to provide comment. 
 

7.2 INITIAL STAKEHOLDER INPUT AND PUBLIC MEETINGS 
 

Each of these public scoping workshops were conducted in an open format 
and were intended for interested individuals, elected officials, interest groups, 
partner agencies, other government agencies, and businesses. Participants were 
asked to sign-in at a table where USACE staff provided the participants with 
information regarding the structure of the scoping meeting, comment forms, and 
postage paid envelopes to return comment forms. After signing in, participants were 
directed to an area where topic-specific information tables were set up. Large-scale 
boards were displayed at each table to convey information about the following 
topics: 

 
 Public Involvement Process 
 Project Overview 
 Overview of the National Environmental Policy Act process 
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 Master Plan and current land classifications
 How to Submit Comments

At each of the information tables and throughout the meeting room, USACE 
representatives were available to answer questions and receive written comments.  
Interested persons had the opportunity to comment about the project using a variety 
of methods, including the following: 

 Filling out a comment form at the open house
 Taking a comment form home to be returned in a pre-stamped envelope
 Submitting a comment using electronic mail
 Submitting a comment and mailing it in on letterhead or choice of paper

In total, 27 individuals attended the Pottsboro, Texas workshop and 18 
attended the Kingston, Oklahoma workshop, not including USACE staff. The initial 
public comment period went through July 24, 2015, but, due to low participant 
turnout, was extended to December 15, 2015.  Seven written comments were 
received by the first July 24th deadline, and a few more were received during the 
extension period. Copies and a summary of public comments can be found in 
Appendix E. 

7.3 PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW OF DRAFT MP, EA, AND FONSI 

The final draft Master Plan and Environmental Assessment was made 
available for public and agency review at two public workshops held on September 
12 & 13 in Kingston, Oklahoma and Denison, Texas respectively.  The process of 
announcing the availability of the draft final and the requirements for submitting 
comments was identical to the process described above for the initial public scoping 
workshops held in June 2015. Public and agency comments for the draft final were 
accepted through September 30, 2016.  A total of 14 individuals attended the 
workshop in Kingston and a total of 29 attended the workshop in Denison. At the end 
of the comment period a total of 16 written comments were received. A summary of 
comments received and the USACE response to the comments is provided in 
Appendix E. Copies of letters received from governmental entities are included in the 
EA. Upon incorporation of public comment into the draft Master Plan, and EA and 
FONSI, final versions will be prepared and signed by the District Engineer for 
implementation. The final version will be posted on the District website.  
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CHAPTER 8 - SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

8.1 SUMMARY OVERVIEW 
The preparation of this Master Plan for Lake Texoma followed the recent 

USACE master planning guidance in ER 1130-2-550 and EP 1130-2-550, both 
dated 30 January 2013. Three major requirements set forth in the new guidance 
include the preparation of contemporary Resource Objectives, Classification of 
project lands using the newly approved classification standards, and the preparation 
of a Resource Plan describing in broad terms how the land in each of the land 
classifications will be managed into the foreseeable future. Additional important 
requirements include rigorous public involvement throughout the process, and 
consideration of regional recreation and natural resource management priorities 
identified by other federal, state, and municipal authorities. The study team 
endeavored to follow this guidance to prepare a Master Plan that will provide for 
enhanced recreational opportunities for the public, improve environmental quality, 
and foster a management philosophy conducive to existing and projected USACE 
staffing levels at Lake Texoma. Factors considered in the Plan development were 
identified through public involvement and review of regional and statewide planning 
documents including TPWD’s 2012 TORP (synonymous with SCORP), the TCAP   
Cross Timbers Ecoregion Handbook, the 2012 Oklahoma SCORP, the 2012 
OCWCS, Mobility Plans by TXDOT, ODOT, Sherman-Denison Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (SDMPO) and Grayson County, EPA Ecoregion descriptions, 
USFWS ICAP website, and the Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium Charter.  

 

8.2 LAND RECLASSIFICATION PROPOSAL 
 A key component in preparing this Master Plan was examining prior land 
classifications and addressing the needed transition to new land classification 
standards that reflect how lands are being managed now and in the foreseeable 
future.  The new land classification standards will also comply with current USACE 
standards. Public comment was solicited to assist in making these land 
reclassification decisions. Chapter 7 of this Plan describes the public involvement 
process and Appendix E provides a summary of public comments received. After 
analyzing public comment, examining recreational trends, and taking into account 
regional natural resource management priorities, USACE team members reclassified 
the Federal lands associated with Lake Texoma as described in Table 8.1. 
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Table 8.1 Change in Land Classification from Prior Classifications to New Classifications 
Prior (1978) Land 

Classifications 
 

Acres  New Land Classifications  
Acres 

Net 
Difference 

Project Operations 1,170 

 

Project Operations 1,569 399 
Recreation – 
Intensive Use 14,689 High Density Recreation 12,676 (2,013) 

  Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas 4,404 4,404 

Recreation – Low 
Density 44,107 

Multiple Resource 
Management – Low Density 
Recreation 

5,603 (38,504) 

Wildlife 
Management 43,753 

Multiple Resource 
Management – Wildlife 
Management 

88,619 44,866 

  
Multiple Resource 
Management – Vegetation 
Management 

1,266 1,266 

   Future/Inactive Recreation 
Areas 128 128 

* Note: These acreage figures were measured using GIS technology and may vary slightly from 
official land acquisition records. Comments received following the September 12 & 13, 2016 public 
meetings resulted in minor adjustments to the final acreage figures.  
 
 
 Table 8.2 lists the descriptions and justifications for the reclassification of 
USACE lands at Lake Texoma. The prior land classifications were examined and 
divided into approximately 167 parcels, each with their own unique location 
description. Approximately 100 of these individual parcels of land, ranging in size 
from a few acres to several hundred acres, were reclassified.  Rather than 
describing how each individual parcel was reclassified, the changes are grouped by 
classification category.  A few examples of changes made to individual parcels are 
provided to assist in understanding how and why changes were made. 
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Table 8.2 Land Classification Changes and Justifications for New Land Classifications(1) 

Land 
Classification Description of Changes Justification 

Project 
Operations  

The increase of Project 
Operations lands from 1,170 
acres to 1,569 acres resulted 
from the following actions: 
 Three separate areas 

formerly classified as 
Recreation - Low Density 
were reclassified as Project 
Operations. One tract is on 
the west side of the spillway 
channel, one parallels the 
northern two-thirds of the 
dam on the downstream 
side, and the third takes in 
land occupied by the 
Cumberland levees. 

All lands converted to Project 
Operations are managed and 
used primarily in support of 
critical operational 
requirements related to the 
primary missions of flood risk 
management, hydropower and 
water supply.  Additionally, 
nationwide dam safety and 
security concerns have 
indicated a need to increase 
the classification of lands 
dedicated primarily to Project 
Operations. The conversion of 
399 acres to Project 
Operations will have no effect 
on current or projected public 
use.  
 

High Density 
Recreation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Approximately 14,689 acres 
was classified under the prior 
classification of Recreation -
Intensive Use and included 
public use areas, commercial 
concession areas, quasi-public 
use areas and private 
recreation lease areas.  
Approximately 2,013 of these 
acres were reclassified leaving 
12,676 acres under the new, 
but similar classification of High 
Density Recreation (HDR). The 
reclassification of the 2,013  
acres was accomplished as 
follows: 

 400 acres in or near 
Quasi-public use areas 
were reclassified as Low 
Density Recreation 
(LDR) or Wildlife 
Management 

 450 acres adjacent to 
commercial concessions 
was reclassified as Low 

In general terms, the amount 
of land classified for 
Recreation – Intensive Use in 
the 1978 Master Plan was 
excessive and was based on 
projected needs. Management 
experience since 1978 has 
clearly revealed that 
numerous reclassifications 
were needed to reflect actual 
use, evolving trends and 
regional priorities. The 2,013 
acres of reclassified land has 
not been utilized for HDR 
purposes nor does future 
plans call for these lands to be 
used as such. An example of 
past inappropriate land 
classification is the 
approximate 834 acres 
traversed by the 15-mile Cross 
Timbers Hiking Trail formerly 
classified as Recreation -   
Intensive Use (660 acres) and 
Recreation – Low Density 
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Land 
Classification Description of Changes Justification 

 
 
 
 
 
High Density 
Recreation 

Density Recreation, 
Vegetation Management 
or Wildlife Management. 

 1,129 acres of public 
use areas was 
reclassified primarily as 
Wildlife Management, 
Vegetation Management 
and Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESA).  

 

(173 acres). These acres are 
now considered a prime 
example of old growth forests 
representative of the Cross 
Timbers Ecoregion and are 
used for hiking and primitive 
camping. This 834 acres has 
been reclassified to Multiple 
Resource Use – Vegetation 
Management. Another 
example is Lakeside Park 
which originally included 840 
acres classified as Recreation 
– High Intensity. 
Approximately 132 acres was 
reclassified to Wildlife 
Management and 369 acres 
reclassified as Low Density 
Recreation. In each situation 
where the Recreation – High 
Intensity acreage of an 
existing park area was 
reduced, ample undeveloped 
acreage remains classified as 
HDR to accommodate any 
future development of 
additional recreation facilities. 
The conversion of 2,013 acres 
from High Intensity Recreation 
to other classifications will 
have no effect on current or 
projected public use.      
  

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas 

The classification of 4,404 
acres as ESA resulted from the 
following land classification 
changes: 
 2,655 acres of Recreation – 

Low Density was 
reclassified as ESA 

 1101 acres of Wildlife 
Management lands were 
reclassified as ESA 

 648 acres of HDR was 
reclassified as ESA 

Reclassification of the 4,404 
acres was needed primarily to 
recognize the presence of 
important cultural resource 
sites.  Secondarily, several of 
the reclassified tracts support 
old growth Cross Timbers 
forests. Classifying these 
acres as ESA will afford these 
areas the highest level of 
protection from disturbance. 
The reclassification of 4,404 
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Land 
Classification Description of Changes Justification 

acres to ESA will have no 
effect on current or projected 
public use.   
 

MRML – Low 
Density 
Recreation 

The definition of the prior 
classification of Recreation - 
Low Density is very 
comparable to the definition of 
the current classification of 
MRML – Low Density 
Recreation (LDR).  Land 
classification changes resulted 
in a net reduction of these 
acres from 44,107 acres to the 
current 5,603 acres. This 
reduction  resulted from the 
following changes: 
 485 acres was reclassified 

to Project Operations 
 309 acres was reclassified 

to MRML – Vegetation 
Management (MRML-VM) 

 2,562 acres was reclassified 
to ESA 

 35 acres was reclassified to 
HDR 

 37,024 acres was 
reclassified to MRML- 
Wildlife Management 
(MRML-WM) 

 1,285 acres of HDR land 
was reclassified to LDR 
  

The net reduction in LDR 
lands was necessary to 
recognize the need for 
additional Project Operations 
lands and to recognize high 
ecological value of those 
areas reclassified to VM and 
ESA.  The largest portion of 
the reduction was a 
reclassification of lands to 
MRML- WM to recognize that 
this large area of land has 
been historically managed 
more for wildlife purposes than 
recreational purposes. Those 
lands remaining as LDR are 
located primarily in shoreline 
areas where private boat 
docks are moored in 
accordance with the shoreline 
allocations in the Shoreline 
Management Plan. Current 
LDR lands are also located 
adjacent to dense residential 
development and in areas 
where equestrian trails exist. 
 
 These changes support 
management actions and 
recreational trends identified in 
the TORP, TCAP, Oklahoma 
SCORP and OCWCS.  Public 
use of all areas that were 
reclassified will not be affected 
now or in the foreseeable 
future. Public access in the 
form of natural surface hiking, 
biking and equestrian trails is 
compatible with these 
classifications.  
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Land 
Classification Description of Changes Justification 

MRML – Wildlife 
Management 

Lands under the prior 
classification of Fish and 
Wildlife Management were 
converted to the new and 
similar classification of MRML – 
WM but were increased from 
43,753 acres to 88,619 acres 
through the following changes: 
 37,024 acres of former 

Recreation – Low Density 
was reclassified to MRML- 
WM 

 3,791acres of previously 
unclassified lands formed 
by sediment accretion was 
classified to MRML-WM 

 2,013 acres of HDR was 
reclassified to MRML-WM 

 1,100 acres of former WM 
lands were reclassified to 
ESA 

 31 acres of former WM was 
reclassified to HDR 

 43,880 acres of  former WM 
lands remained as wildlife 
management under the new 
name of MRML-WM  

 

As noted above, 
reclassification of former 
Recreation – Low Density 
lands to MRML-WM reflects 
how these lands have been 
managed and the public uses 
they have served since 
publication of the 1978 Master 
Plan.  Reclassification of 
2,013 acres of HDR lands was 
done for the same reasons.  It 
was also necessary to 
recognize the presence of 
3,791 acres of land formed 
through sediment accretion 
and to classify those lands 
appropriately as MRML-WM. 
Only 31 acres of former 
Wildlife Management lands 
was changed to HDR on a 
parcel that is leased to Texas 
Parks & Wildlife Department 
for offices and a lab.  
 
Reclassifying 1100 acres of 
former Wildlife Management 
lands to ESA was necessary 
to recognize the presence of 
cultural resources and/or 
important ecological resources 
such as old growth Cross 
Timbers vegetation. Finally, 
the transition of 43,880 acres 
of former Wildlife Management 
lands to MRML-WM was 
appropriate and was simply a 
change in nomenclature from 
old to new.  
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Land 
Classification Description of Changes Justification 

MRML – 
Vegetation 
Management 

The classification of 1,266 
acres to MRML –Vegetation 
Management MRML-VM 
resulted from the following 
changes: 
 399 acres of former 

Recreation – Low Density 
lands in four separate 
parcels was reclassified to 
MRML-VM 

 868 acres of former 
Recreation – Intensive Use 
was reclassified to MRML - 
VM 
 

All parcels that were 
reclassified to MRML – VM 
were reclassified to recognize 
the high value of old growth 
Cross Timbers forests. Most of 
these parcels also have scenic 
high bluffs that are eroded at 
the base and heavily forested 
at higher elevations. These 
parcels add significant scenic 
quality to Lake Texoma. 
Management of these areas to 
improve and perpetuate old 
growth Cross Timbers forests 
supports regional 
management actions 
recommended in the TCAP 
and OCWCS.   
 

Future/Inactive 
Recreation 
Areas 

The classification of 128 acres 
to Future/Inactive Recreation 
Areas resulted from the 
following changes: 
 128 acres of former 

Recreation – Intensive Use 
was reclassified to 
Future/Inactive Recreation 
Area. 
 
 

The single parcel classified as 
Future/Inactive Recreation is 
undeveloped and is located 
adjacent to Willow Springs 
Resort and Marina. The 
operator of the resort and 
marina has expressed interest 
in leasing the 128 acres for 
recreational development.  
Until the area is leased it will 
be managed as MRML- WM.  

(1)The land classification changes described in this table are the result of changes to more than 100 
individual parcels of land ranging from a few acres to several hundred acres.  Acreages were 
measured using GIS technology. The acreage numbers provided are approximate.  
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FINAL FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

LAKE TEXOMA MASTER PLAN 
RED RIVER BASIN 

BRYAN, MARSHALL, JOHNSTON, AND LOVE COUNTIES, OKLAHOMA 
GRAYSON AND COOKE COUNTIES, TEXAS 

 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, including 

guidelines in 33 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 230, the Tulsa District and the 
Regional Planning and Environmental Center of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) have assessed the potential environmental impacts of the Lake Texoma 
Master Plan revision. 
 

The revised Master Plan will provide guidance for stewardship of natural 
resources and management for long-term public access to, and use of, the natural 
resources of Lake Texoma, including the land use classification of the USACE-
managed lands. The Master Plan provides a comprehensive description of the project, a 
discussion of factors influencing resource management and development, new resource 
management objectives, the resource plan describing how project lands and waters will 
be managed, an identification and discussion of special topics, a synopsis of public 
involvement and input into the planning process, and descriptions of existing 
development.  
 

Under the No Action Alternative, the USACE would take no action, which means 
the Master Plan land uses would not be revised. With this alternative, no new resources 
analysis or land-use classifications would occur. The operation and management of 
Lake Texoma would continue as outlined in the current Master Plan.  
 

The Proposed Action includes Master Plan revisions, coordination with the 
public, and updates to comply with USACE regulations and guidance, and reflects 
changes in land management and land uses that have occurred since 1978. Land 
classifications were refined to meet authorized project purposes and current resource 
objectives that address a mix of natural resource and recreation management 
objectives that are compatible with regional goals, recognize outdoor recreation trends, 
and are responsive to public comment. Required land classification changes associated 
with the Proposed Action include the following: 

 

Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

Project Operations  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The increase of Project Operations 
lands from 1,170 acres to 1,569 
acres resulted from the following 
actions: 
 
• Three separate areas formerly 

classified as Recreation - Low 
Density were reclassified as 
Project Operations. One tract is 
on the west side of the spillway 
channel, one parallels the 
northern two-thirds of the dam on 

All lands converted to Project Operations 
have historically been used primarily in 
support of critical operational 
requirements related to the primary 
missions of flood risk management, 
hydropower, and water conservation. 
Additionally, nationwide dam safety and 
security concerns have indicated a need 
to increase the classification of lands 
dedicated primarily to Project 
Operations. The conversion of 399 acres 
to Project Operations will have no effect 



 

Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

Project Operations, 
continued 

the downstream side, and the 
third takes in land occupied by 
the Cumberland levees. 

on current or projected public use.  

High Density Recreation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Approximately 14,689 acres were 
classified under the prior 
classification of Recreation -
Intensive Use and included public 
use areas, commercial concession 
areas, quasi-public use areas, and 
private recreation lease areas.  
Approximately 2,103 of these acres 
were reclassified leaving 12,676 
acres under the new but similar, 
classification of High Density 
Recreation (HDR). The 
reclassification of the 2,013 acres 
was accomplished as follows: 
 

• 400 acres in or near quasi-
public use areas were 
reclassified as Low Density 
Recreation (LDR) or Wildlife 
Management (WM). 

• 450 acres adjacent to 
commercial concessions 
were reclassified as LDR, 
Vegetation Management 
(VM), or WM. 

• 1,129 acres of public use 
areas were reclassified 
primarily as WM, VM, and 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESA).  

 

In general terms, the amount of land 
classified for Recreation – Intensive Use 
in the 1978 Master Plan was excessive 
and was based on projected needs. 
Management experience since 1978 has 
clearly revealed that numerous 
reclassifications were needed to reflect 
actual and predicted use, evolving 
trends, and regional priorities. The 2,013 
acres of reclassified land have not been 
utilized for HDR purposes nor do future 
plans call for these lands to be used as 
such. An example of past inappropriate 
land classification is the approximate 
834 acres traversed by the 15-mile 
Cross Timbers Hiking Trail formerly 
classified as Recreation - Intensive Use 
(660 acres) and Recreation – Low 
Density (173 acres). These acres are 
now considered a prime example of old 
growth forests representative of the 
Cross Timbers Ecoregion and are used 
for hiking and primitive camping. The 
834 acres have been reclassified to 
Multiple Resource Use – Vegetation 
Management. Another example is 
Lakeside Park, which originally included 
840 acres classified as Recreation – 
High Intensity. Approximately 132 acres 
were reclassified to Wildlife 
Management, and 369 acres were 
reclassified as LDR. In each situation 
where the Recreation – High Intensity 
acreage of an existing park area was 
reduced, ample undeveloped acreage 
remains classified as HDR to 
accommodate any future development of 
additional recreation facilities. The 
conversion of 2,013 acres from High 
Intensity Recreation to other 
classifications will have no effect on 
current use but will limit future uses to 
those that are compatible with protection 
and preservation of the Eastern Cross 
Timbers forested habitat.       

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The classification of 4,404 acres as 
ESA resulted from the following land 
classification changes:  
 
• 2,655 acres of Recreation – Low 

Density was reclassified as ESA. 
• 1,101 acres of WM lands were 

reclassified as ESA. 

Reclassification of the 4,404 acres was 
needed primarily to recognize the 
presence of important cultural resource 
sites. Secondly, several of the 
reclassified tracts support old growth 
Cross Timbers forests. Classifying these 
acres as ESA will afford these areas the 
highest level of protection from 



 

Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas, 
continued 

• 648 acres of HDR was 
reclassified as ESA. 

disturbance. The reclassification of 4,404 
acres to ESA will have no effect on 
current or projected public use.   

Multiple Resource 
Management Lands 
(MRML) – LDR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The definition of the prior 
classification of Recreation - Low 
Density is very comparable with the 
definition of the current classification 
of MRML – LDR. Land classification 
changes resulted in a net reduction 
of these acres from 44,107 acres to 
the current 5,603 acres. This 
reduction  resulted from the following 
changes: 
 
• 485 acres were reclassified to 

Project Operations 
• 309 acres were reclassified to 

MRML –VM 
• 2,562 acres were reclassified to 

ESA 
• 35 acres were reclassified to 

HDR 
• 37,024 acres were reclassified to 

MRML-WM 
• 1,285 acres of HDR land were 

reclassified to LDR 
  

The net reduction in LDR lands was 
necessary to recognize the need for 
additional Project Operations lands and 
to recognize high ecological value of 
those areas reclassified to VM and ESA. 
The largest portion of the reduction was 
a reclassification of lands to MRML- WM 
to recognize that this large area of land 
has been historically managed more for 
wildlife purposes than recreational 
purposes. Those lands remaining as 
LDR are located primarily in shoreline 
areas where private boat docks are 
moored in accordance with the shoreline 
allocations in the Shoreline Management 
Plan. Current LDR lands are also located 
adjacent to dense residential 
development and in areas where 
equestrian trails exist. 
 
These changes support management 
actions and recreational trends identified 
in the Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan, 
Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP), 
Oklahoma Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan, and Oklahoma 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (OCWCS). Public use of all 
areas that were reclassified will not be 
affected now or in the foreseeable future. 
Public access in the form of natural 
surface hiking, biking, and equestrian 
trails is compatible with these 
classifications.  

MRML – Wildlife 
Management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lands under the prior classification 
of Fish and Wildlife Management 
were converted to the new and 
similar classification of MRML – WM 
but were increased from 43,753 
acres to 88,619 acres through the 
following changes: 
 
• 37,024 acres of former 

Recreation – Low Density were 
reclassified to MRML- WM 

• 3,791 acres of previously 
unclassified lands formed by 
sediment accretion were 
classified to MRML-WM 

• 2,013 acres of HDR were 
reclassified to MRML-WM 

• 1,100 acres of former WM lands 
were reclassified to ESA 

As noted above, reclassification of 
former Recreation – Low Density lands 
to MRML-WM reflects how these lands 
have been managed and the public uses 
they have served since publication of the 
1978 Master Plan. Reclassification of 
2,013 acres of HDR lands was done for 
the same reasons. It was also necessary 
to recognize the presence of 3,791 acres 
of land formed through sediment 
accretion and to classify those lands 
appropriately as MRML-WM. Only 31 
acres of former Wildlife Management 
lands were changed to HDR on a parcel 
that is leased to Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department for offices and a lab.  
 
Reclassifying 1,100 acres of former 
Wildlife Management lands to ESA was 



 

Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

MRML – Wildlife 
Management, continued 
 

• 31 acres of former WM were 
reclassified to HDR 

• 43,880 acres of  former WM 
lands remained as wildlife 
management under the new 
name of MRML-WM  

 

necessary to recognize the presence of 
cultural resources and/or important 
ecological resources such as old growth 
Cross Timbers vegetation. Finally, the 
transition of 43,880 acres of former WM 
lands to MRML-WM was appropriate and 
was simply a change in nomenclature 
from old to new.  

MRML – Vegetation 
Management 

The classification of 1,266acres to 
MRML –VM resulted from the 
following changes: 
 
• 399 acres of former Recreation – 

Low Density lands in four 
separate parcels were 
reclassified to MRML-VM 

• 868 acres of former Recreation – 
Intensive Use were reclassified 
to MRML - VM 
 

All parcels that were reclassified to 
MRML – VM were reclassified to 
recognize the high value of old growth 
Cross Timbers forests. Most of these 
parcels also have scenic high bluffs that 
are eroded at the base and heavily 
forested at higher elevations. These 
parcels add significant scenic quality to 
Lake Texoma. Management of these 
areas to improve and perpetuate old 
growth Cross Timbers forests supports 
regional management actions 
recommended in the TCAP and 
OCWCS.   

Future/Inactive 
Recreation Areas 

The classification of 128 acres to 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas 
resulted from the following changes: 
 
• 128 acres of former Recreation – 

Intensive Use were reclassified 
to Future/Inactive Recreation 
Area 
 

 

The single parcel classified as a 
Future/Inactive Recreation Area is 
undeveloped and is located adjacent to 
Willow Springs Resort and Marina. The 
operator of the resort and marina has 
expressed interest in leasing the 128-
acre area for recreational development. 
Until the area is leased, it will be 
managed as MRML- WM.  

(1)The land classification changes described in this table are the result of changes to more than 100 
individual parcels of land ranging from a few acres to several hundred acres.  Acreages were measured 
using geographic information system (GIS) technology. The acreage numbers provided are approximate.  

 
The Proposed Action was chosen because it would meet regional goals 

associated with good stewardship of land and water resources, would meet regional 
recreation goals, and would allow for continued use and development of project lands 
without violating national policies or public laws.  
 
 The Environmental Assessment (EA) and comments received from other 
agencies have been used to determine whether the Proposed Action requires the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). All environmental, social, and 
economic factors that are relevant to the recommended alternative were considered in 
this assessment. These include, but are not limited to, climate and climate change, 
environmental justice, cultural resources, air quality, prime farmland, water quality, wild 
and scenic rivers, wetlands, fish and wildlife, invasive species, migratory birds, 
recreational fisheries, and threatened and endangered species.  



It is my finding, based on the EA that the revision of the 1978 Master Plan for 
Lake Texoma will have no significant adverse impact on the environment and will not 
constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human or 
natural environment. Therefore, an EIS will not be prepared. 

Zo ~ArJ 1011 

Date. Christopher A Hussin 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
District Engineer 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ORGANIZATION 
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the effects of revising the Master Plan 
for Lake Texoma. The EA will facilitate the decision-making process regarding the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. 
 
SECTION 1  INTRODUCTION of the Proposed Action summarizes the purpose 

of and need for the Proposed Action, provides relevant background 
information, and describes the scope of the EA. 

 
SECTION 2  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES examines alternatives 

for implementing the Proposed Action and describes the 
recommended alternative. 

 
SECTION 3  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT describes the existing environmental 

and socioeconomic setting. 
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES identifies the potential 

environmental and socioeconomic effects of implementing the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. 

  MITIGATION summarizes mitigation actions required to enable a 
Finding of No Significant Impact for the Proposed Action. 

 
SECTION 4  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS describes the impact on the environment 

that may result from the incremental impacts of the Proposed 
Action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions. 

 
SECTION 5  COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS provides a listing 

of environmental protection statutes and other environmental 
requirements. 

 
SECTION 6  IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF 

RESOURCES identifies any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources that would be involved in the Proposed 
Action should it be implemented. 

 
SECTION 7  PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION provides a listing of 

individuals and agencies consulted during preparation of the EA. 
 
SECTION 8  REFERENCES provides bibliographical information for cited 

sources. 
 
SECTION 9  ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 
 
SECTION 10  LIST OF PREPARERS identifies persons who prepared the 

document and their areas of expertise. 
 
APPENDIX A  NEPA Coordination and Scoping  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Master Plan Revision 
 

Lake Texoma 
Red River Basin 

Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, and Love Counties, Oklahoma 
Grayson and Cooke Counties, Texas 

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

The Master Plan is the strategic land use management document that guides 
the comprehensive management and development actions related to all project 
recreational, natural, and cultural resources throughout the life of the water resource 
project. The Master Plan guides the execution of efficient and cost-effective 
management, development, and use of project lands. The Master Plan is a vital tool 
for the responsible stewardship and sustainability of project resources for the benefit 
of present and future generations. 

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 

The Red River Valley Denison Dam and Lake Texoma Reservoir project 
(referred to as Lake Texoma) is located in Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, and Love 
Counties in Oklahoma and Grayson and Cooke Counties in Texas at River Mile 725.9 
on the Red River, approximately 5 miles northwest of Denison, Texas. The Lake 
Texoma dam extends in a north-south direction for a distance of approximately 2.8 
miles and is situated in Grayson County, Texas, and Bryan County, Oklahoma. The 
dam and associated infrastructure, as well as all lands acquired for the Lake Texoma 
project, are Federally-owned and are administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). 

 
Lake Texoma was authorized and funded by the Federal Government for 

construction by the USACE to provide flood control and hydropower generation 
through the Flood Control Act approved 28 June 1938 (Public Law No. 761, 75th 
Congress, 3rd Session). USACE authority for administration of project land and water 
areas is contained in Section 4 of the Flood Control Act approved 22 December 1944 
(58 Stat 889), and in Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 (60 Stat 642), as 
further amended by Section 209 of the 1954 Flood Control Act approved 3 September 
1954. 

 
The USACE began construction of the dam, spillway, and outlet works in 

August 1939. The project was first available to operate for full flood control without 
restrictions in January 1944. Upon completion, Denison Dam was America’s largest 
rolled earth-filled dam. The first hydroelectric turbine was placed in operation in March 
1945, followed by a second turbine unit in September 1949. The dam infrastructure is 
designed to accept three additional hydropower units.  
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The main dam structure is a 15,200-foot-long rolled earth-filled embankment 
with a rock-protected upstream slope. The maximum height of the embankment 
structure is 165 feet above the Red River streambed. Highway 91 (75A) crosses the 
top of Denison Dam. The spillway is a concrete, gravity, chute-type structure, 2,000 
feet long, located in a saddle embankment on the right bank. Spillway capacity at 
maximum surcharge pool elevation 666.4 NGVD is 1,050,000 cubic feet per second 
(cfs). The outlet works consists of three 20-foot-diameter, concrete conduits through 
the main dam embankment equipped with six 9- by 19-foot vertical-lift gates and one 
emergency gate. Capacity of the outlet works is 67,500 cfs at the top of the flood 
control pool and 60,120 cfs at the top of the hydropower pool.  

 
Power pool storage ranges from 590.0 NGVD (the top of the inactive pool 

during droughts, approximately 1,049,000.0 acre-feet of storage) to 617.0 NGVD (the 
top of the power pool). Water intake inverts for hydropower are set at 523.0 NGVD 
invert elevation. The hydropower plant at the dam currently has two 35,000-kilowatt 
(kW) generators that have been operational since 1949, with authority and capability 
for three additional 43,000 kW generator units. One 20-foot-diameter steel-lined 
conduit provides water to each power unit penstock. Each of the five conduits is 
equipped with two 9-foot by 9-foot vertical lift gates located in the intake structure that 
are set at 523.0 NGVD. Maximum turbine discharge with the two operational units on 
overload at 88 megawatts (MW) at pool elevation 617.0 NGVD is 13,600 cfs. The 
powerhouse and power conduits are located adjacent to the outlet works near the right 
abutment of the spillway. Conservation pool storage is 1,467,283 acre-feet.   

 
Platter Dike 
 
A rolled earth-filled dike that is 5,870 feet long and 15 feet high is located in the 

vicinity of Platter, Oklahoma, to protect the town of Platter during major flood events. 
 
Cumberland Levees 
 
The Cumberland levee system is composed of two structures totaling 23,480 

linear feet, with the north levee having a crest elevation of 646.0 National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum (NGVD) and the south levee cresting at 647.0 NGVD. The two levees 
contain approximately 8,000,000 cubic yards of fill, which is almost half the amount of 
fill required for Denison Dam.  These two levees were constructed to protect the 
Cumberland Oil Field from being inundated during major flood events.  The north 
levee was overtopped during the extended flood events in the spring and summer of 
2015.  USACE repaired the breech in 2015-2016. Additional information on the 
Cumberland levees is provided toward the end of Section 2.3.2 of the Master Plan. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 

The Master Plan for Lake Texoma was last approved in November 1978. Over 
time, several factors have influenced variations in usage and management of lands 
associated with Lake Texoma. In order to record the most current land uses, reflect 
land classifications associated with day-to-day operations, and measure any potential 
impacts resulting from actions relating to Lake Texoma (also referred to as the 
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‘Project’), it is necessary to revise the existing Master Plan. Revision of the existing 
Master Plan is also needed to ensure compliance with USACE regulations and 
guidance. 

 
The USACE began planning to revise the Lake Texoma Master Plan in the fall 

of 2014. The objectives for a Master Plan revision were to 1) update land 
classifications to reflect public use trends, regional natural resource priorities and 
changes in USACE land management policies since 1978, 2) Prepare new resource 
management objectives, 3) prepare a resource management plan for each land 
classification and 4) update the Master Plan to reflect current agency requirements for 
Master Plan documents in accordance with Engineer Regulation (ER) 1130-2-550, 
Change 7, 30 January 2013, and EP 1130-2-550, Change 5, 30 January 2013. 

 
The following factors may influence reevaluation of management practices and land 
uses: 

• Changes in national policies or public law mandates 
• Operations and management budget allocations  
• Recreation area closures  
• Facility and infrastructure improvements 
• Cooperative agreements with stakeholder agencies (such as Oklahoma 

Department of Wildlife Conservation [ODWC] and Texas Parks & Wildlife 
Department (TPWD)) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) 
to operate and maintain public lands 

• Outdoor recreation trends identified in the Oklahoma Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) and the Texas 
Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP) 

• Ecoregion priorities identified in the Oklahoma Comprehensive Wildlife 
Strategy (OCWS) and the Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP)  

• Evolving public concerns expressed through USACE public surveys and 
recreation area comment card program 

 
As part of the master planning process, the project delivery team held several 

workshops to evaluate public comments and current land uses, determine any 
necessary changes to land classifications, and formulate proposed alternatives. As a 
result of public coordination and two public information meetings, alternatives were 
developed, and this EA was initiated (Appendix A).  

1.3 SCOPE OF THE ACTION 

This EA was prepared to evaluate existing conditions and potential impacts of 
proposed alternatives associated with the Master Plan revision for Lake Texoma. The 
alternative considerations were formulated to include all of Lake Texoma, as well as 
its appurtenant structures comprising the earthfill embankment, concrete spillway, 
water supply connections, outlet works, and surrounding federally-owned fee lands. 
These lands comprise all properties historically acquired to build the project, including 
USACE lands and lands leased by the USACE to other governmental or non-
governmental entities. This EA was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental 
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Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500–1517), and the USACE implementing regulations, 
Policy and Procedures for Implementing NEPA, ER 200-2-2 (USACE 1988). 
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SECTION 2: PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The Project need is to revise the existing Master Plan so that it is compliant 
with USACE regulations and guidance and reflects current and desired future 
management goals. As part of this process, which includes public outreach and 
comment, five alternatives were initially developed for evaluation, including a No 
Action Alternative. The alternatives were developed using land classifications that 
indicate the primary use for which project lands are managed. There are five possible 
categories of land classifications:  Project Operations, High Density Recreation (HDR), 
Mitigation, Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs), and Multiple Resource Managed 
Lands (MRML). MRMLs are divided into four subcategories: Low Density Recreation 
(LDR), Wildlife Management (WM), Vegetative Management (VM), and Future/Inactive 
Recreation Areas. Four of the five possible land classifications apply to Lake Texoma. 
Only the Mitigation classification does not apply. 

 
Alternatives evaluated in this EA are compared to each other and to the No 

Action Alternative to identify the Preferred Alternative or Proposed Action. The USACE 
guidance recommends the establishment of resource goals and objectives for 
purposes of development, conservation, and management of natural, cultural, and 
man-made resources for a project. Goals describe the desired end state of overall 
management efforts, whereas objectives are concise statements describing 
measurable and attainable management activities that support the stated goals. Goals 
and objectives are guidelines for obtaining maximum public benefits while minimizing 
adverse impacts on the environment and are developed in accordance with  1) 
authorized project purposes, 2) applicable laws and regulations, 3) resource 
capabilities and suitabilities, 4) regional needs, 5) other governmental plans and 
programs, and 6) expressed public desires. The five project-wide resource goals 
established for Lake Texoma that were used in determining the Proposed Action, as 
well as the nationwide USACE Environmental Operating Principles, are detailed in 
Section 3.1 of the Master Plan. 

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative serves as a basis for comparison to the anticipated 
effects of the other action alternatives, and its inclusion in this EA is required by NEPA 
and CEQ regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)). Under the No Action Alternative, the 
USACE would take no action and would not revise the 1978 Master Plan (USACE 
1978). The operation and management of Lake Texoma would continue as outlined in 
the current Master Plan. No new resource analysis or land-use classifications would 
occur at the Project. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  PROPOSED ACTION 

Under Alternative 2, the Master Plan would be reviewed, coordinated with the 
public, revised to comply with USACE regulations and guidance, and revised to reflect 
changes in land management and land uses that have occurred over time or are 
desired in the near future. The key to this alternative would be the revision of land 
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classifications to USACE standards and the preparation of resource objectives that 
would reflect current and projected needs and be compatible with regional goals. 
Required changes associated with the Proposed Action would include reclassifications 
of land, classification of the water surface, adoption of new resource objectives, and 
preparation of a resource plan describing how each land classification would be 
managed for the foreseeable future (See  Appendix A of the Master Plan for maps 
depicting land classifications). The Proposed Action would result in the following land 
and water surface reclassifications (Table 2-1) covering all Federal lands at Lake 
Texoma: 

 
• 1,569 acres Project Operations   
• 12,676 acres HDR 
• 4,404 acres ESA 
• 5,603 acres MRML - LDR 
• 88,619 acres MRML - WM 
• 1,266 acres MRML - VM 
• 128 acres MRML: Future/Inactive Recreation 
• 528 acres Water Surface: Restricted 
• 1,027 acres Water Surface: Designated No-wake 
• 7,443 acres Water Surface: Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 
• 65,688 acres Water Surface: Open Recreation 

 
The Proposed Action would meet regional goals associated with good 

stewardship of land and water resources, would meet regional recreation goals, would 
address identified recreational trends, and would allow for continued use and 
development of project lands without violating national policies or public laws. 
Therefore, this alternative is the Preferred Alternative and will carry forward as the 
Proposed Action. Components of the Proposed Action reclassifications are presented 
in Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1 Reclassification Proposals 
Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

Project Operations  The increase of Project Operations lands 
from 1,170 acres to 1,569 acres resulted 
from the following actions: 
 
• Three separate areas formerly 

classified as Recreation - Low Density 
were reclassified as Project 
Operations. One tract is on the west 
side of the spillway channel, one 
parallels the northern two-thirds of the 
dam on the downstream side, and the 
third takes in land occupied by the 
Cumberland levees. 

All lands converted to Project Operations 
have historically been used primarily in 
support of critical operational 
requirements related to the primary 
missions of flood risk management, 
hydropower, and water conservation. 
Additionally, nationwide dam safety and 
security concerns have indicated a need 
to increase the classification of lands 
dedicated primarily to Project 
Operations. The conversion of 399 acres 
to Project Operations will have no effect 
on current or projected public use.  
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Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

High Density 
Recreation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Approximately 14,689 acres were 
classified under the prior classification of 
Recreation -Intensive Use and included 
public use areas, commercial concession 
areas, quasi-public use areas, and private 
recreation lease areas.  Approximately 
2,013 of these acres were reclassified 
leaving 12,676 acres under the new but 
similar, classification of High Density 
Recreation (HDR). The reclassification of 
the 2,013 acres was accomplished as 
follows: 
 

• 400 acres in or near quasi-public 
use areas were reclassified as 
Low Density Recreation (LDR) or 
Wildlife Management (WM). 

• 450 acres adjacent to commercial 
concessions were reclassified as 
LDR, Vegetation Management 
(VM), or WM. 

• 1,129 acres of public use areas 
were reclassified primarily as 
WM, VM, and Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESA).  

In general terms, the amount of land 
classified for Recreation – Intensive Use 
in the 1978 Master Plan was excessive 
and was based on projected needs. 
Management experience since 1978 has 
clearly revealed that numerous 
reclassifications were needed to reflect 
actual use, evolving trends, and regional 
priorities. The 2,013 acres of reclassified 
land have not been utilized for HDR 
purposes nor do future plans call for 
these lands to be used as such. An 
example of past inappropriate land 
classification is the approximate 834 
acres traversed by the 15-mile Cross 
Timbers Hiking Trail formerly classified 
as Recreation - Intensive Use (660 
acres) and Recreation – Low Density 
(173 acres). These acres are now 
considered a prime example of old 
growth forests representative of the 
Cross Timbers Ecoregion and are used 
for hiking and primitive camping. The 
834 acres have been reclassified to 
Multiple Resource Use – Vegetation 
Management. Another example is 
Lakeside Park, which originally included 
840 acres classified as Recreation – 
High Intensity. Approximately 132 acres 
were reclassified to Wildlife 
Management, and 369 acres were 
reclassified as LDR. In each situation 
where the Recreation – High Intensity 
acreage of an existing park area was 
reduced, ample undeveloped acreage 
remains classified as HDR to 
accommodate any future development of 
additional recreation facilities. The 
conversion of 2,013 acres from High 
Intensity Recreation to other 
classifications will have no effect on 
current use but will limit future uses to 
those that are compatible with protection 
and preservation of the Eastern Cross 
Timbers forested habitat.        

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas 

The classification of 4,404 acres as ESA 
resulted from the following land 
classification changes:  
 
• 2,655 acres of Recreation – Low 

Density was reclassified as ESA. 
• 1,101 acres of WM lands were 

reclassified as ESA. 
• 648 acres of HDR was reclassified as 

ESA. 

Reclassification of the 4,404 acres was 
needed primarily to recognize the 
presence of important cultural resource 
sites. Secondly, several of the 
reclassified tracts support old growth 
Cross Timbers forests. Classifying these 
acres as ESA will afford these areas the 
highest level of protection from 
disturbance. The reclassification of 4,404 
acres to ESA will have no effect on 
current or projected public use.   
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Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

Multiple Resource 
Management Lands 
(MRML) – LDR 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The definition of the prior classification of 
Recreation - Low Density is very 
comparable with the definition of the 
current classification of MRML – LDR. 
Land classification changes resulted in a 
net reduction of these acres from 44,107 
acres to the current 5,603 acres. This 
reduction  resulted from the following 
changes: 
 
• 485 acres were reclassified to Project 

Operations 
• 309 acres were reclassified to MRML 

–VM 
• 2,562 acres were reclassified to ESA 
• 35 acres were reclassified to HDR 
• 37,024 acres were reclassified to 

MRML-WM 
• 1,285 acres of HDR land were 

reclassified to LDR 
  

The net reduction in LDR lands was 
necessary to recognize the need for 
additional Project Operations lands and 
to recognize high ecological value of 
those areas reclassified to VM and ESA. 
The largest portion of the reduction was 
a reclassification of lands to MRML- WM 
to recognize that this large area of land 
has been historically managed more for 
wildlife purposes than recreational 
purposes. Those lands remaining as 
LDR are located primarily in shoreline 
areas where private boat docks are 
moored in accordance with the shoreline 
allocations in the Shoreline Management 
Plan. Current LDR lands are also located 
adjacent to dense residential 
development and in areas where 
equestrian trails exist. 
 
These changes support management 
actions and recreational trends identified 
in the Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan, 
Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP), 
Oklahoma Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan, and Oklahoma 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (OCWCS). Public use of all 
areas that were reclassified will not be 
affected now or in the foreseeable future. 
Public access in the form of natural 
surface hiking, biking, and equestrian 
trails is compatible with these 
classifications.  

MRML – Wildlife 
Management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lands under the prior classification of 
Fish and Wildlife Management were 
converted to the new and similar 
classification of MRML – WM but were 
increased from 43,753 acres to 88,619 
acres through the following changes: 
 
• 37,024 acres of former Recreation – 

Low Density were reclassified to 
MRML- WM 

• 3,791 acres of previously unclassified 
lands formed by sediment accretion 
were classified to MRML-WM 

• 2,013 acres of HDR were reclassified 
to MRML-WM 

• 1,100 acres of former WM lands were 
reclassified to ESA 

• 31 acres of former WM were 
reclassified to HDR 
 
 

As noted above, reclassification of 
former Recreation – Low Density lands 
to MRML-WM reflects how these lands 
have been managed and the public uses 
they have served since publication of the 
1978 Master Plan. Reclassification of 
2,013 acres of HDR lands was done for 
the same reasons. It was also necessary 
to recognize the presence of 3,791 acres 
of land formed through sediment 
accretion and to classify those lands 
appropriately as MRML-WM. Only 31 
acres of former Wildlife Management 
lands were changed to HDR on a parcel 
that is leased to Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department for offices and a lab.  
 
Reclassifying 1,100 acres of former 
Wildlife Management lands to ESA was 
necessary to recognize the presence of 
cultural resources and/or important 
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Land Classification Description of Changes Response 

MRML – Wildlife 
Management, 
continued 

• 43,880 acres of  former WM lands 
remained as wildlife management 
under the new name of MRML-WM  

 

ecological resources such as old growth 
Cross Timbers vegetation. Finally, the 
transition of 43,880 acres of former WM 
lands to MRML-WM was appropriate and 
was simply a change in nomenclature 
from old to new.  

MRML – Vegetation 
Management 

The classification of 1,266 acres to 
MRML –VM resulted from the following 
changes: 
 
• 399 acres of former Recreation – Low 

Density lands in four separate parcels 
were reclassified to MRML-VM 

• 868acres of former Recreation – 
Intensive Use were reclassified to 
MRML - VM 
 

All parcels that were reclassified to 
MRML – VM were reclassified to 
recognize the high value of old growth 
Cross Timbers forests. Most of these 
parcels also have scenic high bluffs that 
are eroded at the base and heavily 
forested at higher elevations. These 
parcels add significant scenic quality to 
Lake Texoma. Management of these 
areas to improve and perpetuate old 
growth Cross Timbers forests supports 
regional management actions 
recommended in the TCAP and 
OCWCS.   

Future/Inactive 
Recreation Areas 

The classification of 128 acres to 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas resulted 
from the following changes: 
 
• 128 acres of former Recreation – 

Intensive Use were reclassified to 
Future/Inactive Recreation Area 
 
 

The single parcel classified as a 
Future/Inactive Recreation Area is 
undeveloped and is located adjacent to 
Willow Springs Resort and Marina. The 
operator of the resort and marina has 
expressed interest in leasing the 128-
acre area for recreational development. 
Until the area is leased, it will be 
managed as MRML- WM.  

(1) The land classification changes described in this table are the result of changes to more than 100 
individual parcels of land ranging from a few acres to several hundred acres.  Acreages were measured 
using geographic information system (GIS) technology. The acreage numbers provided are 
approximate.  

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION 

The results of the public scoping process and planning team workshops formed 
the basis for the preferred alternative. In addition, the planning team determined that 
the following three additional alternatives, although ultimately eliminated from further 
consideration, should be explained to demonstrate that a wider range of alternatives 
were considered.  

 
Alternative 3:  Revise Master Plan to Only Reflect Changes in Land 

Classification Names with No Change in Operation and Use 
 

Under this alternative, the Master Plan would be reviewed, coordinated with the 
public, and revised with the limitation that the land classification names would be 
changed to the extent that the new land classifications would essentially match the old 
classifications. The new classifications would comply with USACE regulations and 
guidance and would result in the following:   
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• 1,170 acres of Project Operations   
• 14,689 acres of High Density Recreation 
• 44,107 acres of MRML - Low Density Recreation  
• 43,753 acres of MRML - Wildlife Management 

 
Alternative 3 would meet USACE regulations and guidance. However, this 

action would not reflect changes in land management and land uses that have 
occurred over time or that are needed to meet regional goals and objectives. 
Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

 
Alternative 4: Revise Master Plan to Meet Authorized Project Purposes and to 

Maximize Recreation  
 
Under this alternative, the Master Plan would be reviewed, coordinated with the 

public, and revised with the provision that all project lands (excluding Project 
Operations lands) would be reclassified to HDR to intensify highly developed 
recreational use such as full-service campgrounds, day-use areas, comprehensive 
resorts, and concession facilities. This alternative would result in the following 
classifications of project lands:  
 

• 1,569 acres of Project Operations 
• 112,697 acres of High Density Recreation 

 
Alternative 4 would provide recreation opportunities and economic uses to the 

public. However, it would eliminate ESAs, LDR, WM, VM, and Future/Inactive 
Recreation land classifications, which would not support regional goals associated 
with good stewardship of land and water resources. This action would not be 
compatible with cultural resources management plans and could violate national 
policies or public laws. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration.  

 
Alternative 5:  Revise Master Plan to Meet Authorized Project Purposes and to 

Maximize Natural Resource Management  
 

Under this alternative, the Master Plan revisions would be reviewed, 
coordinated with the public, and revised with the provision that all project lands 
(excluding Project Operations lands) would be reclassified to a category that would 
intensify natural resource management. This would include reclassification of all 
project lands to either MRML - WM, VM, or ESAs. This alternative would result in the 
following classification of project lands: 
 

• 1,569 acres of Project Operations 
• 112,697 acres of Wildlife Management/Vegetation 

Management/Environmentally Sensitive Area 
 
 Alternative 5 would support regional goals associated with good stewardship of 
land and water resources. However, it would eliminate classifications such as Low and 
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High Density Recreation and Future/Inactive Recreation Areas, which would reduce 
recreation opportunities and would not meet regional recreation goals. This action 
could violate national policies or public laws. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated 
from further consideration.  
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SECTION 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

This section describes the natural and human environments that exist at the 
project and the potential impacts of the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) and 
Proposed Action (Alternative 2), outlined in Section 2.0 of this document. Only those 
resources that have the potential to be affected by any of the alternatives are described, 
per CEQ guidance (40 CFR § 1501.7 [3]). Some topics are limited in scope due to the 
lack of direct effect from the Proposed Action on the resource or because that particular 
resource or subject matter topic is not located, or is not a factor, within the project area. 
For example, no body of water in the Lake Texoma watershed is designated as a 
Federally Wild or Scenic River and no documented hazardous materials or authorized 
solid waste sites are present on USACE land at Lake Texoma, so these 
resources/topics will not be discussed. 

 
Impacts (consequence or effect) can be either beneficial or adverse and can be 

either directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the action. Direct effects are 
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR § 1508.8[a]). 
Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or further removed in 
distance but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR § 1508.8[b]). As discussed in this 
section, the alternatives may create temporary (less than 1 year), short-term (up to 3 
years), long-term (3 to 10 years following the Master Plan revision), or permanent 
effects.  
 

Whether an impact is significant depends on the context in which the impact 
occurs and the intensity of the impact (40 CFR § 1508.27). The context refers to the 
setting in which the impact occurs and may include society as a whole, the affected 
region, the affected interests, and the locality. Impacts on each resource can vary in 
degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a total change in the 
environment. For the purpose of this analysis, the intensity of impacts would be 
classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major. The intensity thresholds are defined 
as follows: 
 

• Negligible: A resource would not be affected or the effects would be at or 
below the level of detection, and changes would not be of any measurable 
or perceptible consequence. 

• Minor: Effects on a resource would be detectable, although the effects 
would be localized, small, and of little consequence to the sustainability of 
the resource. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, 
would be simple and achievable.  

• Moderate: Effects on a resource would be readily detectable, long-term, 
localized, and measurable. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset 
adverse effects, would be extensive and likely achievable. 

• Major: Effects on a resource would be obvious and long-term, and would 
have substantial consequences on a regional scale. Mitigation measures 
to offset the adverse effects would be required and extensive, and 
success of the mitigation measures would not be guaranteed. 
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3.1 LAND USE 

Lake Texoma was developed for flood control, water supply, hydroelectric power, 
navigation, recreation, and regulation of Red River flows. The USACE holds fee title to 
approximately 191,459 acres, and a flowage easement on additional lands up to 
elevation 645.0 NGVD estimated to be approximately 1,000 acres at   Lake Texoma. 
Land uses associated with Lake Texoma are designated to support the overall goal of 
providing good stewardship of land and water resources while providing safe recreation 
opportunities and economic uses to the public. In order to implement authorized 
purposes and support regional management goals for recreation and natural resources, 
USACE  maximizes resources through the use of cooperative agreements and leases 
with Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as private commercial recreation 
providers.  

 
Lake Texoma has approximately 841 recorded outgrants in effect on USACE 

lands and flowage easements.  An outgrant is a broad term used by USACE to describe 
a variety of real estate instruments wherein an interest in real property has been 
conveyed by USACE to another party. Outgrants include leases, licenses, easements, 
consents, permits, and others. Outgrants do not include the Shoreline Use Permits that 
authorize private structures and activities owned or conducted by adjacent landowners, 
such as boat docks and vegetation modification. The outgrants include the following: 

 
• 76 Leases (primarily commercial concessions, non-profit organizations, 

and agricultural leases) 
• 348 Licenses (primarily electric and water lines serving private boat docks 

and small residential irrigation lines) 
• 286 Easements (primarily roads, public utilities, and oil and gas 

transmission lines) 
• 117 Consents (primarily oil and gas infrastructure and structures on 

flowage easement) 
• 9 Permits (primarily grants to other Federal entities such as USFWS) 
• 5 Other 

 
3.1.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative for Lake Texoma is defined as the USACE taking no 
action, which means the Master Plan would not be revised, and there would be no new 
resources analysis or land-use classifications. The operation and management of Lake 
Texoma would continue as outlined in the existing Master Plan. Although this alternative 
does not result in a Master Plan that meets current guidance and regulations, there 
would be no significant adverse impacts on land uses on project lands. However, minor 
long-term adverse impacts would occur if revised land classifications and new resource 
objectives are not implemented.  
 
3.1.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 

The objectives for revising the Lake Texoma Master Plan are to capture current 
land use, management, USACE policies, and regional trends and priorities that have 
evolved to meet day-to-day operational needs. The reclassification changes and 
resource objectives required for the Proposed Action were developed to enhance 
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regional goals associated with good stewardship of land and water resources that would 
allow for continued use and development of project lands. Land reclassifications and 
new resource objectives proposed as part of the Proposed Action would have a 
potential long-term beneficial impact on land use.  For example, an additional 44,866 
acres (100 percent increase) would be classified as MRML-WM compared to the No 
Action, and an additional 4,404 acres would be reclassified as ESA compared to the No 
Action (see Table 2-1). Additionally, 1,266 of VM classification is proposed under the 
Proposed Action. These reclassifications would afford protection to and potentially 
benefit wildlife, wildlife habitats, sensitive species habitat, cultural resources, and 
ecologically sensitive areas. The new resources objectives will provide a level of 
consistency in beneficial management practices that would not occur with the No Action 
alternative.   

3.2 WATER RESOURCES 

3.2.1 Hydrology and Groundwater 
Lake Texoma is located in the Red River Watershed. The dam, named after the 

town of Denison, is located in Bryan County, Oklahoma, and Grayson County, Texas, at 
the confluence of the Red River and the Washita River. The impounded reservoir of 
Lake Texoma extends through Grayson and Cooke Counties in Texas, and Bryan, 
Marshall, Johnston, and Love Counties in Oklahoma. It is an integral part of a multi-
purpose plan for flood control, hydroelectric power generation, navigation, and other 
beneficial water uses on the Red River and its tributaries. Lake Texoma is one of 
numerous reservoirs that provide flood protection to the Red and Atchafalaya River 
Valleys. Other reservoirs include McGee Creek, Pat Mayse, Sardis (formerly Clayton), 
Hugo, Pine Creek, Broken Bow, DeQueen, Gillham, Dierks, Millwood, Cooper, Wright 
Patman, Lake 'O Pines, Caddo, Bodcau, and Wallace Lakes.  

 
The original acquisition of lands for the project included an area of 193,719 acres 

of land acquired in fee and 537 acres of flowage easement rights acquired in both 
Texas and Oklahoma along the Red River, as required for the construction and 
operational needs of the authorized dam and reservoir project. Various Federal land 
disposals through the years, as dictated primarily by legislation, have reduced the 
acreage of Federally-owned lands to approximately 191,459 acres, with a 
corresponding increase in the number of acres of flowage easement. The original 
impounded reservoir inundated approximately 89,000 acres at Conservation/Power 
Pool elevation 617.0 NGVD. Within the 89,000-acre pool are numerous islands and 
areas where sediment accumulation has caused the formation of land lying above 617.0 
NGVD.  Thus, the actual acreage of water surface at 617.0 NGVD has been reduced 
over the years.  As measured by the Texas Water Development Board, the surface 
acreage at 617.0 NGVD is 74,686 acres.  The figure of 74,686 acres is used throughout 
this document to represent the “normal” or conservation pool acreage.  Lake Texoma is 
the largest lake in the Tulsa District in terms of capacity and the 12th largest lake in the 
nation.  

 
3.2.2 Wetlands 

In accordance with standard USACE natural resources inventory requirements, 
wetlands are inventoried using the USFWS Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater 
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Habitats of the United States. The majority of wetlands in the vicinity of Lake Texoma 
are in the palustrine system; however, wetlands classified in the lacustrine and riverine 
systems are also present (USFWS 2016). Wetlands classified as palustrine are nontidal 
and are dominated by trees, shrubs, emergents, mosses, or lichens. Within these three 
systems (palustrine, lacustrine, and riverine), wetlands have been further classified as 
limnetic and littoral (lacustrine); emergent, forested, scrub-shrub, unconsolidated 
bottom, and unconsolidated shore (palustrine); and lower perennial (riverine). Many of 
the wetland types have been further classified as diked/impounded or excavated, 
indicating that they formed under conditions created by humans. The wetlands in the 
vicinity of Lake Texoma are also subject to different hydrologic regimes, including 
seasonally flooded, semipermanently flooded, and permanently flooded. 

 
Dominant vegetation found in wetlands of the Tishomingo and Hagerman 

National Wildlife Refuges, which are located on USACE lands at Lake Texoma, include 
boxelder (Acer negundo), black willow (Salix nigra), cottonwood (Populous deltoides), 
sedges (Cyperus spp.), saltgrass (Distichlis spp.), native millet (Panicum miliaceum), 
pondweed (Potamogeton nodosus), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), arrowleaf (Sagitaria 
spp.), cattail (Typha spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), and bulrush (Scirpus pendulus). 
Wetlands provide essential habitat for waterfowl, as well as shore birds, wading birds, 
and several mammal and reptile species (USACE 2016). Table 3.1 lists the acreages of 
various types of wetlands present at Lake Texoma. Data were retrieved from the fiscal 
year (FY) 2015 Project Wetland Classes reported in the Operations and Maintenance 
Business Information Link (OMBIL).   

 
Table 3.1 Wetland Classes 
System Sub-System Class Class Acres 

Lacustrine Limnetic Open water/unknown bottom 60,459 
Lacustrine Littoral Unconsolidated Shore 210 
Palustrine No Sub-System Scrub-shrub Wetland 1,309 
Palustrine No Sub-System Forested Wetland 13,549 
Palustrine No Sub-System Emergent Wetland 896 
Palustrine No Sub-System Unconsolidated Shore 80 
Palustrine No Sub-System Unconsolidated Bottom 1,216 
Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom 1,373 

 
3.2.3 Water Quality 

Water quality at Lake Texoma is dependent upon many factors, including the 
location of Denison Dam downstream of the confluence of the Washita River with the 
Red River and the unique chemical characteristics exhibited by the reservoir. The 
chemical composition of Lake Texoma can vary considerably from that of the two main 
tributaries. The majority of the ionic composition of the reservoir is attributable to 
Permian salt deposits present in the upper Red River Basin, resulting in a strong salinity 
gradient within the reservoir, with the highest ionic concentrations occurring within the 
Red River arm and the lowest ionic concentrations occurring in the Washita River arm, 
resulting in well-defined riverine, riverine transitional, and lacustrine zones present in 
Lake Texoma. 
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The Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB) conducts annual water quality 
monitoring of Lake Texoma through its Beneficial Use Monitoring Program (BUMP) at 
13 fixed sampling sites located throughout the riverine, riverine transitional, and 
lacustrine zones of the reservoir. Based upon the most recent 2015 BUMP report, Lake 
Texoma is classified as a eutrophic reservoir within the riverine transition and lacustrine 
zones of the lake, with riverine portions of the reservoir classified as hypereutrophic 
(OWRB 2015). Chlorophyll a values range from 10 to 13 milligram per cubic meter 
(mg/m3) in the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zones and 21 to 49 
mg/m3 in the Red River riverine transition and riverine zones. Surface total nitrogen 
values range from 0.66 to 1.50 milligrams per liter (mg/l) within the Red River arm and 
from 0.79 to 0.96 mg/l within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zone of 
the reservoir. Surface total phosphorus ranges from 0.005 to 0.091 mg/l within the Red 
River arm and from 0.005 to 0.026 mg/l within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine 
transition zone of the reservoir. Nitrogen to phosphorus ratios throughout the reservoir 
range from 18:1 to 80:1 and indicate that the reservoir is phosphorus-limited, meaning 
that phosphorus is the nutrient considered to limit phytoplankton growth within the 
reservoir. Turbidity values range from 8 to 27 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTUs) 
within the Red River arm and 3 to 5 NTUs within the lacustrine and Washita River 
riverine transition zones of the reservoir. Secchi depth measurements of light 
penetration into the water range from 25 to 142 centimeters (cm) throughout the 
reservoir. 

 
The OWRB has reported that Lake Texoma does not meet all designated 

beneficial uses under the State of Oklahoma Water Quality Standards, Oklahoma 
Administrative Code Title 785, Chapter 45. Dissolved oxygen concentrations within the 
Washita River riverine transition zones do not support designated beneficial uses for 
fish and wildlife propagation, with up to 50 percent of the water column exhibiting 
dissolved oxygen concentrations less than 2.0 mg/l. This same reach of the reservoir 
does not meet designated beneficial uses for agriculture due to sulfate concentrations 
exceeding water quality standards for agricultural use. Turbidity limits the designated 
beneficial use in the Red River riverine zone due to turbidity values exceeding water 
quality standards for fish and wildlife propagation. 
 

The frequency and duration of harmful algae blooms and nuisance algae blooms 
have increased in Lake Texoma since 2004. The majority of nuisance and harmful 
algae blooms have been due to golden algae and cyanobacteria blooms. Golden algae 
blooms have resulted in sporadic minor to moderate fish kills within the Red River arm 
of Lake Texoma since 2004. Cyanobacteria bloom cell densities frequently exceed 
established World Health Organization (WHO) public health guidelines for primary body 
contact for low (> 20,000 cells/ml cyanobacteria) and moderate (> 100,000 cells/ml 
cyanobacteria) risk of adverse health effects. Additionally, the hepatotoxin (liver toxin) 
microcystin and neurotoxin (nerve toxin) cylindrospermopsin have been continually 
detected at concentrations below action levels established by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) for drinking water and action levels established by the 
WHO for recreational waters. 

 
Comparisons of the 2010-2011, 2012, and 2015 OWRB Oklahoma Lakes Report, 

BUMP indicate the trophic status of Lake Texoma has changed very little between 2010 
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and 2015; however, the N:P ratio within the reservoir increased over the same period, 
suggesting that nitrogen loading to the reservoir may be increasing. As a reservoir ages, 
water quality declines can be attributed to many factors, individually and collectively. 
Factors which generally contribute to declining water quality in aging reservoirs includes 
sedimentation, increased human habitation within the vicinity of the lake, changing land 
management practices within the watershed, increased urbanization and associated 
urban runoff, and increased reliance on an allocated water supply. Recreation is one 
use that has already been adversely impacted by cyanobacteria blooms, low dissolved 
oxygen in the water, and increasing reliance on water supply by stakeholders with water 
supply contracts. Adverse impacts on the local economy due to water quality issues 
have been an increasing matter of local, state, and regional concern throughout the 
contiguous United States in recent years. 
 

Water quality and quantity concerns and future anticipated total maximum daily 
load (TMDL) implementation by state and Federal agencies will affect the selection and 
implementation of management plans throughout the watershed. Addressing water 
quality and quantity concerns in conjunction with TMDL implementation could allow 
Lake Texoma to meet all authorized purposes into the future. 

 
3.2.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

There would be no short- or long-term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or 
adverse impacts on water resources as a result of implementing the No Action 
Alternative, since there would be no change to the existing Master Plan. 
 
3.2.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 

The reclassifications required for the Proposed Action would allow land 
management and land uses to be compatible with the goals of good stewardship of 
water resources. Land reclassifications and new resource objectives proposed as part 
of the Proposed Action would have a potential long-term beneficial impact on water 
quality.  For example, an additional 44,866 acres (100 percent increase) would be 
classified as MRML-WM compared to the No Action, and an additional 4,404 acres 
would be reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action (see Table 2-1). Additionally, 
1,266 acres of VM classification is proposed under the Proposed Action. The reduction 
of HDR lands from 14,689 acres to 12,676 acres will limit future intensive development, 
thus reducing the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Vegetation would act as a 
buffer to trap runoff, thus potentially reducing sedimentation.  The new resources 
objectives will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management practices that 
would not occur with the No Action alternative. 

3.3 CLIMATE  

 Lake Texoma lies in a region characterized by long summers with high 
temperatures and short, moderate winters, except in the western portion of the basin 
where winters are more severe. Normal annual precipitation over the watershed is 
26.76 inches. May is normally the wettest month and January is the driest; however, 
major storms may occur at any time during the year. Nearly two-thirds of the 
precipitation occurs during the growing season, which occurs April through October. 
Annual snowfall ranges between 3 and 13 inches per year. 
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The mean temperature is approximately 62 degrees (°) Fahrenheit (F), with 
record extremes ranging from -23° F to 120° F. Prevailing winds within the Lake 
Texoma watershed are from the south and southeast during the summer and from the 
northwest in the winter. The western third of the project watershed is located in a 
semiarid region with generally excessive wind and high evaporation. In the central and 
eastern areas, precipitation is typically adequate for agricultural purposes, and wind and 
evaporation are moderate. A study of available wind velocity data indicates that 42 
miles per hour is the highest wind velocity that can be reasonably expected for the 
duration of 1 hour or more. 

 
3.3.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative does not involve any activities that would contribute to 
changes in existing conditions. There would be no short- or long-term; minor, moderate, 
or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on climate as a result of implementing the No 
Action Alternative. 

 
3.3.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 

Revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan would have a potential long-term 
beneficial impact on GHG issues. For example, an additional 44,866 acres (100 percent 
increase) would be classified as MRML-WM, and an additional 4,404 acres would be 
reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action (see Table 2-1). Additionally, 1,266 
acres of VM classification is proposed under the Proposed Action. The reclassification 
of lands to ESA, MRML-WM, and VM from MRML-LDR and HDR would allow current 
passive recreational uses to continue on the lands in questions with no net increase in 
emissions.  The overall reduction in HDR acreage from 14,680 acres to 12,676 acres 
may, over the life of the Master Plan, have the potential to reduce the amount of 
acreage that is developed for HDR activities thus reducing the potential for increased 
emissions from recreational vehicles and boat motors. The new resources objectives 
will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management practices that would not 
occur with the No Action alternative. In the event that GHG issues become significant 
enough to impact the current operations at Lake Texoma, the Master Plan and all 
associated documents would be reviewed and revised as necessary. 

3.4 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES   

CEQ drafted guidelines for determining meaningful greenhouse gas (GHG) 
decision-making analysis. The CEQ guidance states that if a project would be 
reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000 U.S. tons or more of carbon 
dioxide (CO2)-equivalent (CO2e) GHG emissions per year, the project should be 
considered in a qualitative and quantitative manner in NEPA reporting (CEQ 2014). 
CEQ proposes this as an indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions that may 
warrant some description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving 
direct emissions of GHG (CEQ 2014).  

 
Two Executive Orders (EOs), EO 13514 and EO 13653, as well as the 

President’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), set forth requirements to be met by Federal 
agencies. These requirements range from preparing general preparedness plans to 
meeting specific goals to conserve energy and reduce GHG emissions. The USACE 
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has prepared an Adaptation Plan in response to the EOs and CAP. The Adaptation Plan 
includes the following USACE policy statement:  
 

It is the policy of USACE to integrate climate change preparedness 
and resilience planning and actions in all activities for the purpose of 
enhancing the resilience of our built and natural water-resource 
infrastructure and the effectiveness of our military support mission, and 
to reduce the potential vulnerabilities of that infrastructure and those 
missions to the effects of climate change and variability. 
 

3.4.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative does not involve any activities that would contribute to 

changes in existing conditions. There would be no short- or long-term; minor, moderate, 
or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on climate change or contributions to GHG 
emissions as a result of implementing the No Action Alternative. 
 
3.4.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, current Lake Texoma project management plans 
and monitoring programs would not be changed. Land reclassifications and new 
resource objectives proposed as part of the Proposed Action would have a potential 
long-term beneficial impact on GHG issues. For example, an additional 44,866 acres 
(100 percent increase) would be classified as MRML-WM compared to the No Action, 
and an additional 4,404 acres would be reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action 
(see Table 2-1). Additionally, 1,266 acres of VM classification is proposed under the 
Proposed Action. The reclassification of lands to ESA, MRML-WM, and VM from 
MRML-LDR and HDR would allow current passive recreational uses to continue on the 
lands in questions with no net increase in emissions.  The overall reduction in HDR 
acreage from 14,680 acres to 12,676 acres may, over the life of the Master Plan, have 
the potential to reduce the amount of acreage that is developed for HDR activities thus 
reducing the potential for increased emissions from recreational vehicles and boat 
motors. The new resources objectives will provide a level of consistency in beneficial 
management practices that would not occur with the No Action alternative. In the event 
that GHG issues become significant enough to impact the current operations at Lake 
Texoma, the Master Plan and all associated documents would be reviewed and revised 
as necessary. 

3.5 AIR QUALITY 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established by the 
USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS), for six criteria 
pollutants that are deemed to potentially impact human health and the environment.  
These include 1) carbon monoxide (CO); 2) lead (Pb); 3) nitrogen dioxide (NO2); 4) 
ozone (O3); 5) particulate matter <10 microns (PM10); and 6) sulfur dioxide (SO2).  
Ground level or "bad" O3 is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by chemical 
reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) in 
the presence of sunlight. Emissions from industrial facilities and electric utilities, motor 
vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, and chemical solvents are some of the major sources 
of NOx and VOC (USEPA 2011). 
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On 30 November 1993, the USEPA published a Conformity Rule requiring all 
Federal actions to conform to appropriate State Implementation Plans that were 
established to improve ambient air quality. At this time, the Conformity Rule only applies 
to Federal actions in non-attainment areas. A non-attainment area is an area which 
does not meet one or more of the National Air Quality Standards for the criteria 
pollutants designated in the Clean Air Act (CAA). 

 
To comply with this rule, a conformity determination based on air emission 

analysis is required for each proposed Federal action within a non-attainment area.  The 
geographical region surrounding the Lake Texoma project, including all USACE-
administered lands is located in USEPA Air Quality Control Regions 188 (Oklahoma) 
and 215 (Texas). Both AQCRs are classified as in attainment by the USEPA (USEPA 
2016). The region meets the National Air Quality Standards for the criteria pollutants 
designated in the CAA. Consequently, a conformity determination is not required. 
 
3.5.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

There would be no short- or long-term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or 
adverse impacts on air quality as a result of implementing the No Action Alternative, 
since there would be no change to the existing Master Plan. 

 
3.5.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action  

Existing operation and management of Lake Texoma is compliant with the CAA 
and would not change with the Master Plan revision. Land reclassifications and new 
resource objectives proposed as part of the Proposed Action would have a potential 
long-term beneficial impact on air quality. For example, an additional 44,866 acres (100 
percent increase) would be classified as MRML-WM compared to the No Action, and an 
additional 4,404 acres would be reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action (see 
Table 2-1). Additionally, 1,266 acres of VM classification is proposed under the 
Proposed Action. The reclassification of lands to ESA, MRML-WM, and VM from 
MRML-LDR and HDR would allow current passive recreational uses to continue on the 
lands in question with no net increase in emissions. The overall reductions in HDR 
acreage from 14,689 acres to 12,676 acres may, over the life of the Master Plan, have 
the potential to reduce the amount of acreage that is developed for HDR activities, thus 
reducing the potential for emissions from recreational vehicles and boat motors that 
could occur under the No Action Alternative. The Proposed Action could also reduce 
fugitive dust emissions as a result of potentially limiting development.  The new 
resources objectives will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management 
practices that would not occur with the No Action alternative.   

3.6 TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS/PRIME FARMLANDS 

3.6.1 Topography 
Land forms surrounding Lake Texoma are low rolling hills and plains with 

occasional escarpments and terraces, varying in elevation from 500.0 NGVD to 850.0 
NGVD. There are broad valleys (such as the Washita and Red), which can drop to 200 
feet below the surrounding terrain. In many places the valley slopes are steep, creating 
rugged cliffs, hills, and promontories along the man-made reservoir shoreline of Lake 
Texoma. River gradient for the length of the lake averages about 1.6 feet per river mile. 
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The 873-mile shoreline of the lake ranges from gently sloping flats and sandy beaches 
to rocky precipitous cliffs and steep, wooded hillsides. 

 
3.6.2 Geology 

The geology of the area is dominated by materials of the Osage Plains section of 
the Central Lowland physiographic province of the interior plains. The Osage Plains are 
underlain by soft shales with interbedded sandstones and limestones of late 
Mississippian to Pennsylvanian age. The principal geologic formations found in the 
project area are Mississipian limestone, limestone shale, Ordovician dolomite, and coal. 
Clay and shale are also present within the Pennsylvanian bedrock. 

 
3.6.3 Soils/Prime Farmlands 

The soil taxonomy developed by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) and 
the National Cooperative Soil Survey organizes soils in a hierarchical system including 
the following categories: Order, Suborder, Great Group, Subgroup, Family and Series. 
The soil series provides the finest level of detail and is often aggregated into soils 
associations which combine one or more series. Approximately 25 soil associations 
have been identified in the six counties surrounding Lake Texoma.  The six most 
prevalent soils associations, by state, that occur on or near USACE lands at Lake 
Texoma are described in Table 3.2. 

 
Table 3.2 Common Soils Associations and Series Found on USACE Lands at 

Lake Texoma 

Soils Association/Series Location Description 

Konsil OK 
Fine sandy loam, well drained. Ecologically site is 
described as sandy loam. All areas of Konsil soil are 
prime farmland.  

Heiden-Ferris OK Clay and stony clay soils on hillslopes. Well drained. 
Ecological site is clay prairie. Not prime farmland. 

Yahola-Reinach-McLain-Dale OK Fine sandy loam and silty clay loams. Ecological site is 
loamy bottomland. Some areas are prime farmland. 

Muskogee-Durant-Boxville OK 
Fine sandy loam and silty loams. Moderately well 
drained and slowly permeable. Ecological site is loamy 
prairie or savannah. All areas are prime farmland. 

Gasil-Callisburg-Birome-Aubrey TX 
Stony fine sandy loam. Well drained and moderately to 
slowly permeable. Ecological site is described as 
sandstone hill. Not prime farmland 

Windthorst-Weatherford TX 

Loamy clay and fine sandy loam. Moderately well 
drained and moderately slowly permeable. Ecological 
site is described as shallow savannah and sandy loam. 
Not prime farmland. 

 
 In general much of the Cross Timbers forests, savannahs and prairies that 
dominate USACE lands at Lake Texoma are growing on soils in the Alfisol Order.  
These important soils form in semiarid to humid locations typically under a hardwood 
forest cover. They have a clay enriched subsoil with relatively high natural fertility.  
Some of the more common soil series present on USACE lands include Aubrey, 
Birome, Gasil and Callisburg series in Texas and Konsil, Konowa, Durant, Tarrant, 
Karma and Bernow series in Oklahoma.  Several areas, primarily in Oklahoma, have 
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soil series that are listed as prime farmland by the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service (NRCS). These series include, but are not limited to Teller, Konawa, Konsil, 
Bastrop, Minco, Slaughterville, Yahola, Ashport, and Oklared.  The majority of soils 
listed as prime farmland are included in areas leased to the ODWC for wildlife 
management purposes.  Some of these areas are subleased for farming operations that 
include requirements that benefit wildlife.  
 

Further detailed information on all soil types surrounding Lake Texoma is 
available on websites maintained by the NRCS. 
 
3.6.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative for Lake Texoma does not involve any activities that 
would contribute to changes in existing conditions, so there would be no short- or long-
term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on topography, 
geology, soils or prime farmlands as a result of implementing the No Action Alternative. 
However, prime farmlands classified as MRML-LDR and MRML-HDR could potentially 
be adversely impacted as a result of future recreational developments.   
 
3.6.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action  

Topography, geology, and soils resources were considered during the process of 
refining the land reclassifications. No intrusive actions are proposed, and Lake Texoma 
project resource management plans would not be changed, as the intent of the 
Proposed Action is to reflect current land uses and guide future management. 
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on topography, geology, or soils would occur 
as a result of implementing revisions to the Lake Texoma Master Plan.  Soil disturbing 
activities are not proposed under the Master Plan Revision, which could potentially 
impact prime farmlands.  Any proposed future soil disturbing activities occurring with 
prime or unique farmlands will be coordinated with the NRCS. 

 
Land reclassifications and new resource objectives proposed as part of the 

Proposed Action would have a potential long-term beneficial impact on prime farmlands. 
For example, an additional 44,866 acres (100 percent increase) would be classified as 
MRML-WM compared to the No Action, and an additional 4,404 acres would be 
reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action (see Table 2-1). Additionally, 1,266 
acres of VM classification is proposed under the Proposed Action. The reduction of 
HDR lands from 14,689 acres to 12,676 acres will limit future intensive development, 
thus reducing the potential impacts on prime farmland. The new resources objectives 
will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management practices that would not 
occur with the No Action alternative.  

3.7 NATURAL RESOURCES 

Natural resources include the fisheries and aquatic resources, wetlands, 
vegetation, and wildlife present in the vicinity of Lake Texoma. Approximately 88,000 
acres of USACE lands are dedicated to fish and wildlife habitat management for 
multiple purposes, including wildlife refuges, threatened and endangered species, 
improvement of habitat for migratory birds and Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
as listed by Oklahoma and Texas, and sustainability of habitat for game species such 
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as turkey and whitetail deer.  USACE directly manages habitat, access, and public use 
on approximately 10,000 acres that are available for public hunting. The ODWC 
manages approximately 29,112 acres of USACE public lands under long-term license 
for fish and wildlife and public hunting at the Washita Arm, Fobb Bottom, Hickory Creek, 
and Love Valley Wildlife Management Areas. The USFWS manages the Hagerman and 
Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuges on USACE public lands totaling 24,879 acres, 
under a long-term Cooperative Agreement.  These two refuges provide important 
stopover and wintering grounds for thousands of ducks and geese as they migrate 
through the Central Flyway. USFWS also manages upland habitat to benefit many 
neotropical migrating birds, as well as many other game and non-game species. 
Restoration and protection of the upland forests representative of the Eastern Cross 
Timbers Ecoregion is also an important management objective. The Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD) does not manage any wildlife areas on Lake Texoma, but 
does actively manage the lake’s fishery in cooperation with ODWC.  

 
3.7.1 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources  

The waters of Lake Texoma provide abundant and diverse habitats for at least 70 
species of warm-water fish, several of which were introduced or stocked in the lake. 
Recreational fishing is and will continue to be an important aspect of the overall 
recreational program enjoyed by visitors to the lake. Native species commonly sought 
by fisherman are channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), flathead catfish (Pylodictis 
olivaris), blue catfish (Ictalurus furcatus), white crappie (Pomoxis annularis), black 
crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), white bass (Morone chrysops), largemouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), spotted bass (Micropterus 
punctulatus), and various sunfish species (Lepomis spp.).  

 
Fish habitat consists of large expanses of water, offshore humps, and limited 

amounts of standing timber, rock, coarse gravel, and mud or sand flats. Buttonbush 
(Cephalanthus occidentalis) is a common native shrub along the shorelines in many 
areas, growing at or above the conservation pool level, and provides good spawning 
and nursery habitat when seasonally inundated. Aquatic vegetation needed by 
herbivorous fish is very sparse due to fluctuating water levels. Additional habitat 
includes man-made structures such as riprap, natural and artificial brush piles, and boat 
docks. Each year (water levels allowing), local anglers in cooperation with the USACE 
and the ODWC create new brush piles in different areas of the lake and recharge 
previous piles. 

 
Smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu) stocking in the lake has been 

successful and produced several Oklahoma state records. Forage food for sport fish is 
provided by threadfin (Dorosoma petenense), gizzard shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), 
Mississippi silverside (Menidia beryllina), and various minnow and shiner species. 
Freshwater drum (Aplodinotus grunniens), carp (Cyprinus carpio), alligator gar 
(Atractosteus spatula), buffalo (Ictiobus cyprinellus), and river carp sucker (Carpiodes 
carpio) are the primary non-game fish species in the lake. Downstream of the dam is a 
tailwater fishery that supports striped bass, as well as channel, blue, and flathead 
catfish. The ODWC and TPWD cooperatively manage the fishery habitat, fish stocking, 
species monitoring and development, and enforce joint regulations on Lake Texoma. 
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Lake Texoma is one of the few lakes in the United States that support a naturally 
reproducing striped bass fishery. The extremely popular fishery was introduced in the 
mid-1960s. Through stocking, management action, research, monitoring, and harvest 
regulations, Lake Texoma became nationally recognized for its sustainable, healthy, 
and reproducing population of striped bass by the 1980s. Today, Lake Texoma is 
marketed as the “Striper Capital of the World” and draws close to 1 million visitors 
annually.  The spawning of striped bass in the Red and Washita Rivers is the key to the 
continued success of this sport fishery. 

 
3.7.2 Wildlife 

The major wildlife habitats are upland forests, bottomland forests, shorelines and 
wetlands, prairies and grasslands, and agricultural areas. Each of these vegetative 
types provides habitat for a variety of organisms. The transition zones between these 
areas are especially productive. Due to the quantity and diversity of terrestrial habitats 
on public lands around Lake Texoma, there are many opportunities for consumptive 
recreation (hunting and fishing) and non-consumptive recreation (hiking, nature 
study/wildlife viewing, birdwatching, photography, outdoor education). Lake Texoma 
public lands are managed by natural resource professionals from the USACE, USFWS, 
ODWC, and TPWD cooperatively to preserve and enhance the natural beauty of the 
landscapes, manage habitats, promote vegetation succession for diversity and 
desirable species, control erosion, control invasive species, protect Federally listed and 
state-listed rare and endangered species, ensure natural wildlife food sources, and, in 
general, improve and sustain the carrying capacity of lands and waters for diverse, 
healthy populations of native terrestrial and aquatic animal species. 

 
Principal wildlife species include mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), grey and 

fox squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis and Sciurus niger), cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus 
floridanus), swamp rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginianus), waterfowl, wild turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo), coyotes (Canis latrans), red 
and gray fox (Vulpes vulpes and Urocyon cinereoargenteus), skunk (Mephitis spp.), 
opossum (Didelphimorphia), raccoon (Procyon lotor), bobcat (Lynx rufus), beaver 
(Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and mink (Neovison vison). The 
variety of habitats at Lake Texoma also support numerous species of migratory 
waterfowl and wading birds, migratory neotropical and nearctic birds, upland game 
birds, raptors, and songbirds. 

 
Hunting and fishing at Lake Texoma is managed in accordance with Federal and 

state fish and game regulations, as well as special restrictions imposed by the USACE. 
An example of special USACE restrictions is an “archery only” requirement on 
numerous tracts. Hunting is generally permitted on most large tracts of project lands 
and waters except in developed public use areas and other areas posted as no hunting.  
Public safety is a top priority on all Project lands and waters.  

 
These lands are part of the 29,112 acres operated by ODWC in the Love Valley, 

Hickory Creek, Fobb Bottom, and Washita Arm Wildlife Management Areas. USACE 
has licensed 24,879 acres of land to USFWS at Hagerman and Tishomingo National 
Wildlife Refuges (NWRs). The remaining wildlife management lands not managed by 
ODWC and USFWS are managed by the USACE. Management efforts focus on 
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producing native wildlife foods, as well as nesting and foraging habitat. Prescribed 
burns are conducted when conditions permit. Supplemental forage is provided through 
management of farming leases where needed to support the needs of species of 
greatest conservation need. Wetland development units are managed to provide 
additional waterfowl habitat and hunting opportunity.  Hunting and fishing activities are 
regulated by Federal and state laws.  

 
3.7.3 Vegetative Resources 

Two basic vegetation zones can be found in the project area, the Eastern Cross 
Timbers and Northern Post Oak Savannah Ecoregions. A comparatively small portion of 
project lands in the Big Mineral arm of the lake falls within the Texas Blackland Prairie 
Ecoregion. The upland forests and woodlands and bottomland forests characteristic of 
the Eastern Cross Timbers and Northern Post Oak Savannah Level IV Ecoregions 
cover approximately 76,000 acres of USACE lands. The USACE has not conducted an 
intense ecological inventory of these forested lands, although mapping efforts by the 
Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium, based at the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 
indicates that remnants of ancient Cross Timbers forests exist on USACE lands. Mature 
post oaks (Quercus stellata) and eastern redcedars (Juniperus virginiana) in these 
remnants may approach 500 years in age.  

 
The upland forest covers the major portion of public lands. Common dominant 

species include post oak, Texas oak (Quercus texana), blackjack oak (Quercus 
marilandica), chinquapin oak (Quercus muehlenbergi), Shumard oak (Quercus 
shumardii), black hickory (Carya texana), redbud (Cercis canadensis), red mulberry 
(Morus rubra), and eastern redcedar (Juniperus virginiana). Understory species include 
poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), coral berry (Symphoricarpos orbiculatus), rusty 
blackhaw (Viburnum rufidulum), green briar (Smilax spp.), and skunkbush (Rhus 
trilobata). 

 
Marginal forest exists within the fringe or edge transitional scrubby/shrubby 

woodlands between oak forest and grassland. Common species include smooth and 
winged sumac (Rhus glabra and Rhus copallinum), deciduous holly (Ilex decidua), 
hawthorn (Crataegus texana), Mexican and Chickasaw plum (Prunus mexicana and 
Prunus angustifolia), eastern redcedar, and blackjack oak. 

 
The common species for the shorelines and open wetlands include black willow, 

sandbar willow (Salix exigua), cottonwood (Populus deltoids), sycamore (Platanus 
occidentalis), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), wetland- and disturbance-loving 
herbaceous plants, and grasses. Lake level fluctuations greatly influence vegetation 
establishment and growth in this zone. 

 
The bottomland forest is characterized by a very diverse overstory composition 

and large wetland-adapted climax tree species. Common species include pecan (Carya 
illinoensis), black walnut (Juglans nigra), southern hackberry (Celtis laevigata), green 
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), American elm (Ulmus americana), Shumard oak, black 
oak (Quercus velutina), and bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa). Understory species include 
Canada wild rye (Elymus canadensis), inland sea oats (Chasmanthium latifolium), and 
poison ivy. 
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The diversity of grasses and flowering perennial forbs is vast and exhibits notable 
changes during the growing season.  Common dominant native grass species include 
big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), 
Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), and switchgrass (Panicum virgatum).  Many exotic 
and invasive grasses are abundant, including Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) and 
Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon). 

 
The vegetative data for Lake Texoma was obtained using information derived 

from Fiscal Year 2015 (FY2015) Project Site Vegetation Classification Records reported 
in OMBIL. These data and the results are displayed in Table 3.3. 
 
Table 3.3 Vegetation Classification Records 

Order Class Sub-Class 
Percent of 
Total 
Acreage  

Non-Vegetated(1) Non-Vegetated Non-Vegetated 47  

Herb Dominated Herbaceous 
Vegetation Annual graminoid or forb vegetation   3 

Shrub Dominated Shrubland (Scrub) Mixed evergreen-deciduous shrubland 
(scrub)   8 

Tree Dominated Closed Tree Canopy Deciduous closed tree canopy 13 

Tree Dominated Closed Tree Canopy Mixed evergreen-deciduous closed  tree 
canopy 26 

Vegetation Not 
Dominate Sparse Vegetation Unconsolidated material sparse 

vegetation   2 

(1) Includes open water surface of the lake and eroded shoreline 
 
3.7.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative for Lake Texoma does not involve any activities that 
would directly and immediately contribute to changes in existing conditions. Therefore, 
no immediate or short- term minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts 
on natural resources would occur. However, maintaining existing land classifications 
would not recognize the need to protect important habitats such as the Cross Timbers 
forests, wetlands, prairies, or scenic areas, which could lead to a long-term moderate or 
major negative impacts as on natural resources as a result of implementing the No 
Action Alternative. 

 
3.7.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action  
 The reclassifications required for the Proposed Action would allow land 
management and land uses to be compatible with the goals of good stewardship of 
natural resources. The Proposed Action for revising the Lake Texoma Master Plan 
would allow project lands to continue supporting the USFWS, TPWD, and the ODWC 
missions associated with wildlife conservation and implementation of operational 
practices that would protect and enhance wildlife and fishery populations. As detailed 
previously in Table 2-1, thousands of acres of land will be reclassified to recognize the 
high value of the old growth Cross Timbers forests and to ensure their preservation, to 
recognize important ecological resources, to manage land for wildlife purposes, and to 
reflect actual use, evolving trends, and regional priorities. Land reclassifications and 
new resource objectives proposed as part of the Proposed Action would have a 



 

Page 28 
 

potential long-term beneficial impact on natural resources. For example, an additional 
44,866 acres (100 percent increase) would be classified as MRML-WM compared to the 
No Action, and an additional 4,404 acres would be reclassified as ESA compared to the 
No Action (see Table 2-1). Reclassification of land to these land use would afford 
protection to and potentially benefit wildlife, wildlife habitats, habitat diversity, sensitive 
species habitat, cultural resources, and ecologically sensitive areas. The magnitude of 
these benefits would depend on the intensity of future management actions on these 
lands. Furthermore, the Proposed Action would be compatible with conservation 
principles and measures to protect migratory birds as mandated by EO 13186, and 
support the wildlife action plans of the states of Texas and Oklahoma. The new 
resources objectives will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management 
practices that would not occur with the No Action alternative.   

3.8 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] § 1531 et seq., as 
amended) defines an endangered species as a species “in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” A threatened species is a species 
“likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range.” Proposed species are those that have been proposed in 
the Federal Register (FR) to be listed under Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act. 
Species may be considered endangered or threatened “because of any of the following 
factors: (1) the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its 
habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or 
educational purpose; (3) disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; and (5) other natural or human-induced factors affecting continued 
existence.” USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result of 
identified threats to their continued existence. The candidate designation includes those 
species for which the USFWS has sufficient information to support proposals to list as 
endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act. 

 
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to 

ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to 
1) jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species, or 2) 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. The term "jeopardize 
the continued existence of" means to appreciably reduce the likelihood of both the 
survival and recovery of listed species in the wild by reducing the species' reproduction, 
numbers, or distribution. Jeopardy opinions must present reasonable evidence that the 
project will jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

 
Table 3.4 lists the species that have potential to occur in the Lake Texoma 

project area and are Federally-listed as a threatened or endangered species by the 
USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation reports, 02ETAR00-2016-SLI-0890 
and 02EKOK00-2016-SLI-1834. These reports can be found in Appendix C of the 
Master Plan (USACE 2012). Correspondence with the USFWS is provided in Appendix 
A of this EA.    
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Table 3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

 Federal Status Has Critical Habitat Biological Opinion 
Issued 

Birds 
Piping Plover 
Charadrius melodus Threatened No Yes 

Interior Least Tern 
Sternula antillarum Endangered No Yes 

Whooping Crane 
Grus americana Endangered No Yes 

Black-capped Vireo* 
Vireo atricapilla Endangered No Yes 

Red Knot** 
Calidris canutus rufa Threatened No Yes 

Insects 
American Burying Beetle 
Nicrophorus americanus Endangered No Yes 

Note: There are no Final Recovery Requirements or Recovery Plans/ actions designated for any of the 
species listed above. 
*Potential to occur within the study area only in Cooke County, Texas 
**Within the study area, the construction of wind turbines is the primary concern 

 
Formal consultation between the USACE, Tulsa District, and USFWS on past 

actions within the Tulsa District has resulted in a Biological Opinion (BO) for two species 
of significance to Lake Texoma: the interior least tern (ILT) and the American burying 
beetle (ABB). Past and potential future actions include such measures as construction 
and management of nesting habitat for the endangered ILT (Sterna antillarum) and 
management of habitat set aside for the ABB (Nicrophorus americanus). Should 
Federal listing of species change in the future (e.g., delisting of the ILT or other species 
or listing of new species), associated requirements will be reflected in a revised BO from 
the USFWS. Natural resources needs and management for listed species at Lake 
Texoma would change accordingly. 

 
3.8.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative for Lake Texoma does not involve any activities that 
would contribute to changes in existing conditions; therefore, no short- or long-term; 
minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on threatened and 
endangered species would be anticipated as a result of implementing the No Action 
Alternative. 

 
3.8.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action  

Under the Proposed Action, the USACE would continue cooperative 
management plans with the USFWS to preserve, enhance, and protect critical wildlife 
habitat resources. Land reclassifications and new resource objectives proposed as part 
of the Proposed Action would have a potential long-term beneficial impact on protected 
species. For example, an additional 44,866 acres (100 percent increase) would be 
classified as MRML-WM compared to the No Action, and an additional 4,404 acres 
would be reclassified as ESA compared to the No Action (see Table 2-1). 
Reclassification of land to these land use would afford protection to and potentially 
benefit wildlife, wildlife habitats, habitat diversity, sensitive species habitat, cultural 
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resources, and ecologically sensitive areas. The magnitude of these benefits would 
depend on the intensity of future management actions on these lands. The new 
resources objectives will provide a level of consistency in beneficial management 
practices that would not occur with the No Action alternative. The Proposed Action 
would be in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and any future 
activities that could potentially result in impacts on Federally listed species will be 
coordinated with USFWS through Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  

3.9 INVASIVE SPECIES 

Lake Texoma project lands and waters within the Red River and Washita River 
basins are considered to be a major pathway for the introduction of terrestrial and 
aquatic nuisance species.  A listing of invasive species presently documented to be 
present on Lake Texoma fee lands and waters is included in Chapter 2, Table 2.10. 
Vegetative species considered to be of special concern by the Oklahoma Invasive Plant 
Council in south central Oklahoma include:  tree-of-heaven, mimosa, camelthorn, 
alligator weed, Caucasian bluestem, paper mulberry, purple nutsedge, water hyacinth, 
bush honeysuckle, chinaberry tree, sulfer cinquefoil, kudzu, callery pear, and 
ravennagrass.  Aquatic nuisance species considered to be of special concern by the 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation and the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department include:  Asian carp, didymo (rock snot), yellow floating heart, golden algae, 
Harris mud crab, white perch, zebra mussel, and giant salvinia.  Kudzu, zebra mussel, 
mimosa, and golden algae have been documented to occur on the fee lands and waters 
of Lake Texoma, but only the zebra mussel and golden algae are present on a 
significant portion of land and water under USACE management. 

 
The following vegetative species are considered special concerns in Oklahoma: 

tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), mimosa (Albizia julibrissin), camelthorn (Vachellia 
erioloba), alligator weed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), Caucasian bluestem 
(Bothriochloa bladhii), paper mulberry (Broussonetia papyrifera), purple nutsedge 
(Cyperus rotundus), bush honeysuckle (Lonicera maackii), chinaberry tree (Melia 
azedarach), sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta), kudzu (Pueraria lobata), callery pear 
(Pyrus calleryana),  ravenna grass (Saccharum ravennae), and water hyacinth 
(Eichhornia crassipes). Lake Texoma is particularly vulnerable to the transport of these 
invasive plants by boaters, as well as some invasive animal species.  

 
 In Texas, several state, federal and private organizations are partnering under 
the umbrella organization, TexasInvasives.org, to manage non-native invasive plants 
and pests in Texas. Their website, www.texasinvasives.org, lists the following “dirty 
dozen” invasive species of particular concern to the Cross Timbers and Prairies 
ecoregion of Texas which includes most of the project lands and waters on the Texas 
side of Lake Texoma. Many of these species also occur on the Oklahoma side: 
 

• Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) 
• Glossy privet (Ligustrum lucidum) 
• Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense) 
• Giant reed (Arundo donax) 
• Chinese wisteria (Wisteria sinensis) 
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• Lilac chatetree (Vitex agnus var.-castus) 
• Brazilian vervain (Verbena brasiliensis) 
• Guineagrass (Urochloa maxima) 
• Common periwinkle (Vinca minor) 
• Chinaberry tree (Melia azedarach) 
• Chinese tallow tree (Triadica sebifera) 
• Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) 

 
Aquatic nuisance species considered special concerns by the Oklahoma 

Department of Wildlife Conservation and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
include Asian carp (Cyprinus carpio), didymo (rock snot) (Didymosphenia geminata), 
golden algae (Chrysophyceae), Harris mud crab (Rhithropanopeus harrisii), white perch 
(Morone americana), zebra mussel (Dreissena polymorpha), and giant salvinia (Salvinia 
molesta).  Kudzu, zebra mussel, mimosa, and golden algae have been documented to 
occur on the fee lands and waters of Lake Texoma, but only the zebra mussel and 
golden algae are present on a significant portion of the lake.  In accordance with a 
recommendation from TPWD, yellow floating heart (Nymphoides peltata) will be 
considered for listing during the next annual Project Site Invasive Species Report.   

 
Golden algae was first documented in Lake Texoma between January and March 

in 2004 during a substantial bloom, which resulted in fish kills in small coves  from 
Lebanon Pool to Big Mineral Creek. Additional minor and nuisance blooms occurred in 
2006 and 2007. The 2006 bloom and associated fish kill was isolated primarily to 
Lebanon Pool; however, the 2007 bloom and associated fish kill extended from 
Lebanon Pool to Buncombe Creek on the Oklahoma side of the reservoir and from 
Slickum Slough to Cedar Bayou on the Texas side of the reservoir. While the only major 
golden algae bloom occurred in 2004, the population of golden algae present in Lake 
Texoma is documented to be capable of producing the prymnesium toxin, and future 
blooms could result in a significant fish kill within the Red River arm of the reservoir. 
 

The zebra mussel is an invasive, freshwater invertebrate that has a high filtration 
rate, high reproductive rate, strong byssal threads for substrate attachment, and a 
limited number of natural predators. Due to these characteristics, zebra mussels are 
able to populate an aquatic ecosystem relatively quickly and out-compete native mussel 
populations. Economic impacts caused by the invasive species include fouling water 
intake pipes, cooling systems, filtration systems, and fouling boat engine cooling 
systems. Zebra mussels fouling filtration systems associated with fire suppression at 
facilities using raw water can impede the effectiveness of the system, increasing the 
potential of damage to the facility and danger to human welfare. When a zebra mussel 
“die-off” occurs, thousands of shells can wash up on the shoreline or beach area; the 
sharp edges of the mussels’ shells could potentially cause harm to humans and may 
result in public beach closures for safety reasons.  

 
Zebra mussels were introduced to North America via trans-Atlantic barges to the 

commercial waterways of the U.S. from Europe in the 1980s. Once established, the 
spread of zebra mussels to inland waters occurred via navigation system traffic, 
overland transportation of private boats from an infested water body to an uninfested 
water body, and natural downstream flows that carried the free-floating larval form of the 
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species. Within the Tulsa District, zebra mussels were first confirmed in Oklahoma in 
the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System (MKARNS) in January 1993 
inside Locks 14 (W.D. Mayo), 15 (Robert S. Kerr), and 16 (Webbers Falls). The invasive 
species were subsequently found in the Verdigris River of the MKARNS at Lock 17 
(Chouteau) in June 1993 and at Lock 18 (Newt Graham) in January 1994. In 
conjunction with zebra mussel infestation at the locks along the MKARNS, the species 
was also observed to be in the powerhouses associated with Keystone Lake. Zebra 
mussel biological material was first documented in Lake Texoma in 2008. The first adult 
zebra mussels were found in Lake Texoma in 2009. Signs are posted to educate the 
public concerning the presence of invasive species and assist in the prevention of 
spreading the species to other water bodies. 

 
The Harris mud crab was first observed by anglers during the summer of 2009 on 

the Oklahoma side of Lake Texoma (ODWC 2016). It is unknown whether the crabs 
were introduced by way of boats or released bait, or whether they naturally traveled 
their way to Oklahoma from Texas through rivers. Surveys and angler indicate this 
species has been found in Fobb Bottom, Buncombe Creek, Cardinal Cove, Sandy 
Beach, Cross Point Camp, Caney Creek, McLaughlin Creek, Willow Springs, Platter 
Flats, and Willafa Woods. The population is thought to be limited but, where found, has 
negatively affected the native habitat and competes with native species for food. The 
crabs also cause damage by clogging intake valves and other water delivery systems. 

 
 Table 3.5 lists the invasive species that occur on Lake Texoma fee lands. Data 
were retrieved from the FY2015 Project Site Invasive Species Records reported in 
OMBIL (USACE 2015). 
 
Table 3.5 Invasive Species 

Species Group Species Common 
Name 

Type of 
Occurrence 

Acreage 
Impacted 

% 
Acreage 
Impacted 

Acreage 
Treated 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Asian clam Moderate 74,686 39.01 0 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Grass carp Moderate 74,686 39.01 0 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Rudd Minor 74,686 39.01 0 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Spiny water flea Minor 74,686 39.01 0 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Zebra mussel Significant/Major 74,686 39.01 1 

Aquatic and Wetland 
Animals Harris mud crab     

Aquatic and Wetland 
Plants Golden algae Significant/Major 74,686 39.01 0 

Terrestrial Animals Red imported fire 
ant Moderate 104,256 54.45 4 

Terrestrial Animals Feral hog Significant/Major 104,256 54.45 75 

Terrestrial Plants Japanese 
honeysuckle Minor 55,044 28.75 934 

Terrestrial Plants Johnsongrass Moderate 104,256 54.45 216 
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Species Group Species Common 
Name 

Type of 
Occurrence 

Acreage 
Impacted 

% 
Acreage 
Impacted 

Acreage 
Treated 

Terrestrial Plants Kudzu Minor 200 0.10 934 
Terrestrial Plants Mimosa Minor 200 0.10 11 
Terrestrial Plants Multiflora rose Minor 104,256 54.45 934 
Terrestrial Plants Redcedar Significant/Major 104,256 54.45 1834 
Terrestrial Plants Russian olive Minor 104,256 54.45 934 
Terrestrial Plants Saltcedar Minor 83,400 43.56 0 
Terrestrial Plants Sericea lespedeza Minor 104,256 54.45 8 
Terrestrial Plants Tall fescue Minor 88,156 46.04 8 

 
3.9.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative does not involve any activities that would contribute to 
changes in existing conditions; therefore Lake Texoma would continue to be managed 
according to the existing invasive species management practices. The No Action 
alternative may result in minor, long-term adverse impacts resulting from the lack of 
resource objectives that emphasize management and control of invasive species. 

 
3.9.2   Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 
 The land reclassifications required to revise the Master Plan are compatible with 
Lake Texoma invasive species management practices. Therefore, invasive species 
would continue to be managed to the extent possible. The new resource objectives 
developed under the proposed action will result in minor, long-term beneficial impacts.  

3.10 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources preservation and management is an equal and integral part of 
all resource management at Civil Works operating projects. The term “cultural 
resources” is a broad term meant to include anything that is of cultural significance to 
humans and that has some historical value, and generally includes, but is not limited to, 
the following categories of resources: archaeological sites (historic and prehistoric), 
historic standing structures, traditional cultural properties, and sacred sites. There are 
approximately 464 known archaeological sites (339 sites in Oklahoma and 125 sites in 
Texas) located on project lands associated with Lake Texoma. Of these, two sites are 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), five sites have been 
determined eligible for listing in NRHP, 70 are ineligible, and 387 are of unknown NRHP 
eligibility. All of the listed or eligible sites are in Oklahoma, while the majority of the sites 
determined ineligible for listing are in Texas.  The cultural, historical, and archaeological 
resources are described in detail in Section 2.3 of the Lake Texoma Master Plan and 
are incorporated herein by reference (USACE 2016).  

 
Numerous cultural resources laws establish the importance of cultural resources 

to our Nation’s heritage. With the passage of these laws, the historical intent of 
Congress has been to ensure that the Federal government protects cultural resources. 
Stewardship of cultural resources on USACE Civil Works water resources projects is an 
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important part of the overall Federal responsibility. Coordination with the respective 
State Historic Preservation Offices is included in Appendix A.   
 
3.10.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

There would be no direct or immediate minor, moderate or major, beneficial or 
adverse impacts on cultural resources as a result of implementing the No Action 
Alternative, as there would be no changes to the existing Master Plan. However, 
maintaining existing land classifications would not recognize the presence or 
importance of cultural resources, which could lead to long-term negative moderate or 
major impacts as a result of implementing the No Action alternative. 

 
3.10.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 

Impacts on cultural, historical, and archaeological resources were considered 
during the refinement processes of land reclassifications. Based on previous surveys of 
Lake Texoma, the required reclassifications would not change current cultural resource 
management plans or alter areas where these resources exist. The Proposed Action 
would potentially result in long-term and moderate beneficial impacts with the 
reclassification of 4,404 acres to ESAs to recognize the presence of important cultural 
resource sites and aid in their protection.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on 
cultural, historical, and archaeological resources would occur as a result of 
implementing revisions to the Lake Texoma Master Plan. Any future ground-disturbing 
activities would take into account Section 106 of the NHPA and other applicable cultural 
resource statutes to insure that cultural resources are protected. 

3.11 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

The zone of interest for the socioeconomic analysis consists of Bryan, Marshall, 
Johnston, and Love Counties in Oklahoma and Grayson and Cooke Counties in Texas. 
Available information indicates that an overwhelming majority of visitors to Lake 
Texoma come from within a 100-mile radius of the lake. The population, education level, 
employment rates, income, and household characteristics of the area are discussed in 
detail in the LakeTexoma Master Plan and are incorporated herein by reference 
(USACE 2016). 

 
3.11.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

There would be no short- or long-term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or 
adverse impacts on socioeconomic resources as a result of implementing the No Action 
Alternative, as there would be no changes to the existing Master Plan. 

 
3.11.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 
 Lake Texoma is beneficial to the local economy through indirect job creation and 
local spending by visitors, and also offers a variety of free recreation opportunities and 
uses innovative maintenance and planning programs to minimize usage fees. Since 
recreational opportunities remain abundant, and the revised Master Plan recognizes 
and reinforces projected recreational trends there would be no adverse impacts on area 
economic stability or environmental justice populations resulting from the revision of the 
Master Plan. 
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3.12 HEALTH AND SAFETY  

 As mentioned earlier in this document, Lake Texoma’s authorized purposes 
include flood control, water supply, water quality, and recreation. Compatible uses 
incorporated in project operation management plans include conservation and fish and 
wildlife habitat management components. Lake Texoma has established public 
outreach programs to educate the public on water safety and conservation of natural 
resources and the revised Master Plan includes management objectives to reinforce 
these existing programs. In addition to the water safety outreach programs, the project 
has established recreation management practices in place to protect the public. These 
include safe boating and swimming regulations, safe hunting regulations, and speed 
limit and pedestrian signs for park roads. Lake Texoma also has solid waste 
management plans in place for camping and day-use areas. Lake Texoma has 
personnel in place to enforce these policies, rules, and regulations during normal park 
hours.  
 
3.12.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative for Lake Texoma does not involve any activities that 
would contribute to changes in existing conditions; therefore, no short- or long-term; 
minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on health and safety would 
be anticipated as a result of implementing the No Action Alternative. 

 
3.12.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 
 Under the Proposed Action, the required revisions to the Lake Texoma Master 
Plan would be compatible with project safety management plans. The project would 
continue to have reporting guidelines in place should water quality become a threat to 
public health. The Proposed Action would potentially result in long-term and moderate 
beneficial impacts on public health and safety through implementation of health and 
safety related management objectives and with the reclassification of 480 acres of Low 
Density Recreation near the dam to Project Operations for safety and security 
purposes.  Existing regulations and safety programs throughout the Lake Texoma area 
would continue to be enforced to ensure public safety. There would be no short- or long-
term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on public health and 
safety as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. 

3.13 RECREATION  

The recreational opportunities and potential of Lake Texoma are considered to 
be of great importance within the project’s zone of interest. Lake Texoma is surrounded 
by a population of approximately 250,000 in the six counties that border  the lake and is 
within one hour of nearly 8 million people in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex. Lake 
Texoma offers many recreational activities such as swimming, boating, water skiing, 
fishing, hunting, picnicking, and camping, as well as multiple trails for hiking and biking. 
Lake Texoma includes numerous parks, recreation areas, boat ramps, marinas, 
National Wildlife Refuges, Wildlife Management Units, and state parks. There are 
approximately 80 miles of designated trails on Lake Texoma public lands for hiking, 
biking, equestrian use, and enjoyment of nature. There is also one small trail for all- 
terrain vehicles in Eisenhower State Park.   



 

Page 36 
 

Approximately 100,000 acres of land and 74,158 acres of water are available to 
the public. Lake Texoma provides a robust fishery offering world-class striper fishing, as 
well as other excellent fishing opportunities for catfish, smallmouth bass, largemouth 
bass, sand (white) bass, and crappie. A social media poll conducted in 2015 by 
Bassmasters magazine listed Lake Texoma in the top 100 “Best Bass Lakes” in the 
nation. Recreation areas and facilities are provided by Federal and state agencies, one 
municipality, numerous concessionaires, and non-profit organizations. Additionally, 
USACE directly leases 21 areas to commercial marina and resort operators for the 
purpose of providing recreational concession services and facilities to the general 
public. Two additional commercial concessions operate as subleases within the two 
state parks.  Collectively, these leases occupy 3,884 acres of USACE land. USACE 
regulations require these lessees to provide essential services such as wet and dry boat 
storage, fishing barges, boat rentals, boat repair, fuel, cabins, campsites, restaurants, 
and general merchandise.   
 

USACE has leased 2,758 acres to 22 non-profit organizations for recreational 
purposes. USACE regulations refer to these areas as quasi-public use areas. The 
purpose of such areas is to provide recreation opportunities to the public that are not 
otherwise available within public use areas. Generally, the lessees provide recreation 
facilities to the general public on a reservation basis, but they are allowed to periodically 
reserve the leased premises for the exclusive use of their respective non-profit 
organization. Many of the quasi-public use areas at Lake Texoma were granted in the 
1950s and 1960s. Recent USACE policy on recreation-related leases places restrictions 
on the types of recreation development allowed on these leases that are not included in 
a previously approved development plan. 

 
USACE leases approximately 619.7 acres to 14 private organizations for 

recreational purposes.  The organizations holding these leases include private clubs, 
yacht clubs, and non-profit organizations operating as private clubs.  The private 
recreation leases at Lake Texoma were granted in the 1950s and 1960s. New private 
recreation leases are not granted at Lake Texoma. 

 
Lake Texoma visitors are a diverse group that includes campers, full-time and 

part-time residents of the immediate area, hunters, fishermen, trail users, and day users 
who picnic, hike, swim, boat, observe wildlife, and sightsee. The peak visitation months 
are April through September. July is typically the highest visitation month. Nationwide, 
Lake Texoma typically has the highest annual visitation of all USACE lake projects. 
USACE maintains traffic counters at approximately 80 locations where the majority of 
visitation occurs. These locations generally include developed park areas, minor access 
points, marina/resort concession sites, and sites leased to non-profit organizations. The 
annual average number of visitors to Lake Texoma is approximately 6 million. The 
majority of the visitors originate within a radius of approximately 60 to 70 miles of Lake 
Texoma, and fully half of all visitors originate within the six counties that adjoin USACE 
land at Lake Texoma.   

 
3.13.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the 1978 Master Plan would not be revised. No 
significant adverse impacts on recreational opportunities would be anticipated.  
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3.13.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action 
 The primary objective for revising the Lake Texoma Master Plan is to capture 
current land use and management that has evolved to meet day-to-day operational 
needs. Under the Proposed Action, the required revisions to the Lake Texoma Master 
Plan would be compatible with current recreation management plans and recognizes 
regional and national outdoor recreation trends. The reclassification changes required 
for the Proposed Action were developed to enhance regional goals associated with 
good stewardship of land and water resources that would allow for continued 
recreational use and development of project lands. There would be no short- or long-
term; minor, moderate, or major; or beneficial or adverse impacts on recreational 
opportunities as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. 
 
3.14 SUMMARY OF CONSEQUENCES AND BENEFITS 
 
 Table 3.6 provides a tabular summary of the consequences and benefits for the 
No Action and Proposed Action alternatives for each of the 13 assessed resource 
categories.   



 

Page 38 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank   



 

Page 39 
 

Table 3.6 Summary of Consequences and Benefits 

Resource Change Resulting from Revised Master Plan 
Environmental Consequences 

Benefits Summary 
No Action Alternative Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No effect on private lands. Emphasis is on 
protection of wildlife and environmental values 
on USACE land and maintaining current level of 
developed recreation facilities.   

Fails to recognize recreation trends 
and regional natural resource 
priorities. 

Recognizes recreation trends and 
regional natural resource priorities 
identified by ODWC, TPWD, and 
public comment.   

Land classification changes and new resource objectives fully 
recognize passive use recreation trends and regional 
environmental values such as protection of Cross Timbers forests. 

Water Resources Including 
Groundwater, Wetlands, and Water 
Quality 

Small change to recognize value of wetlands. 
Fails to recognize the water quality 
benefits of good land stewardship 
and need to protect wetlands. 

Promotes restoration and protection 
of wetlands and good land 
stewardship. 

Specific resource objective promotes restoration and protection of 
wetlands. 

Climate  Minor change to recognize need for sustainable, 
energy efficient design.  

Fails to promote sustainable, energy 
efficient design. 

Promotes land management 
practices and design standards that 
promote sustainability.  

Specific resource objectives promote national climate change 
mitigation goal.  LEED standards for green design, construction, 
and operation activities will be employed to the extent practicable.  

Climate Change and Greenhouse 
Gases Same as for Climate Same as for Climate Same as for Climate Same as for Climate 

Air Quality No change No effect No effect No added benefit 

Topography, Geology and Soils Minor change to place emphasis on good 
stewardship of land and water resources. 

Fails to specifically recognize known 
and potential soil erosion problems. 

Encourages good stewardship that 
would reduce existing and potential 
erosion. 

Specific resource objectives call for stopping erosion from overuse 
and land disturbing activities. 

Natural Resources Moderate benefits through land reclassification 
and resource objectives. 

Fails to recognize ESAs, and 
regional priorities calling for 
protection of wildlife habitat. 

Gives full recognition of sensitive 
resources and regional trends and 
priorities related to natural resources. 

Reclassification of lands included 4,404 acres of ESA and an 
increase in lands emphasizing wildlife management. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Minor change to recognize both federal and 
state-listed species. 

Fails to recognize current federal and 
state-listed species. 

Fully recognizes federal and state-
listed species as well as SGCN listed 
by Oklahoma and Texas and Rare 
species listed by TPWD.  

The master plan sets forth the most recent listing of federal and 
state-listed species and addresses on-going commitments 
associated with USFWS Biological Opinions.  

Invasive Species Minor change to recognize several recent and 
potentially aggressive invasive species. 

Fails to recognize current invasive 
species and associated problems. 

Fully recognizes current species and 
the need to be vigilant as new 
species may occur. 

Specific resource objectives specify that invasive species shall be 
monitored and controlled as needed. 

Cultural Resources Minor change to recognize current status of 
cultural resources. 

Included cursory information about 
cultural resources that is inadequate 
for future management and 
protection. 

Recognizes the presence of cultural 
resources and places emphasis on 
protection and management. 

Reclassification of lands included 4,404 acres of ESA and specific 
resource objectives were included for protection of cultural 
resources.  

Socioeconomics and Environmental 
Justice No change No effect No effect No added benefit 

Health and Safety Minor change to promote public safety 
awareness. 

Fails to emphasize public safety 
programs. 

Recognizes the need for public 
safety programs. 

Includes specific management objectives to increase water safety 
outreach efforts.  Also, classifies 528 acres of water surface as 
restricted and designated no-wake for public safety purposes. 

Recreation Moderate benefits to outdoor recreation 
programs. 

Fails to recognize current outdoor 
recreation trends. 

Fully recognizes current outdoor 
recreation trends and places special 
emphasis on trails. 

Specific management objectives focused on outdoor recreation 
opportunities and trends are included.  
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SECTION 4: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as “the impact on the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time by various agencies (Federal, state, or local) or individuals. CEQ 
guidance on cumulative impacts requires the definition of the scope of the other actions 
and their interrelationship with the Proposed Action (CEQ 1997). The scope must 
consider geographic and temporal overlaps with the Proposed Action and all other 
actions occurring within the zone of interest. Informed decision making is served by 
consideration of cumulative impacts resulting from activities that are proposed, under 
construction, recently completed, or anticipated to be implemented in the reasonably 
foreseeable future. This cumulative impacts analysis summarizes expected 
environmental impacts from the combined impacts of past, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable future activities affecting any part of the human or natural environments 
impacted by the Proposed Action.  

4.1 CURRENT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN AND 
NEAR THE ZONE OF INTEREST 

The majority of the Texas side of Lake Texoma is approximately 40 miles from 
the northern counties of the Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), the largest MSA in Texas and fourth largest in the United States. Roadway 
extensions and expansions are being constructed and planned in anticipation that 
population growth of the MSA will extend further north toward Lake Texoma. Population 
projections from the Census Bureau show Grayson County growing by approximately 
50,000 additional people by 2050.  Perhaps of greater importance is the projected 
population growth of adjoining Denton and Collin Counties of more than 1 million 
additional people by 2040.  

 
The websites of several organizations were reviewed to determine significant 

planned or projected road projects within the six-county zone of influence. The agency 
websites reviewed included Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT), Oklahoma 
Department of Transportation (ODOT), North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) and 
Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority (GCRMA). The review of available 
information revealed two major road projects of regional significance as follows: 

 
• Replacement of the U.S. Highway 99/377 Bridge that spans Lake Texoma 

from Grayson County, Texas, to Marshall County, Oklahoma. This is a 
joint project of ODOT and TXDOT.  Construction is scheduled to begin in 
2018. 
 

• Extension of the Dallas North Tollway (DNT) into Grayson County. This is 
a long-term planning project under development by the NTTA, with a 
feasibility study scheduled to start in 2019. Phase 4 of the project would 
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extend the DNT to the Grayson County line.  Phase 5 would extend the 
DNT north to approximately FM 121 in southern Grayson County.  Of note 
is that the GCRMA has signed a resolution supporting extension of the 
DNT north to U.S. Highway 75 in the northern part of Denison, Texas, only 
a few miles from Denison Dam.   

 
In addition to the roadway projects described above, the GCRMA has a 

thoroughfare plan showing a variety of existing and planned roadway projects. Included 
in the proposed roadways are two minor arterials of significance to USACE lands at 
Lake Texoma. One appears to be an east-west extension of FM120 from just west of 
Pottsboro, traversing across the Big Mineral Arm of Lake Texoma before intersecting 
with US Highway 377. A second minor arterial appears to be a northwestern extension 
of SH 289 from Pottsboro out onto the Preston Bend peninsula. 

 
• Repair of the Cumberland Levee is nearing completion, but work will 

continue until the damage resulting from the 2015 flood event is 
completely repaired. 

 
Reasonably foreseeable future development is difficult to predict with certainty in 

the Lake Texoma region. Given the proximity of the lake to the Dallas-Fort Worth 
metroplex, future development is anticipated due to increased recreational needs. 
Currently, three major developments are proposed for Lake Texoma and include the 
Preston Harbor Development, the Rock Creek Resort (currently under development), 
and the Pointe Vista Development (USACE 2012).  The Preston Harbor Development is 
located on the northeastern side of Little Mineral Arm on the Texas side of Lake 
Texoma.  Development is anticipated to occur over a 20 to 25 year period and would 
include the construction of the wastewater pump station, boat ramp, boat club, boat 
slips, a dry dock storage facility, and shoreline protection for the boat club and the 
housing development.  After the first 5 years, the development would include the 
southern golf club, golf course, community center, single-family and townhome 
residential development, commercial and medical services, and an inland lake.  The 
next 10 to 20 years would include the development of a northern golf course, golf club, 
single-family and townhome residential development, commercial services center, boat 
slips, boat docks, and possible expansion of the wastewater pump station, and another 
inland lake.  The last five years of development would include the completion of a hotel 
and conference center, including the proposed day-use boat slips and recreational 
beaches.   

 
Rock Creek Resort consists of approximately 1,300 acres of private lands and an 

adjacent 137-acre commercial concession lease on USACE land on the Texas side of 
the lake in the vicinity of the former Paw Paw Creek marina and resort. Rock Creek 
Resort is owned by Double Diamond Companies. Development has been initiated and 
future development includes residential properties and amenities on the private lands 
and a proposed marina and related amenities on the lands leased from USACE. Public 
road access will be provided to the marina location (Rock Creek Resort 2016).    

 
The Pointe Vista Development (Pointe Vista Development, LLC), located in 

Marshall County, Oklahoma on the Washita Arm of Lake Texoma, is proposed to 
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develop 1,850 acres into a resort setting.  Including the development in the surrounding 
areas, the total project includes the development of approximately 2,815 acres.  The 
development includes 750 acres acquired from the Oklahoma Commissioners of the 
Land Office (CLO) and 558 acres previously conveyed in 2005 by USACE to the CLO in 
accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1999.  Future development 
could involve an additional 950 acres of USACE property and 100 acres of land from 
the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department (OTRD).  The development around 
Catfish Bay Marina would include residential lots, marina expansion, and public boat 
slips.  The Pointe Vista Development is proposed to include a golf course, hotel, club 
house, practice facility, marina, aquatic center, outdoor recreation center, nature parks, 
campgrounds, retail shops, and an amphitheater.  

4.2 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts on each resource were analyzed according to how other actions and 
projects within the zone of interest might be affected by the No Action Alternative and 
Proposed Action. Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable 
change to a total change in the environment. For the purpose of this analysis, the 
intensity of impacts will be classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major. These 
intensity thresholds are defined in Section 3.0. Moderate growth and development are 
expected to continue in the vicinity of Lake Texoma and cumulative adverse impacts on 
resources would not be expected when added to the impacts of activities associated 
with the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative. A summary of the anticipated 
cumulative impacts is presented below. 

 
4.2.1 Land Use 

A major impact would occur if any action is inconsistent with adopted land use 
plans or if an action would substantially alter those resources required for, supporting, 
or benefiting the current use. Under the No Action Alternative, land use would not 
change. Although the Proposed Action would result in the reclassification of project 
lands, the reclassifications were developed to enhance regional goals associated with 
good stewardship of land and water resources that would allow for continued use and 
development of project lands. Therefore, cumulative impacts on land use within the area 
surrounding Lake Texoma, when combined with past and proposed actions in the 
region, are anticipated to be minimal. 

 
4.2.2 Water Resources 

Lake Texoma was developed for flood control, water supply, hydroelectric power, 
navigation, and recreation purposes. The reclassifications required for the Proposed 
Action would allow land management and land uses to be compatible with the goals of 
good stewardship of water resources. Therefore, negative cumulative impacts on water 
resources and water quality within the area surrounding Lake Texoma are not 
anticipated to increase when combined with past and proposed actions in the region. 
 
4.2.3 Air Quality 

For the area surrounding Lake Texoma, activities that could add to air emissions 
in the area are likely few and minor in nature. The Proposed Action and No Action 
Alternative would not adversely impact air quality within the area. The planned 
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development projects would result in potential short-term, localized, minor, adverse 
impacts on air quality owing to minor, temporary emissions from construction 
equipment. Vehicle traffic along area roadways and routine daily activities in the 
communities contribute to current and future emission sources. Minor improvements to 
the communities, such as construction of new business buildings and highway 
improvement projects, could also contribute to minor future emissions. Therefore, there 
would be no significant cumulative impacts on air quality resulting from the revision of 
the Lake Texoma Master Plan when combined with past and proposed actions in the 
area. 

 
4.2.4 Natural Resources 

The significance threshold for natural resources would include a substantial 
reduction in ecological processes, communities, or populations that would threaten the 
long-term viability of a species or result in the substantial loss of a sensitive community 
that could not be offset or otherwise compensated. Past, present, and future projects 
are not anticipated to impact the viability of any plant species or community, rare or 
sensitive habitats, or wildlife. The establishment of ESAs and Vegetation Management 
areas, as well as resource objectives that favor protection and restoration of valuable 
Cross Timbers forests will have beneficial cumulative impacts. No identified projects 
would threaten the viability of natural resources. Therefore, there would be no 
significant adverse cumulative impacts on natural resources resulting from the revision 
of the Lake Texoma Master Plan when combined with past and proposed actions in the 
area. 
 
4.2.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The Proposed Action and No Action Alternative would not adversely impact 
threatened and endangered species within the area. Considerations for Federally listed 
threatened and endangered species at Lake Texoma are in accordance with the 
USACE Tulsa District’s current BO issued by the USFWS. Past and potential future 
actions include such measures as construction and management of nesting habitat for 
the ILT and management of habitat for the ABB. Should Federally listed species change 
in the future (e.g., delisting of the ILT or other species or listing of new species), 
associated requirements will be reflected in a revised BO from the USFWS. The 
USACE would continue cooperative management plans with the USFWS to preserve, 
enhance, and protect critical wildlife habitat resources. Very few new projects are 
proposed within the Lake Texoma project area, and past, present, and future projects 
are not anticipated to impact threatened and endangered species. Therefore, there 
would be no significant cumulative impacts on threatened and endangered species 
resulting from the revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan when combined with past 
and proposed actions in the area. 
 
4.2.6 Invasive Species 

Zebra mussels are present in Lake Texoma. Potential adverse impacts include 
infestation of other water bodies through equipment that is not properly cleaned and 
movement of water and sediment infested with zebra mussels. Additional current and 
future activities, such as recreational boating and other in-lake operation and 
maintenance activities, could result in the transport of zebra mussels to other water 
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bodies. Continued information and education, as well as construction permit 
requirements, will help reduce the potential transport of these invasive species. 

 
 Invasive species control has and will continue to be conducted on various areas 
across the project lands. Implementing Best Management Practices (BMP) will control 
the introduction and distribution of invasive species, ensuring that proposed actions in 
the region will not contribute to the overall cumulative impacts related to invasive 
species. The land reclassifications required to revise the Master Plan are compatible 
with Lake Texoma invasive species management practices. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts from invasive species within the area surrounding Lake Texoma are not 
anticipated to increase when combined with past and proposed actions in the region.    
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SECTION 5: COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 

This EA has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of all applicable 
environmental laws and regulations, and has been prepared in accordance with the 
CEQ’s implementing regulations for NEPA, 40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508, and the 
USACE’s ER 200-2-2, Environmental Quality:  Procedures for Implementing NEPA. The 
revision of the Master Plan is consistent with the USACE’s Environmental Operating 
Principles. The following is a list of applicable environmental laws and regulations that 
were considered in the planning of this project and the status of compliance with each: 

  
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended – Because no 

construction or change in operation of the reservoir is proposed, there is no plan to 
coordinate under the Act; however, information provided by USFWS, the TPWD, and 
the ODWC on fish and wildlife resources has been utilized in the development of this 
assessment.  

 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended – Current lists of threatened or 

endangered species were compiled for the revision of the Master Plan. There will be no 
impact on threatened or endangered species resulting from the revision of the Master 
Plan.  

 
EO 13186 (Migratory Bird Habitat Protection) – Sections 3a and 3e of EO 13186 

direct Federal agencies to evaluate the impacts of their actions on migratory birds, with 
emphasis on species of concern, and to inform the USFWS of potential negative 
impacts on migratory birds. The Master Plan revision will not result in impacts on 
migratory bird habitat. 

  
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) – The MBTA of 1918 extends Federal 

protection to migratory bird species. The nonregulated “take” of migratory birds is 
prohibited under this act in a manner similar to the prohibition of “take” of threatened 
and endangered species under the Endangered Species Act. The timing of resource 
management activities would be coordinated to avoid impacts on migratory and nesting 
birds. 

 
Clean Water Act of 1977 – The Proposed Action is in compliance with all state 

and Federal Clean Water Act regulations and requirements and is regularly monitored 
by the USACE for water quality. A state water quality certification pursuant to Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act is not required for the Master Plan revision. There will be no 
change in the existing management of the reservoir that would impact water quality. 

 
EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 

risks) – Section 1 of EO 13045 directs Federal agencies to identify and assess 
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children as 
a high priority.  The Master Plan revision will not affect the Oklahoma Department of 
Environmental Quality’s water testing program for mycrocystin on Lake Texoma.  At 
times, microcystin levels in Lake Texoma can exceed the drinking water guidance 
threshold established by USEPA to protect children pre-school aged and younger.   
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National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended – Compliance 
with the NHPA of 1966, as amended, requires identification of all properties in the 
project area listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places. All 
surveys and site salvages were coordinated with the Oklahoma and Texas State 
Historic Preservation Offices. Known sites are mapped and avoided by maintenance 
activities. Areas that have not undergone cultural resources surveys and/or evaluations 
will need to do so prior to any earth-moving or other potentially impactful activities. 

 
Clean Air Act of 1977 – The USEPA established NAAQS to protect public health 

and welfare. Existing operation and management of the reservoir is compliant with the 
CAA and will not change with the Master Plan revision. 

 
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1980 and 1995 – The FPPA’s purpose 

is to minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and 
irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. Prime Farmland is present 
on Lake Texoma Project lands; however, no specific soil disturbing activities are 
proposed under this Master Plan Revision.  Additionally, prime farmland soils are 
primarily found under land use designations other than HDR.  Any future soil disturbing 
activities would be coordinated with the NRCS if those activities are proposed in prime 
farmlands.  

 
EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands – EO 11990 requires Federal agencies to 

minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in executing Federal projects. The 
Proposed Action complies with EO 11990. 

  
 EO 11988, Floodplain Management – This Order directs Federal agencies to 
evaluate the potential impacts of proposed actions in floodplains. The operation and 
management of the existing Project complies with EO 11988. 

 
CEQ Memorandum dated August 11, 1980, Prime or Unique Farmlands – Prime 

farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics 
for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and that is also available for 
these uses. Prime and Unique Farmland are present on Lake Texoma Project lands.  
No specific soil disturbing activities are proposed under this Master Plan Revision.  
Additionally, prime and unique farmland soils are primarily found under land use 
designations other than HDR.  Any future soil disturbing activities would be coordinated 
with the NRCS if those activities are proposed in prime or unique farmlands.  

 
 EO 12898, Environmental Justice – This EO directs Federal agencies to achieve 
environmental justice to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, and 
consistent with the principles set forth in the report on the National Performance 
Review. Agencies are required to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. 
The revision of the Master Plan will not result in a disproportionate adverse impact on 
minority or low-income population groups. 
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SECTION 6: IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

NEPA requires that Federal agencies identify “any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be involved in the Proposed Action should it be 
implemented” (42 U.S.C. § 4332). An irreversible commitment of resources occurs 
when the primary or secondary impacts of an action result in the loss of future options 
for a resource. Usually, this is when the action affects the use of a nonrenewable 
resource or it affects a renewable resource that takes a long time to renew. The impacts 
for this project from the reclassification of land would not be considered an irreversible 
commitment because much of the land could be converted back to prior use at a future 
date. An irretrievable commitment of resources is typically associated with the loss of 
productivity or use of a natural resource (e.g., loss of production or harvest). No 
irreversible or irretrievable impacts on Federally protected species or their habitat is 
anticipated from implementing revisions to the Lake Texoma Master Plan.   
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SECTION 7: PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

 In accordance with 40 CFR §§1501.7, 1503 and 1506.6, the USACE initiated 
public involvement and agency scoping activities to solicit input on the Master Plan 
revision process, as well as identify reclassification proposals, and identify significant 
issues related to the Proposed Action. The first action was two public scoping meetings 
on June 22 and 23, 2015, in Pottsboro, Texas, and Kingston, Oklahoma, to provide an 
avenue for the public and agency stakeholders to ask questions and provide comments. 
The USACE, Tulsa District, placed commercial advertisements on the USACE webpage 
and social media 2 weeks prior to the public scoping meetings. Appendix A includes the 
ads published in the local newspaper, the agency coordination letters, and the 
distribution list for the coordination letters. Please refer to Chapter 7  of the Master Plan 
for a complete description of the public involvement process.  The EA was coordinated 
with agencies having legislative and administrative responsibilities for environmental 
protection. Prior to the release of the draft Master Plan two Public Workshops were held 
in Kingston, OK and Denison, TX on September 12, 2016 and September 13, 2016, 
respectively. The USACE Tulsa District placed commercial advertisements on the 
USACE webpage,  social media, and in six local newspapers two weeks prior to the 
Public Workshop. Appendix A includes the notices published in the local newspapers. A 
copy of the correspondence from the agencies that provided comments and planning 
assistance for preparation of the EA is included in Appendix A. The Government’s 
responses to comments can be found in Appendix E of the Master Plan.  



 

Page 52 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank



 

Page 53 
 

SECTION 8: REFERENCES 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects: Under 
the National Environmental Policy Act. January 1997. Internet URL: 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/exec.pdf 

 
CEQ. 2014. Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change 

and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. December 18, 2014. 
 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (ODWC).  2016. Aquatic Nuisance 

Species in Oklahoma: Harris Mud Crab.  Internet URL: 
http://www.wildlifedepartment.com/fishing/mudcrab.htm 

 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB).  2015.  Oklahoma Streams Report, 

Beneficial Use Monitoring Program.  
 
Rock Creek Resort.  2016.  Rock Creek on Lake Texoma.  Internet URL: 

www.rockcreekontexoma.com. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  2012.  Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

City of Denison Land Conveyance, Lake Texoma, Oklahoma and Texas. Final. 
2012. 

 
USACE.  2012.  Lake Texoma Water Control Manual.  USACE, Tulsa District, 

Oklahoma. 
 
USACE. 2013. Transmittal of USFWS Biological Opinion to USFWS, Tulsa District, in 

reply to FWS/R2/OKES/2012-F-0391, 2013-F-0935. April 10, 2013. 
 
USACE. 2015. OMBIL Environmental Stewardship Module. USACE, Tulsa District, 

Oklahoma. 
 
USACE.  2016. Lake Texoma Master Plan Red River Basin, Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, 

and Love Counties, Oklahoma and Grayson and Cooke Counties, Texas.  .  
Tulsa District, Oklahoma.  August 2016 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2016. Current Non-attainment 

Counties for All Criterion Pollutants. June 17, 2016.   
 
USEPA. 2011. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks. April 15, 2011. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  2016.  USFWS Classification of Wetlands and 

Deepwater Habitats of the United States. Internet URL: 
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/google-earth.html.  

https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/google-earth.html


 

Page 54 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank  
 



 

Page 55 
 

SECTION 9: ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 

°  Degrees 
ABB  American Burying Beetle 
A.D.  Anno Domini 
B.P.  Before Present 
BO  Biological Opinion 
BUMP  Beneficial Use Monitoring Program 
CAA  Clean Air Act 
CAP  Climate Action Plan 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs  Cubic Feet per Second 
CLO  Commissioners of the Land Office 
cm  Centimeters 
CO2  Carbon Dioxide 
CO2e  CO2-equivalent 
DNT  Dallas North Tollway 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EO  Executive Order 
ER  Engineer Regulation 
ESA  Environmentally Sensitive Area 
F  Fahrenheit 
FPPA  Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FR  Federal Register 
FY  Fiscal Year 
GCRMA Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority 
GHG  Greenhouse Gas 
HDR  High Density Recreation 
ILT  Interior Least Tern 
kW  Kilowatt 
LDR  Low Density Recreation 
MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
mg/L  Milligram Per Liter 
mg/m3  Milligram Per Cubic Meter 
MW  Megawatt 
MKARNS McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System 
mgd  Millions of Gallons Per Day 
MRML Multiple Resource Management Lands 
MSA  Metropolitan Statistical Area 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NGVD  National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 
NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places
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NTTA  North Texas Tollway Authority  
NTU  Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
OCWCS Oklahoma Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy 
ODOT  Oklahoma Department of Transportation 
ODWC Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 
OMBIL Operations and Maintenance Business Information Link 
OTRD  Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department 
OWRB Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
SCORP Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
TCAP  Texas Conservation Action Plan 
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 
TPWD  Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
TXDOT Texas Department of Transportation 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S.C.  U.S. Code 
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
VM Vegetation Management 
WHO World Health Organization 
WM Wildlife Management 
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SECTION 10: LIST OF PREPARERS 

Howard Nass – Senior project manager with Gulf South Research Corporation:  25 
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Chris Ingram – Senior NEPA specialist with Gulf South Research Corporation:  35 years 
of experience. 

Sherry Ethell – NEPA specialist with Gulf South Research Corporation: 25 years of 
experience. 

Carey Lynn Perry – NEPA specialist with Gulf South Research Corporation:  10 years of 
experience. 

Steve Oivanki – Geologist with Gulf South Research Corporation: 36 years of 
experience. 

Suna Adam – Senior Ecologist with Gulf South Research Corporation:  26 years of 
experience. 

Don Wiese – USACE, Regional Planning and Environmental Center: 42 years of 
USACE experience 

Mandy McGuire – USACE, Regional Planning and Environmental Center: 6 years of 
USACE experience  
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APPENDIX A 
NEPA COORDINATION AND SCOPING 

The following documents include public and agency coordination information related to 
public scoping workshops held in June 2015 and September 2016:  
 

• Letter of notification of the USACE intent to revise the Lake Texoma 
Master Plan and to prepare associated NEPA documentation and the list 
of entities receiving the letter via e-mail. 

• Paid advertisement published in area papers 
• Copy of two news releases distributed by USACE Tulsa District Office 
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Draft of Lake Texoma
Master Plan Available

Email Print

Posted 8/26/2016

Release no. 08

Contact
Brannen Parrish
918-669-7384
brannen.d.parrish@usace.army.mil

The Tulsa District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
released the draft of the Lake Texoma Master Plan,
August 25, 2016.

The Tulsa District Regional Planning and
Environmental Center conducted the revision and
assessed environmental impacts of the Master Plan revision. The Master Plan is the strategic land-use
management document that guides the comprehensive management and development of all project
recreational, natural and cultural resources throughout the life of the water resource project.

The revised Master Plan and Environmental Assessment were prepared in accordance with U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers Regulation 1130-2-550, Project Operations – Recreation Operations and Maintenance Policies,
and 33 Code of Federal Regulations, part 230, Policy and Procedures for Implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act, respectively. It has been determined from the referenced EA that adoption of Lake
Texoma Master Plan revision will have no significant adverse impacts on the natural or human environment.

An electronic copy of the Draft Master Plan and Environmental Assessment is available on the Tulsa District
Website at www.swt.usace.army.mil. Comments regarding the draft Master Plan may be submitted via email
to Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil or by mail to:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

351 Corps Road

Denison, TX 75020

Attn: Joe Custer

All comments must be received by September 30, 2016.

Hardcopies of the Draft Master Plan and Environmental Assessment are also available for on-site review at
the Lake Texoma Project Office during normal business hours as well as the D.W. Reynolds Public Library,
1515 W. Main Street, Durant, Oklahoma and the Denison Public Library, 300 W. Gandy Street, Denison Texas
during normal library hours.

Two public workshops are scheduled to discuss the Draft revised Master Plan and associated EA. These
workshops will be conducted on Monday, September 12, 2016 at the Kingston High School, 403 N.E. 3rd
Street, Kingston, Oklahoma and on Tuesday, September 13, 2016 at the Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event
Center,  5015 US-75, Denison, Texas. Both workshops will be conducted from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. using a
come-and-go format with visual displays. There will be no formal verbal presentation. We invite members of
the public to attend either workshop, review the information displays, and visit with Corps staff regarding the
revised plan.

The master plan is a land management
document that provides for overall development
and use of cultural, natural and recreational
resources throughout the life of Lake Texoma.
(Photo Courtesy of Donna Niemann) (Photo by
Donna Niemann)

Download HiRes
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Thursday, September 01, 2016 HERALD DEMOCRAT 88 

PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE 
Lake T exoma Draft 

Master Plan Revision 
The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Tulsa 
District, is hosting two 
identical public meetings to 
announce the availability of 
the Lake Texoma Draft 
Master Plan Revision. The 
workshops are scheduled 
for: 

Monday, 
September 12, 2016 

Kingston High School 

403 N.E. 3rd Street, 
Kingston, OK 

6:00-8:00 p.m. 

Tuesday, 
September 13, 2016 

Hilton Garden Inn 
Texoma Event Center 

5015 US· 75, Denison, TX 
6:00-8:00 p.m. 

Master Plan 
The revision of the Lake 
Texoma Master Plan (MP) 
was initiated following two 
public workshops held on 
June 22 and 23, 2015 at 
Pottsboro High School, Texas 
and Kingston High School, 
Oklahoma, respectively. 
Following the workshops, 
public comments were 
accepted initially for a 30· 
day period, with an 
additional 30-day comment 
period in November· 
December, 2015. After 
considering agency and 
public comment, a team of 
USACE employees prepared 
a draft Master Plan Revision 
and Environmental 
Assessment (EA) which will 
be presented and discussed 
at the public meetings on 
September 12 and 13, 2016. 
The MP is the strategic land 
management document that 
guides the comprehensive 
management and 
development of ·all 
recreational, natural, and 
cultural resources 
throughout the life of a 
USACE lake project. It is a 
vital tool for efficient and 
cost-effective management, 
development, and use of 
project lands. Please note 
that the MP does not 
address issues associated 
with private boat docks or 
permits for shoreline 
vegetation modificatiop. 
These issues are specifically 
addressed in the Shoreline 
Management Plan which will 
be reviewed and revised at a 
later date. A MP also does 
not address water control 
plans, water releases, or 
issues related to lake levels. 

Workshop Fonnat 
The workshops wiU-be open 
house formats with no 
formal presentations. 
Interested persons may 
arrive anytime between 6:00 
p.m. and 8:00 p.m., visit 
information tables, and 
discuss the MP and EA with 
USACE personnel. Attendees 
will be provided forms for 
sut?mitting comments. 
Written comments may be 
submitted using regular mail 
or e-mail for a 30-day period 
following the public 
meetings. Instructions for 
providing comments are 
included on available 
comment forms. The draft 
MP and EA, are available for 
review on the Tulsa District 
website at 
www.swt.usace.army.mil. A 
printed copy of the MP and 
EA will be available at the 
USACE Lake Texoma pro\·ect 
office at the address be ow 
and at (Donald w. Reynolds 
Community Center and 
Library, 1515 W Main Street 
Durant, OK 74701 ana 
Denison Public Library, 300 
W. Gandy Street, Denison, TX 
75020). 
Comments and questions 
may be directed to: 

US Anny Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Joe Custer,Manager, 
LakeTexoma 
351 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75021>-6425 
Phone: 903-465-4990 
t::mail: 
Joe.Cu ter@usace.anny.mil 

Thursday, September 08, 2016 HERALD DEMOCRAT 88 

PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE 
Lake T exoma Draft 

Master Plan Revision 
r The U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE), Tulsa 
District, is hostinQ two 
identical public meetings to 
announce the availability of 
the Lake Texoma Draft 
Master Plan Revision. The 
workshops are scheduled 
for: 

Monday, 
September 12, 2016 

Kingston High School 

403 N.E. 3rd Street, 
Kingston, OK 

6:00-8:00 p.m. 

Tuesday, 
September 13, 2016 

Hilton Garden Inn 
Texoma Event Center 

5015 US· 75, Denison, TX 
6:00-8:00 p.m. 

Master Plan 
The revision of the Lake 
Texoma Master Plan (MP) 
was initiated following two 
public workshops held on 
June 22 and 23, 2015 at 
Pottsboro High School, Texas 
and Kingston High School, 
Oklahoma, respectively. 
Following the workshops, 
public comments were 
accepted initially for a 30· 
day period, with an 
additional 30-day comment 
period in November-
December, 2015. After 
considering agency and 
public comment, a team of 
USACE employees prepared 
a draft Master Plan Revision 
and Environmental 
Assessment (EA) which will 
be presented and discussed 
at the public meetings on 
September 12 and 13, 2016. 
The MP is the strategic land 
management document that 
guides the comprehensive 
management and 
development of all 

.. recreational, natural, and 
cultural resources 
throughout the life of a 
USACE lake project. It is a 
vital tool for efficient and 
cost-effective management, 
development, and use of 
project lands. Please note 
that the MP does not 
address issues associated 
with private boat docks or 
permits for shoreline 
vegetation modification. 
These issues are specifically 
addressed in the Shoreline 
Management Plan which will 
be reviewed and revised at a 
later date. A MP also does 
not address water control 
plans, water releases, or 
issues related to lake levels. 

Workshop Fonnat 
The workshops will be open 
house formats with no 
formal presentations. 
Interested persons may 
arrive anytime between 6.:QO 
p.m. and 8:00 p.m., v1s1t 
information tables, and 
discuss the MP and EA with 
USACE personnel. Attendees 
will be provided forms for 
submitting comments. 
Written comments may be 
submitted using regular mail 
or e-mail for a 30-day period 
following the public 
meetings. Instructions for 
providing comments are 
Included on available 
comment forms. The draft 
MP and EA, are available for 
review on the Tulsa District 
website at 
www.swt.usace.army.mil. A 
printed copy of the MP and 
EA will be available at the 
USACE Lake Texoma pro\"ect 
office at the address be ow 
and at (Donald w. Reynolds 
Community Center and 
Library, 1515 W Main Street, 
Durant, OK 74701 ana 
Denison Public Library, 300 
W. Gandy Street, Denison, TX 
75020). 
Comments and questions 
may be directed to: 

US Anny Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Joe CUster,Manaver, 
LakeTexoma 
351 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75020-6425 
Phone: 903-465-4990 
!mall: 
Joe.Custer@usace.anny.mll 



PUBLIC MEETING are included on available 
NOTICE comment forms. The draft 

Lake Texoma Draft Master MP an~ EA, are available 
Plan Revision for review on the Tulsa 

The U.S. Army Corps of District website at www.swt. 
Engineers (USACE), Tulsa usace.army.m1I. A pnnte.d 
District, is hosting two iden- copy of the MP and EA will 
tical public meetings to an- be available at th~ USACE 
nounce the availability of the Lake Texoma proiect office 
Lake Texoma Draft Master lat the address below and a~ 
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Attn. Joe uster, anager, 
1 ton ar en nn Lake Texoma 

Texoma Event Center 351 Corps Road 
5015 US-75, Denison, TX Denison TX 75020-6425 
6:00-8:00 p.m. Pho~e: 903-465-4990 

Mast~r Plan Email: Joe.Custer@usace. 
The rev1s1on of the Lake army.mil 

Texoma. Master Plan (MP) (Published in The Madill 
was in1t1ated following two Record September 1 and 
public workshops held on 8 2016-2t) 
June 22 and 23, 2015 at-'"------"-----------
Pottsboro High School , 
Texas and Kingston High 
School, Oklahoma, respec-
tively. Following the work-
shops, public comments 
were accepted initially for 
a 30-day period, with an 
additional 30-day comment 
period in November-Decem-
ber, 2015. After considering 
agency and public comment, 
a team of USACE employees 
prepared adraft Master Plan 
Revision and Environmental 
Assessment (EA) which will 
be presented and discussed 
at the public meetings on 
September 12 and 13, 2016. 
The MP is the strategic land 
management document that 
guides the comprehensive 
management and develop-
ment of all recreational, 
natural, and cultural re-
sources throughout the life 
of a USACE lake project. It 
is a vital tool for efficient and 
cost-effective management, 
development, and use of 
project lands. Please note 
that the MP does not ad-
dress issues associated with 
private boat docks or permits 
for shoreline vegetation 
modification. These issues 
are specifically addressed in 
the Shoreline Management 
Plan which will be reviewed 
and revised at a later date. 
A MP also does not address 
water control plans, water 
releases, or issues related 
to lake levels. 

'workshop Format 
The workshops will be 

open house formats with 
no formal presentations. In
terested persons may arrive 
anytime between 6:00 p.m. 
and 8:00 p.m., vis it informa
tion tables, and discuss the 
MP and EA with USACE 
personnel. Attendees will 
be provided forms for sub
mitting comments. Written 
comments may be submitted 
using regular mail or e-mail 
for a 30-day period following 
the public meetings. Instruc
tions for providing comments 
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Thursday, September 1, 2016  –  The Madill Record  –  Page 5-A

NOTICE of PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 

Lake Texoma Master Plan 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, is hosting two identical public workshops 

regarding revision the Lake Texoma Master Plan.  The workshops are scheduled for: 

Monday, September 12, 2016 Tuesday, September 13, 2016
Kingston High School Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event Center

403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK 5015 US-75, Denison, TX

6:00-8:00 p.m. 6:00-8:00 p.m.

Master Plan
The Lake Texoma Master Plan (MP) is the strategic land management document that guides the 

comprehensive management and development of all recreational, natural, and cultural resources 

throughout the life of a Corps project.  It is a vital tool for efficient and cost-effective 

management, development, and use of project lands.  The MP does not address issues associated 

with private boat docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modifications.  These issues are 

addressed in the Shoreline Management Plan which will be reviewed and revised at a later date.  

The MP also does not address water control plans, water releases, or lake level issues.

Revision of the MP was initiated following two public workshops held June 22 and 23, 2015 in 

Grayson County, Texas, and Marshall County, Oklahoma. Public comments were then accepted 

during a 30-day period with another 30-day period in December, 2015.  After considering the 

comments, Corps officials prepared a draft MP and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).  

Meeting Format 
The workshops will be open house formats with no formal presentations.  Interested persons may 

arrive anytime between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., visit information tables, review the draft MP 

and EA, and discuss them with Corps officials.  Comments may be submitted at the workshops 

or in any form during the 30-day period which ends September 30, 2016. 

The draft MP and EA are also available for review electronically at www.swt.usace.army.mil.

Printed copies are also available for review at the Corps’ Lake Texoma Project Office (address 

below), the DW Reynolds Public Library at 1515 W Main Street in Durant, Oklahoma, and the 

Denison Public Library at 300 W. Gandy Street, Denison, Texas.

Comments and questions may be directed to:

Mr. Joe Custer 

Manager, Lake Texoma 

351 Corps Road 

Denison, TX  75020-6425

Phone: 903-465-4990  Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil
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Friday, September 2, 2016 ✦ Marietta Monitor ✦ Page 9

NOTICE of PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
pertaining to revision of the

Lake Texoma Master Plan
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, is hosting two identical public 
workshops regarding revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan. The workshops 
are scheduled for:

Master Plan
The Lake Texoma Master Plan (MP) is the strategic land management document 
that guides the comprehensive management and development of all recreational, 
natural, and cultural resources throughout the life of a Corps project. It is a vital 
tool for efficient and cost-effective management, development, and use of project 
lands. The MP does not address issues associated with private boat docks or 
permits for shoreline vegetation modifications. These issues are addressed in the 
Shoreline Management Plan which will be reviewed and revised at a later date. 
The MP also does not address water control plans, water releases, or lake level 
issues.

Revision of the MP was initiated following two public workshops held June 
22 and 23, 2015 in Grayson County, Texas, and Marshall County, Oklahoma. 
Public comments were then accepted during a 30-day period with another 30-
day period in December, 2015. After considering the comments, Corps officials 
prepared a draft MP and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).

Meeting Format
The workshops will be open house formats with no formal presentations. 
Interested persons may arrive anytime between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., visit 
information tables, review the draft MP and EA, and discuss them with Corps 
officials. Comments may be submitted at the workshops or in any form during 
the 30-day period which ends September 30, 2016.

The draft MP and EA are also available for review electronically at www.swt.
usace.army.mil. Printed copies are also available for review at the Corps’ Lake 
Texoma Project Office (address below), the DW Reynolds Public Library at 1515 
W Main Street in Durant, Oklahoma, and the Denison Public Library at 300 W. 
Gandy Street, Denison, Texas.

Comments and questions may be directed to:
Mr. Joe Custer

Manager, Lake Texoma
351 Corps Road

Denison, TX 75020-6425
Phone: 903-465-4990  Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil

Monday, September 12, 2016
Kingston High School

403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK
6:00-8:00 p.m.

Tuesday, September 13, 2016
Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event Center

5015 US-75, Denison, TX
6:00-8:00 p.m.

State Farm Bank, F.S.B., Bloomington, IL

Smaller payments start with  
a lower interest rate. And  
State Farm Bank® might be able 
to help you get that rate — plus 
no closing costs or hidden fees.
GET TO A BETTER STATE.®
CALL ME TODAY FOR
MORE INFORMATION.

Refinancing with us could  
save you hundreds.*

1303060 10/13

* Hypothetical savings example over life of loan based on reduced interest rate. 
 Actual savings amount will vary depending on your individual circumstances.

Let’s put your  
car payments
into Reverse.

Emily A Bush, Agent
State Farm Agent

700 W Main Street
Marietta, OK  73448
Bus: 580-276-3388

 Creation: First, Keona Ellis, 
Cowgirl Stitching 4-H
 Level 2-Decorative Textile 
Technique: Second, Braylee 
Foster, Turner 4-H
 Level 2-Repurposed Textile 
Creation: Second, Camdyn 
Cook, Turner 4-H; Third, 
Gracie Stephens, Turner 4-H
 Level 3-Decorative Tex-
tile Technique: First, Mandy 
Sykora, Marietta 4-H
 Level 3-Textile Fabric Cre-
ation: Second, Mackenzie 
Muller, Marietta 4-H
 Level 3-Hand pieced and/or 
hand appliqued item finished 
w/hand quilting: First, Mack-
enzie Muller, Marietta 4-H
 Level 3-Machine pieced 
and/or appliqued item fin-
ished w/machine quilting: 
First, Abigail Nunn, Thacker-
ville 4-H
 Level 3-Repurposed Textile 
Creation: First, Graci King, 
Cowgirl Stitching 4-H; Second, 
Ali Roper, Thackerville 4-H
 Level 4-Textile Fabric Cre-
ation: Bailey Sykora, Marietta 
4-H
Baby Sitting/Child Care

 Grand Champion: Camdyn 
Cook, Turner 4-H
 Unit 1-Basic First Aid Kit: 
First, Camdyn Cook, Turner 
4-H

Food Science 
& Nutrition Projects

 Grand Champion: Camdyn 
Cook, Turner 4-H; Reserve 
Grand Champion: Vegas Bell, 
Marietta 4-H

FOOD PREPARATION

 Level 2-Rolled Biscuits: 
First, Graicee Hicks, Mari-
etta 4-H; Second, Journey 
Shankles, Turner 4-H
 Level 2-Baked Drop Cook-
ies: First, Gage Westfall, Turn-
er 4-H; Second, Tyler Roe, 
Turner 4-H; Third, Hannah 
Roe, Turner 4-H
 Level 4-1/2 of 8” Layer un-
iced shortening type cake: 
First, Bailey Sykora, Marietta 
4-H

FOOD PRESERVATION

 Level 2-1 or ½ pint of jam 
or jelly: First, Camdyn Cook, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Catina 
Hallum, Cowgirl Stitching 4-H
 Level 2-1 or ½ pint of salsa 
or picante sauce: Second, Dan-
ielle Blankenship, Turner 4-H
 Level 3-1 pint cucumber 
pickles or veg. relish: First, 
Hunter Smith, Marietta 4-H; 
Second, Hunter Smith, Mari-
etta 4-H; Third, Jersie Ramon, 
Turner 4-H
 Level 3-1pint or 1 qt of 
single canned fruit (not pick-
led): Second, Vegas Bell, 
Marietta 4-H
 Level 4-1 pint/quart pres-
sure canned vegetable: Sec-
ond, Tyler Smith, Marietta 
4-H

Science & Technology
Electric

 Grand Champion: Madyson 
Nunn, Thackerville 4-H
 Original Lamps: all ages: 
First, Madyson Nunn, Thack-
erville 4-H

Woodwork Science 
& Industrial Arts

 Grand Champion: Les King, 
Cowgirl Stitching 4-H; Re-
serve Grand Champion: Tyler 
Smith, Marietta 4-H

WOOD SCIENCE

 Beg. Level-Misc.: First, 
Camdyn Cook, Turner 4-H; 
Second, Abby Mashburn, 
Turner 4-H
 Interm. Level-Bookcase or 
entertainment center without 
doors: First, Hunter Smith, 
Marietta 4-H
 Interm. Level-Misc.: First, 
Hunter Smith, Marietta 4-H; 
Second, Jersie Ramon, Turner 
4-H; Third, Madyson Nunn, 
Thackerville 4-H
 Adv. Level-Misc.: First, Ty-
ler Smith, Marietta 4-H

METAL WORK

 Jr. Metalwork-Gas shielded 
arc welding: First, Les King, 
Cowgirl Stitching 4-H

Shooting Sports
Grand Champion: Camdyn 

Cook, Turner 4-H; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Abigail Nunn, 
Thackerville 4-H

Jr Archery-any related item 
made: First, Camdyn Cook, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Kori Wood-
all, Turner 4-H

Jr. Air Rifle-any related item 
made: First, Kori Woodall, Turn-
er 4-H; Second, Camdyn Cook, 
Turner 4-H

Jr. Shotgun-any related item 
made: First, Camdyn Cook, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Kori Wood-
all, Turner 4-H

Sr. Shooting Sports Safety-
any related item made: First, 
Abigail Nunn, Thackerville 4-H

Sr. .22 Pistol-any related 
item made: First, Abigail Nunn, 
Thackerville 4-H

Sr. Shotgun-any related item 

made: First, Abigail Nunn, 
Thackerville 4-H

Wildlife
Grand Champion: Abigail 

Nunn, Thackerville 4-H; Re-
serve Grand Champion: Abby 
Mashburn, Turner 4-H

WILDFLOWER STUDY

Jr. Collection of 18 Okla-
homa Wildflowers: First, Abby 
Mashburn, Turner 4-H

Sr. Collection of 25 Oklaho-
ma Wildflowers: First, Abigail 
Nunn, Thackerville 4-H

Environmental 
Stewardship

Grand Champion: Keona 
Ellis, Cowgirl Stitching 4-H; 
Reser ve Grand Champion: 
Kori Woodall, Turner 4-H

Jr. Recycled Item: First, 
Keona Ellis, Cowgirl Stitching 
4-H; Second, Abby Mashburn, 
Turner 4-H

Interm. Recycled Item: 
First, Kori Woodall, Turner 
4-H

Crops
Grand Champion: Tate 

Reed, 4-H Shooting Sports 
Club; Reserve Grand Cham-
pion: Seth Reed, 4-H Shooting 
Sports Club

SMALL GRAIN

Rye, any variety: First, Seth 
Reed, 4-H Shooting Sports 
Club; Second, Tate Reed, 4-H 
Shooting Sports Club

LEGUME SEED

Peanuts, any type or va-
riety: First, Tate Reed, 4-H 
Shooting Sports Club; Sec-
ond, Seth Reed, 4-H Shooting 
Sports Club

Horticulture
HOME GARDENING

Grand Champion: Tate 
Reed, 4-H Shooting Sports 
Club; Reserve Grand Cham-
pion: Jesse Rhoades, Turner 
4-H

Potatoes, red: First, Jesse 
Rhoades, Turner 4-H

Okra: First, Briar Shankles, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Jersie Ra-
mon, Turner 4-H; Third, Tyler 
Smith, Marietta 4-H

Onions, yellow: First, Jesse 
Rhoades, Turner 4-H

Pumpkin, jack-o-lantern: 
First, Briar Shankles, Turn-
er 4-H; Second, Jour ney 
Shankles, Turner 4-H

Squash, summer zucchini: 
First, Briar Shankles, Turner 
4-H

Squash, summer yellow 
crook neck: First, Jersie Ra-
mon, Turner 4-H; Second, 
Hunter Smith, Marietta 4-H; 
Third, Tyler Smith, Marietta 
4-H

Peppers-jalapeno: First, 
Briar Shankles, Turner 4-H

Peppers-sweet bell pep-
per: First, Journey Shankles, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Ali Roper, 
Thackerville 4-H

Pepper-banana pepper: 
First, Journey Shankles, Turn-
er 4-H; Second, Ali Roper, 
Thackerville 4-H

Watermelon, oblong type: 
First, Tate Reed, 4-H Shoot-
ing Sports Club; Second, Seth 
Reed, 4-H Shooting Sports 
Club; Third, Jersie Ramon, 
Turner 4-H

Watermelon, small icebox: 
First, Tate Reed, 4-H Shooting 
Sports Club

Red Apples: First, Jesse 
Rhoades, Turner 4-H

Pears: First, Jesse Rhoades, 
Turner 4-H; Second, Journey 
Shankles, Turner 4-H

House Plants
DISH GARDENS

Grand Champion: Jersie 
Ramon, Turner 4-H

Ages 12-14 years-Dish 
Garden: First, Jersie Ramon, 

Turner 4-H
OPEN CLASS

YOUTH 
Junior Division

Grand Champion: Lidda 
Gurley, Marietta; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Dakota 
Gilly, Marietta

ARTS (5-8 YRS)
Original Collage: First, 

Matthan Ellis, Marietta
Original Drawing: First, 

Lidda Gurley, Marietta; Sec-
ond, Kynleigh Gray, Marietta

Original Painting-any me-
dia: First, Lidda Gurley, Mari-
etta; Second, Matthan Ellis, 
Marietta

CRAFTS (5-8 YRS)
Beads: First, Matthan Ellis, 

Marietta
Ceramic: First, Matthan 

Ellis, Marietta
Leather: First, Matthan El-

lis, Marietta
Wood: First, Matthan El-

lis, Marietta; Second, Dakota 
Gilly, Marietta

Other: First, Lidda Gurley, 
Marietta; Second, Dakota 
Gilly, Marietta; Third, Matthan 
Ellis, Marietta

Intermediate Division
Grand Champion: Tori 

Reed, Marietta;  Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Keona El-
lis, Marietta

ARTS (9-12 YRS)
Original Drawing: First, 

Dakota Gilley, Marietta
Original Painting-any me-

dia: First, Keona Ellis, Mari-
etta

Original Potter y: First, 
Keona Ellis, Marietta

Original Sculpture: First, 
Keona Ellis, Marietta

Photography-Color, Still 
life/Animal/ Monuments: 
First, Kaygan Staton, Marietta

CRAFTS (9-12 YRS)
Duct Tape Art: First, Keona 

Ellis, Marietta; Second, Tori 
Reed, Marietta

Kit Craft (ie. Leo, Erecter 
Set, Lincoln Logs, etc): First, 
Keona Ellis, Marietta; Second, 
Journey Shankles, Turner

Wood: First, Keona Ellis, 
Marietta

Other: First, Madyson 
Nunn, Thackerville

FABRIC (9-12 YRS)
Accessories: First, Tori 

Reed, Marietta
Felt: First, Keona Ellis, 

Marietta
Senior Division
ARTS (13-18 YRS)

Grand Champion: Macken-
zie Muller, Marietta

Photography-Color, Still 
Life/Animal/ Monuments: 
First, Mackenzie Muller, Mari-
etta

FABRIC (13-18 YRS)
Grand Champion: Mandy 

Sykora, Marietta
Accessories: First, Mandy 

Sykora, Marietta
FOOD (13-18 YRS)

Brownies: Second, Melani 
Ortiz, Turner

Chocolate Chip Cookies: 
First, Jesse Rhoades, Turner

All Other Cookies: First, 
Mackenzie Muller, Marietta

Canning (All Ages)
Grand Champion: Lau-

ryn Banks, Turner; Reserve 
Grand Champion: Vegas Bell, 
Marietta

Fruit: Second, Mackenzie 
Muller, Marietta

Vegetable: First, Lauryn 
Banks, Turner

Jell ies:  Third, Laur yn 
Banks, Turner

Pickles: Second, Jersie Ra-
mon, Turner; Third, Hunter 
Smith, Marietta

Relish: First, Vegas Bell, 

Marietta; Second, Danielle 
Blankenship, Turner; Third, 
Jersie Ramon, Turner

OPEN CLASS
ADULTS

Hobbies/Crafts
Grand Champion: Alyssa 

Woodall, Burneyville; Reserve 
Grand Champion: Tessie Ellis, 
Marietta

Ceramic-fire glazed: First, 
Alyssa Woodall, Burneyville

Ceramic-stained: Second, 
Tessie Ellis, Marietta

Decorated Clothing: First, 
Tessie Ellis, Marietta

Other Crafts: First, Allison 
Gurley, Marietta

HOBBIES/ARTS
Grand Champion: Peggy 

Frazier, Marietta; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Peggy Fra-
zier, Marietta

Oil/Acr ylic on canvas: 
First, Peggy Frazier, Marietta

Graphics (pencil, pen & 
ink, colored pencil: First, 
Peggy Frazier, Marietta

HOBBIES/
PHOTOGRAPHY

Grand Champion: Peggy 
Frazier, Marietta; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Peggy Fra-
zier, Marietta

Photography-Color, action: 
Second, Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-Color, ani-
mals: First, Peggy Frazier, 
Marietta; Second, Vance Parr, 
Marietta

Photography-Color, bldgs./
national monuments: First, 
Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-Color, flow-
ers & plants: First, Peggy 
Frazier, Marietta; Second, 
Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-Color, people: 
First, Peggy Frazier, Mari-
etta; Second, Cindy Muller, 
Marietta; Third, Vance Parr, 
Marietta

Photography-Color, scen-
ery: First, Cindy Muller, Mari-
etta; Second, Vance Parr, 
Marietta; Third, Peggy Fra-
zier, Marietta

Photography-Color, still 
life: First, Vance Parr, Mari-
etta; Second, Peggy Frazier, 
Marietta

Photography-B&W, action: 
First, Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-B&W, ani-
mals: First, Peggy Frazier, 
Marietta; Second, Cindy 
Muller, Marietta; Third, Vance 
Parr, Marietta

P h o t o g r a p h y - B & W, 
bldgs./national monuments: 

First, Vance Parr, Marietta
Photography-B&W, flowers 

& plants: First, Vance Parr, 
Marietta

Photography-B&W, insects: 
First, Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-B&W, people: 
First, Peggy Frazier, Marietta; 
Second, Vance Parr, Marietta

Photography-B&W, scen-
ery: First, Vance Parr, Mari-
etta

Photography-B&W, still 
life: Second, Vance Parr, Mari-
etta

FOOD PREPARATION
CAKES

Pound Cake: First, Hazel 
Hyman, Wilson

Other Cakes: First, Hazel 
Hyman, Wilson

PIES

Nut: First, Hazel Hyman, 
Wilson

QUICK BREAD

Banana, nut, cranberr y, 
pumpkin, etc: First, Cherri 
Hartman, Leon; Second, Hazel 
Hyman, Wilson

Cornbread: First, Hazel 
Hyman, Wilson

CANNING

Grand Champion: Hazel 
Hyman, Wilson; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Clarizza 
Carroll, Marietta

VEGETABLES

Tomatoes: First, Hazel Hy-
man, Wilson

Other not listed: First, Ha-
zel Hyman, Wilson

PRESERVES/MARMALADES

Other not listed: First, Ha-
zel Hyman, Wilson; Second, 
Clarizza Carroll, Marietta

BUTTER, JAM, SYRUP, JELLIES

Other: First, Hazel Hyman, 
Marietta

PICKLES & RELISHES

Bread & Butter: Second, 
Roberta Morgan, Marietta; 
Third, Hazel Hyman, Wilson

Pickles-Sweet: Second, Ha-
zel Hyman, Wilson

Pickles-Okra: Second, Ha-
zel Hyman, Wilson

Pickles-Peppers: Second, 
Hazel Hyman, Wilson

Pepper Relish: Second, 
Hazel Hyman, Wilson

Squash Relish: Second, 
Hazel Hyman, Wilson

SAUCES

Picante or Salsa: First, Ha-
zel Hyman, Wilson

TEXTILES

Blanket or afghan (knitted 
or crocheted): First, Tessie 
Ellis, Marietta

NEEDLEWORK/QUILTS

Grand Champion: Char-
lotte Creecy, Marietta; Re-
serve Grand Champion: Tes-
sie Ellis, Marietta

NEEDLEWORK

Other Clothing Knitted 
Articles: First, Tessie Ellis, 
Marietta

Counted Cross Stitch: First, 
Tessie Ellis, Marietta

Quilt-lap quilt: First, Char-
lotte Creecy, Marietta

Quilt-self hand quilted: 
First, Gale Holt, Marietta

Quilt-self machine quilted: 
First, Coletha Porter, Marietta

Quilt-tacked or tied: First, 
Kathy Speaks, Burneyville

Wall Hangings-quilted: 
First, Gale Holt, Marietta

HORTICULTURE/
HOME GARDENING
Grand Champion: Rebecca 

Vinson, Marietta; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Rebecca 
Vinson, Marietta

POTTED PLANTS

Other: First, Hazel Hyman, 
Wilson

FRUIT

Pears: First, Clarizza Car-
roll, Marietta

VEGETABLES

Cantaloupe: First, Vance 
Parr, Marietta

Okra: First, Peggy Frazier, 
Marietta

Onions, yellow: First, Peg-
gy Frazier, Marietta

Peppers, jalapeno: First, 
Peggy Frazier, Marietta

Potatoes, red: First, Peggy 
Frazier, Marietta

Potatoes, white: First, Peg-
gy Frazier, Marietta

Pumpkin-Jack-o-lantern: 
First, Rebecca Vinson, Mari-
etta

Pumpkin- f ield-oblong: 
First, Rebecca Vinson, Mari-
etta

Watermelon-oblong type: 
First, Rebecca Vinson, Mari-
etta; Second, Tori Reed, Mar-
ietta; Third, Brad Mar tin, 
Marietta

Watermelon-round type: 
First, Brad Martin, Marietta

Watermelon-small icebox: 
First, Rebecca Vinson, Mari-
etta

HONEY
Grand Champion: Boyd 

Martin, Marietta; Reser ve 
Grand Champion: Boyd Mar-
tin, Marietta

White Extracted Honey: 
First, Boyd Martin, Marietta

Amber Extracted Honey: 
First, Boyd Martin, Marietta
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NOTICE of PUBLICWORKSHOPS
pertaining to revision of the

Lake TexomaMaster Plan

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, is hosting two
identical public workshops regarding revision the Lake Texoma

Master Plan. The workshops are scheduled for:

Master Plan
The Lake Texoma Master Plan (MP) is the strategic land manage-
ment document that guides the comprehensive management and
development of all recreational, natural, and cultural resources
throughout the life of a Corps project. It is a vital tool for efficient
and cost-effective management, development, and use of project
lands. The MP does not address issues associated with private boat
docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modifications. These
issues are addressed in the Shoreline Management Plan which will
be reviewed and revised at a later date. The MP also does not
address water control plans, water releases, or lake level issues.

Revision of the MP was initiated following two public workshops
held June 22 and 23, 2015 in Grayson County, Texas, and Marshall
County, Oklahoma. Public comments were then accepted during
a 30-day period with another 30-day period in December, 2015.
After considering the comments, Corps officials prepared a draft
MP and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).

Meeting Format
The workshops will be open house formats with no formal presen-
tations. Interested persons may arrive anytime between 6:00 p.m.
and 8:00 p.m., visit information tables, review the draft MP and
EA, and discuss them with Corps officials. Comments may be
submitted at the workshops or in any form during the 30-day
period which ends September 30, 2016.

The draft MP and EA are also available for review electronically
at www.swt.usace.army.mil. Printed copies are also available for
review at the Corps’ Lake Texoma Project Office (address below),
the DW Reynolds Public Library at 1515 WMain Street in Durant,
Oklahoma, and the Denison Public Library at 300 W. Gandy Street,
Denison, Texas.

Tuesday, September 13, 2016
HiltonGarden InnTexomaEventCenter

5015 US-75, Denison, TX
6:00-8:00 p.m.

Monday, September 12, 2016
Kingston High School

403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK
6:00-8:00 p.m.

Comments and questions may be directed to:
Mr. Joe Custer

Manager, Lake Texoma

351 Corps Road

Denison, TX 75020-6425

Phone: 903-465-4990 Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil

Protest van looms over
first Denison home game

BY JASON DELLA ROSA

HERALD DEMOCRAT

A protest of the Deni-
son Independent School
District was lodged in the
form of a van adorned
with three signs outside
the main Forest Park
entrance to Munson Sta-
dium on Friday night.

As the Yellow Jackets
held their home opener
and senior night on the
second week of the foot-
ball season, the first thing
those attending the game
against Frisco was a dark
Kia van, apparently rent-
ed, in the very first spot to
the right of the entrance
leading into the stadium.

“We were focused on the
game and focused on the
seniors,” Denison athletic
director and head football
coach Chad Rogers said.

Both sides and back of
the vehicle had a white
sign with red letters in
four lines on top of each
other that read “RETAL-
IATION. BULLYING.
CHEATING. DISD.”

The van had been there
all day and by the time
spectators arrived, some-
one had taped four words
to each sign “We Don’t
Do” stacked on the left
side and then “Rocks”
after the DISD portion.

Hanging from the
front windshield was a
piece of paper that said
“NOTICE Monitored by
Video Camera” while the
front passenger window
had a piece of paper that
stated “WARNING Secu-
rity Cameras In Use,”
although it was unclear
if that was true.

No one claimed respon-
sibility for the protest and
the van was still parked
there an hour after the
game had ended.

It was unclear wheth-
er the protest had to do
with the lawsuit filed
against the Denison ISD,
Superintendent Henry
Scott, head baseball coach
Chad Bollinger, Rogers
and Assistant Superin-
tendent David Kirkbride
last month by Michael
Wright, the parent of a
former Denison baseball.

In the news release
announcing the lawsuit,
the allegations include
the terms cheating and

retaliation.
After the lawsuit was

filed, the Denison ISD
released the following
statement:

“The Denison Indepen-
dent School District is
aware of a federal law-
suit that was filed yester-
day against the District.
Although the District
has not yet been served,
the District considers the
complaint to be ground-
less, and will respond
accordingly when appro-
priate.

“The District responded
to, and thoroughly investi-
gated, certain allegations
that a baseball coach made
inappropriate comments
and requested that a play-
er participate in cheating.

“The allegations were
not corroborated and no
violations were discov-
ered. The District also
contacted the UIL regard-
ing the investigation into
alleged cheating and con-
firmed that there was
no need for any further
action involving the UIL.
There is no indication that
the District or any of its
employees engaged in any
retaliation as a result of
the allegations. The Dis-
trict takes all allegations
of bullying, harassment,
and retaliation seriously.

“In light of the pending
litigation and concerns
about protecting stu-
dent privacy, the District
declines to provide fur-
ther comment regarding
the allegations made in
the lawsuit.”

It is also unknown if the
protest was in regards to
the transfer of football
and baseball standout
Hunter Watson from Den-
ison to Pottsboro at the
start of football practice.
Watson was denied imme-
diately eligibility, forcing
him to sit his junior year,
unless a forthcoming
appeal to the University
Interscholastic League
reverses the District 5-3A
(I) committee’s decision.

The Previous Athlet-
ic Participation Form
that was filed upon Wat-
son’s transfer contained
two questions that were
marked affirmative and
led to the vote by the dis-
trict committee.

CHRIS JENNINGS / HERALD DEMOCRAT

A piece of trash can be seen on Main Street in Denison. The city is relaunching its Keep Denison Beautiful
program, and in October volunteers of Keep Denison Beautiful and Keep Sherman Beautiful will face
off in a Battle of the Axe trash collection contest as a part of the relaunch.

Keep Denison Beautiful relaunches
with Battle of the Axe challenge

BY MICHAEL HUTCHINS

HERALD DEMOCRAT

As part of the relaunch
of its beautification pro-
gram, the city of Deni-
son is challenging Keep
Sherman Beautiful to a
Battle of the Axe trash
collection contest this fall.
The contest, scheduled for
Oct. 22, will see the two
programs battle for the
an ax trophy made from
recycled material.

Denison Parks and Rec-
reation Director Sunny
Mackey said she spoke
with officials with Keep
Sherman Beautiful about
ways they can partner
together in relaunching
Denison’s program.

“Keep Denison Beauti-
ful is just good all around
from economic reason
to showing pride in the
community,” Mackey said.
“There are proven facts
that it (a beautification
program) helps economic
development (and) tour-
ism and prevents some
crime.”

Mackey said the city
once had an active beau-
tification program, but it
has been unused for near-

ly three years since the
retirement of Communi-
ty Development Director
Tom Speakman. Since
January, Mackey said
city officials have been
holding events and attend-
ing seminars in order to
rebuild its affiliation with
the Keep Texas Beautiful
program.

“There are certain
requirements you must
fulfill in order to earn this
certification with Keep
Texas Beautiful,” she said.

Through the program,
the city plans to work on
other forms of beautifi-
cation through volunteer
efforts, Mackey said. Ini-
tial ideas included assis-
tance to bring residences
up to minimum property
standards with simple
repairs and painting by
volunteer crews. Other

ideas included mailing
facts and statistics on the
local environment with
each water bill as a way to
increase awareness of the
environmentalism.

Zac Grantham, repre-
senting Keep Sherman
Beautiful, said he came up
with the idea for the trash
collection event from the
annual Battle of the Axe
football game between the
two high school football
teams. As the events are
scheduled around the
same time, Grantham said
it seemed natural to tie
the two events together.

“We just decided a
few months ago to take
advantage of one of the
biggest high school rival-
ry in Texas,” he said. “We
always look for ways to
keep people engage and
have ownership in their

communities.”
Through this event,

Grantham said he hoped
to use the spirit of the
high school competition
to improve both cities and
communities.

Beyond simple beau-
tification, Mackey said
she hopes the relaunch
of the program will offer
volunteer opportunities
for those who need them
or want to give back to the
community.

While planning for the
new organization is still
ongoing, Mackey said she
hopes to form a group of
six individuals to help
oversee efforts to main-
tain the city’s natural
features and encourage
environmental mindful-
ness of Denison residents.

BY ELIZABETH CAMPBELL

FORT WORTH STAR-TELEGRAM
(TNS)

EULESS — Six months
after his death, Euless
police officer David Hofer
will be honored with the
Star of Texas award, given
to first-responders who
are killed or seriously
injured in the line of duty.
Fort Worth police officer
Matt Pearce, who was seri-
ously wounded two weeks
after Hofer was killed, will
also receive the award.

The ceremony is Sept.
12 in the Senate chamber
of the State Capitol. It will
be live-streamed online.

Hofer was killed March
1 when he responded to a
call about shots fired at
J.A. Carr Park. He was
ambushed and shot at
close range by Jorge Bri-
an Gonzales, 22, who was
then killed in a shootout
with other officers.

Euless Assistant Police
Chief Gary Landers said
the office of state Sen.
Kelly Hancock, R-North
Richland Hills, notified
the department that Hofer
will receive the award.
Members of Hofer’s
family and officers from
Euless and New York plan
to attend.

Landers said that while
it is “awesome” that Hofer
is receiving the recogni-
tion, “it’s sad that we have
to award someone post-
humously for their dedi-
cation to being a servant
to the community. He laid
down his life which was
the ultimate sacrifice so
that others can be safe and
secure.”

Hofer joined the Euless
police department in 2014
after serving with the New
York Police Department,
and in his short tenure,
he received nine letters
of commendation, Land-
ers said.

Pearce was shot multi-
ple times March 15 when
he was pursuing suspects

on foot in a wooded area
of far west Fort Worth.
One of the shots shattered
Pearce’s right femur and
another hit him in the
face. He was hospitalized
for two months and told
the Star-Telegram last
month that “mentally,
I’m 100 percent” and he
hopes to return to work
in March.

Euless and Fort Worth officers
to be honored at State Capitol
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MANGINO
Continued from Page 8A

without cost if they can-
not afford an attorney. Al-
though, most states were 
already providing free le-
gal counsel to defendants 
facing a charge that could 
result in a prison sentence, 
Florida and a handful of 
other southern states were 
not.

Two years later the court 
decided Miranda v. Arizo-
na and incorporated Gide-
on into the decision. The 
decision requires the police 
to inform a suspect who is 
in custody that he has the 
right to remain silent and 
the right to an attorney. 

Although the Miran-
da warnings are etched 
in nearly everyone’s con-
sciousness, the decision is 
still evolving. In 2013, in a 
case out of Texas, a mur-
der suspect who answered 
questions for almost an 
hour was then asked about 
some incriminating evi-
dence. The suspect stopped 
talking.

    The police made notes 
of his conduct once he 
stopped talking. According 
to the Supreme Court, the 
suspect “(l)ooked down at 
the floor, shuffled his feet, 
bit his bottom lip, cl(e)

nched his hands in his lap, 
(and) began to tighten up.”

That conduct was used 
at his trial as evidence that 
he was hiding his guilt. The 
Supreme Court found that 
silence is not enough to 
invoke the right to remain 
silent.

Finally, in 1968, the Su-
preme Court decided Terry 
v. Ohio. The court found 
that it was not an illegal 
search and seizure if a 
police officer with reason-
able suspicion — less than 
probable cause for arrest 
— stops a suspect on the 
street, asks her to identify 
herself and pats her down 
for a weapon. Terry is the 
basis for the controversial 
practice in New York City 
known as “stop and frisk.”

The 1960s continue to 
have an impact on the 
Supreme Court and more 
importantly on the fun-
damental rights of those 
accused of a crime.

— Matthew T. Mangi-
no is of counsel with Lux-
enberg, Garbett, Kelly & 
George P.C. His book, “The 
Executioner’s Toll, 2010,” 
was recently released by 
McFarland Publishing. 
You can reach him at mat-
tmangino.com and follow 
him on Twitter at @Mat-
thewTMangino. 

BULK
Continued from Page 1A

Currently, Oklahoma 
has a total of 20 dry coun-
ties, or counties where al-
cohol sales are still forbid-
den, including Jefferson 
County.

By comparison, in Texas, 
strong beer and wine can 
be sold at grocery stores 
and convenience stores, 
bars and restaurants from 
7 a.m. to midnight (1 a.m. 
on Sunday morning) even 
on Sunday. Liquor stores 
maintain the same hours 
of sale in Texas, according 
to the Texas Alcoholic Bev-
erage Commission.

SQ 972 would have no 
immediate impact on the 
sale of spirits.

The biggest change 
will come at the local gas 
station or grocery stores 
with one of the fiercest 
challenges, thus far, com-
ing from the Retail Liquor 
Association of Oklahoma. 
The RLAO website claims 
that the changes requested 
in SQ 972 would result 
in higher prices for the 
consumer as well as the 
potential loss of hundreds 

of jobs due to out-of-state 
competition.

“If the demand for beer 
goes up, it could also drive 
up the prices,” Kayla said. 
“It could also change the 
nature of distribution so 
we would have less choic-
es. The big box stores 
could have a monopoly.”

The fear belayed by Kay-
la and other locally owned 
retailers throughout the 
state revolves around the 
ability of big box stores 
to buy in bulk and thus 
determine the market 
by squeezing out smaller 
competitors and reducing 
the number of options the 
consumers have in making 
purchases, be it in brand, 
product or location.

According to the RLAO’s 
website, conveniencecost.
com, while the RLAO 
strongly opposes SQ 972, 
the organization does want 
to amend the state con-
stitution in what it calls 
a more responsible man-
ner, one that favors small 
business and removes the 
restrictions current and 
future liquor license hold-
ers must abide by in order 
to operate legally in the 
state. 

How it appears on the ballot
State Question 972 will appear on the November ballot as follows:
This measure enacts Article 28A and repeals Article 28 of the Oklahoma Constitution. Beverages that contain 

alcohol are governed by the new Article and other laws. It requires the Legislature to enact laws to regulate alcoholic 
beverages. Common ownership between tiers of the alcoholic beverage business is prohibited, with some exceptions. 
Some restrictions apply to manufacturers, brewers, winemakers and wholesalers. Direct shipments to consumers are 
prohibited unless direct shipments of wine are authorized by law, subject to limitations. Licenses to sell wine, beer 
and spirits at retail locations are required. The Legislature could prescribe other licenses. Sales of wine and beer are 
permitted at certain licensed retail locations. Licensees may sell refrigerated or non-refrigerated products, and Retail 
Spirits Licensees may sell products other than alcoholic beverages in a limited amount. Certain persons are prohibited 
from being licensed. Certain acts are made unlawful. The Legislature could by law, designate days and hours during 
which alcoholic beverages could be sold, and impose taxes on sales. Certain restrictions relating to the involvement of 
the state and political subdivisions and public employees are specified. Municipalities could also levy an occupation 
tax. The amendment will be effective October 1, 2018, with one provision becoming effective upon passage.

ISLAND GETAWAYISLAND GETAWAY
ENTER NOW FOR A                 CHANCE TO WIN AN

3-days/2-nights on Okaloosa Island

Olin Marler Dolphin Cruise for 2

Olin Marler Fishing Trip for 2

$100 Gift Card for Dining

4 WEEKLY

PRIZE PACKAGES

BETTER YOUR CHANCES!
ENTER EVERYDAY UP TO

SEPTEMBER 7TH

NOTICE of PUBLIC MEETINGS
pertaining to revision of the

Lake Texoma Master Plan
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, is hosting two identical public meetings regarding 
revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan. The meetings are scheduled for:

Monday, September 12, 2016
Kingston High School

403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK
6:00-8:00 p.m.

Tuesday, September 13, 2016
Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event Center

5015 US-75, Denison, TX
6:00-8:00 p.m.

Master Plan
The Lake Texoma Master Plan (MP) is the strategic land management document that guides the 
comprehensive management and development of all recreational, natural, and cultural resources 
throughout the life of a Corps project. It is a vital tool for efficient and cost-effective management, 
development, and use of project lands. The MP does not address issues associated with private boat 
docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modifications. These issues are addressed in the Shoreline 
Management Plan which will be reviewed and revised at a later date. The MP also does not address 
water control plans, water releases, or lake level issues.

Revision of the MP was initiated following two public workshops held June 22 and 23, 2015 in Grayson 
County, Texas, and Marshall County, Oklahoma. Public comments were then accepted during a 30-
day period with an additional 30-day period in December 2015. After considering the comments, a 
team of Corps officials prepared a draft MP revision and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).

Meeting Format
The meetings will be open house formats with no formal presentations. Interested persons may arrive 
anytime between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., visit information tables, review the draft MP revision and 
associated EA, and discuss the documents with Corps officials. Forms and instructions for providing 
comments will be provided. Comments may also be submitted in any form during a 30-day period 
following these public meetings.

The draft MP and EA, as well as comment forms, are also available for review in electronic form at 
www.swt.usace.army.mil. Printed copies are available for review at the Corps’ Lake Texoma Project 
Office (address below) and the DW Reynolds Public Library located at 1515 W. Main Street in Durant, 
Oklahoma.

Comments and questions may be directed to:
Mr. Joe Custer,

Manager, Lake Texoma
351 Corps Road

Denison, TX 75020-6425
Phone: 903-465-4990           Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil
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Tin & Iron • Radiators • Copper
Stainless Steel • Aluminum
Brass • Batt eries • Wheels

M-F
8:00 am - 5:00 pm

Sat. 
8:00 am - Noon

235 FM 371
(Walnut Bend Rd.)

Gainesville, TX

Aluminum Cans

940-668-0391
www.homesteadmetals.com

Gainesville
Whitesboro
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FIREWORKS 
SPECTACULAR 

LABOR DAY WEEKEND 
SEPTEMBER 3rd  

GHS LEOPARD STADIUM 
GATES OPEN 8PM 

FREE PRIZES TO BE GIVEN AWAY ! 
FIREWORKS AT DARK 

THANKS TO OUR SPONSORS: 

  

GAINESVILLE ISD  

NOTICE of PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 
 

Lake Texoma Master Plan 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, is hosting two identical public workshops 

regarding revision the Lake Texoma Master Plan.  The workshops are scheduled for: 
 

Kingston High School Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event Center 

403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK 5015 US-75, Denison, TX 

6:00-8:00 p.m. 6:00-8:00 p.m. 
 

Master Plan 

The Lake Texoma Master Plan (MP) is the strategic land management document that guides the 

comprehensive management and development of all recreational, natural, and cultural resources 

throughout the life of a Corps project.  It is a vital tool for efficient and cost-effective 

management, development, and use of project lands.  The MP does not address issues associated 

with private boat docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modifications.  These issues are 

addressed in the Shoreline Management Plan which will be reviewed and revised at a later date.  

The MP also does not address water control plans, water releases, or lake level issues. 

 

Revision of the MP was initiated following two public workshops held June 22 and 23, 2015 in 

Grayson County, Texas, and Marshall County, Oklahoma.  Public comments were then accepted 

during a 30-day period with another 30-day period in December, 2015.  After considering the 

comments, Corps officials prepared a draft MP and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).  

 

Meeting Format 
The workshops will be open house formats with no formal presentations.  Interested persons may 

arrive anytime between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., visit information tables, review the draft MP 

and EA, and discuss them with Corps officials.  Comments may be submitted at the workshops 

or in any form during the 30-day period which ends September 30, 2016. 

 

The draft MP and EA are also available for review electronically at www.swt.usace.army.mil.  

Printed copies are also available for review at the Lake Texoma Project Office (address 

below), the DW Reynolds Public Library at 1515 W Main Street in Durant, Oklahoma, and the 

Denison Public Library at 300 W. Gandy Street, Denison, Texas. 
 

Comments and questions may be directed to: 

Mr. Joe Custer 

Manager, Lake Texoma 

351 Corps Road 

Denison, TX  75020-6425 

Phone: 903-465-4990  Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil 

Grand Opening

New Fall Hours for the 
Frankie Schmitz Express
GAINESVILLE – Th e 
Gainesville Parks and Recre-
ation Department announc-
es the new fall hours for the 
“Frankie Schmitz Express 
Train” will take eff ect on 
Monday August 29, 2016 in 

Leonard Park. We will run 
the new schedule through 
our last day of the season 
on October 30, 2016. Th e 
Frankie Schmitz Train has 
had over 20,000 riders come 
aboard this season and look 
to keep chuggin’ along! Ev-
eryone in the Gainesville 
Parks and Recreation De-
partment greatly appreciates 
everyone coming out and 
supporting our local com-
munity. 
 Th e train will leave on 
the hour and the half hour. 
Hours will be Saturday from 

11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.; 
Sunday from 1:00 to 5:00 
p.m.; Monday CLOSED;  
Tuesday CLOSED; Wednes-
day CLOSED;  Th ursday 
CLOSED; and Friday from 
10:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m.
 Th e cost per person is $2 
with children under the age 
2 riding for free.
 If you would like more 
information, call Lee Sand-
ers or Patrick McCage at 
940-665-4530, or email Lee 
Sanders at lsanders@cogtx.
org or Patrick at pmccage@
cogtx.org.

County Adopts Budget 
(Continued from Page 1)

Cooke County District At-
torney’s Offi  ce to use forfei-
ture funds to purchase a rifl e 
for the DA’s Investigator, 
as well as a budget amend-
ment for the same. Th e rifl e 
will be purchased from GT 
Industries and will be for 
use by the Investigator for 
Courthouse security.
 A public hearing was 
opened at 10:18 a.m. re-
garding the naming of a 
road located in Precinct 1. 
Lisa and Tim Bennett were 
present to speak on the 
naming of the road and re-
quested that the road be 
named Bennett Road as they 
have been maintaining the 

road. Th e hearing was closed 
at 10:22 a.m., and Commis-
sioners approved the dedica-
tion of the road contingent 
upon it being brought up to 
subdivision standards. No 
action was taken in regards 
to naming the road. A dis-
cussion was held and Com-
missioners felt that the road 
would be better named by 
a number rather than a last 
name in order to better as-
sist 911 calls and emergency 
responders.
 Commissioners approved 
the transfer of funds in the 
amount of $12,000 from 
line item 001-540-119 
Salaries to line item 001-
540-107 Extra Help and 
Overtime in the EMS De-
partment’s budget.
 Th ere was no action taken 
regarding the Texas Depart-
ment of Transportation’s 
County Transportation In-
frastructure Grant Program, 
the FEMA Grant, or an 
agreement with CGI Com-
munications for county vid-
eo production services.
 Commissioner Klement 
gave an update on the Tyler 
Bluff  Wind Farm in Muen-
ster stating that completion 
of the wind farm is tenta-
tively scheduled for the end 
of October 2016 and that 
there are currently 22 wind 
turbines built.
 Th e following consent 
agenda items were unani-
mously approved.
 Approved the minutes of 
the regular meeting of Au-
gust 8, 2016.
 Receive and fi le for record 
departmental reports for the 
Maintenance Department 
for the month of May, and 
for EMS, AgriLife Exten-
sion, District Clerk, Delin-
quent Tax Report, Consta-
ble, Pct. 4, County Attorney 

and District Attorney for 
the month of July.
 Approved FY2016 bud-
get amendments, monthly 
bills, payroll and all related 
expenses.
 Approved closing the li-
brary on September 3, 2016 
for Labor Day Weekend.
 Approved closing the li-
brary at 3:00 p.m. on De-
cember 22, 2016 and all day 
on December 26, 2016 for 
Christmas weekend.
 Approved closing the li-
brary at 3:00 p.m. on De-
cember 30, 2016 and all day 
on December 31, 2016 and 
January 2, 2017 for New 
Year’s Eve weekend.
 Approved closing the li-
brary at 3:00 p.m. on No-
vember 23, 2016 and all day 
on November 26, 2016 for 
Th anksgiving weekend.
 Accepted a donation in 
the amount of $50.00 to the 
Cooke County Library from 
Don and Kay Wallace in 
memory of Margaret Dick-
son.
 Approved the Cooke 
County Library closing 
from October 17-21, 2016 
for continuing collection 
inventory. Th e Library will 
open at 10:00 a.m. on Sat-
urday, October 22, 2016.
 Approved acceptance of 
the auction proceeds from 
the sale of Road and Bridge, 
Pct. 2 equipment, EMS 
equipment, and Sheriff ’s Of-
fi ce equipment.
 Approved a contract with 
Woodbine Water Corp. for 
the installation of a fresh 
water line that will cross CR 
262.
 Approved bid specifi ca-
tions for gasoline and die-
sel fuel for a one year term 
beginning September 30, 
2016 and advertisement of 
the same.

 Receive and fi le for record 
the FY2017 State Budget 
for the Juvenile Probation 
Department.
 Approved a temporary 
right of entry agreement be-
tween Cooke County and 
Gorrondona and Associates 
for a TXDOT Project.
 Approved acceptance 
of a grant in the amount 
of $3,000 for the FY2016 
Click It or Ticket Mobi-
lization Program through 
the National Highway 
Traffi  c Safety Administra-
tion awarded to the Cooke 
County Sheriff ’s Offi  ce.
 Receive and fi le for record 
the 235th District Court 
Order setting the salaries of 
the Auditor, First Assistant 
Auditor, Second Assistance 
Auditor, Th ird Assistant 
Auditor, Fourth Assistant 
Auditor and District Court 
Reporter.
 Approved the salvage of 
a non-working Motorola 
CDM 1250 mobile radio 
from the County Fire Mar-
shal’s Offi  ce.
 Accepted an insurance 
settlement for a Sheriff ’s Of-
fi ce 2016 Tahoe that was to-
taled in an accident.
 Approved adjustments 
made by the Texas Depart-
ment of Health and Human 
Services on the 1115A Med-
icaid additional funds that 
was submitted for FY2015. 
Th e original amount was 
$431,177.00, the adjusted 
amount is $470,714.00.
 Approved the annual re-
newal of the agreement be-
tween Cooke County and 
Lake Kiowa Medical Clinic 
for medical needs at the Jus-
tice Center.
 With no further business 
to address, the meeting was 
adjourned at 11:48 a.m.
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SIX SCREEN ALL-DIGITAL CINEMA
4319 N. I-35

Gainesville, Texas  76240
940-665-9999

www.Dmaxcinema.net

Sept. 9-15
Now showing:

Wild Life in 3D & 2D (PG)
Sully (PG13)
Don’t Breathe (R )
Mechanic Resurrection (R)
War Dogs (R)
Pete’s Dragon (PG)
Suicide Squad (PG13)
Finding Dory ( PG)Call or Check our website

for times!!

940-458-0073 940-482-7007

Lunch Specials

Citizens of Whitesboro will 
go to the polls Saturday to vote 
for Urban Renewal for this com-
munity. It is to be hoped that ap-
proval will be voted by an over-
whelming majority. 

Whitesboro is a progressive 
city. It is growing. There is ev-
ery indication it will continue 
to grow and progress. Nothing 
that is available to us will help 
us more than the Urban Renewal 

Program that has been proposed.
Progressive cities throughout 

the nation are adopting urban
renewal programs. These are the 
cities that will be outstanding in
the years that are a head. The fed-
eral government is making funds
available for these cities which
desire to improve themselves.
(Front page story and headline.)

Archives    From page 4

Collinsville FFA officers standing in front of the construction area where the new Ag shop and classrooms 
will be. Students are back row: Josh Byrom, Erik Swindle, Jarret Whizenant, Blake Martin. Front row- Erin 
Tischler, Lydia Cates, Lizet Villa, Masie Allen.  Construction at Collinsville High School and junior high is on 
schedule and plans are to be ready for the 2017-2018 school year.  

Courtesy photo

FFA kids anxious to try new facilities

News-Record photo by Dan Eakin

A large crowd turned out Thursday morning for a
Whitesboro Area Chamber of Commerce ribbon cut-
ting at the State Farm Insurance location on Main 
Street  to welcome Jim Goldsworthy as the new 
State Farm agent for the Whitesboro area. Golds-
worthy, who is also mayor of Gainesville, will also 
continue to be the State Farm agent at Gainesville. 
He said he feels honored to be one of only a very 
few agents that State Farm has approved to serve at 
two different locations simultaneously. Barbara Bai-
ley, chamber president, pointed out that State Farm 
has always been very active in supporting activities 
sponsored by the chamber and the city of Whites-
boro. Goldsworthy has been mayor of Gainesville for 
the past six years and was vice mayor for six years 
before that. He said, speaking of Whitesboro, “We 
really believe in supporting the community and in
being involved in the community.”

Chamber welcomes 
newest member...

1 Thessalonians  

5:17

Local lifestyles in full color 
www.northtexasbesttimes.com



Mr. Scott Carpenter, Administrator 
Southwestern Power Administration 
One West Third Street 
Tulsa, OK 74103‐3502 
 
Mr. Ron Curry 
Federal Region VI Administrator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Ave., Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX   75202 
 
Mr. Mark Wolfe 
Executive Director 
Texas Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX   78711 
 
Mr. Curtis Campbell 
General Manager 
Red River Authority of Texas 
3000 Hammon Road 
Wichita Falls, TX   76310 
 
Mr. Carter Smith 
Executive Director 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX    78744 
 
Mr. Salvador Salinas 
State Conservationist 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
101 South Main Street 
Temple, TX    76501 
 
Mr. Richard Brontoli 
Red River Valley Association 
P.O. Box 709 
Shreveport, LA    71162 
 
Mr. Thomas G. Boggus 
State Forester and Director 
Texas A&M Forest Service 
200 Technology Way, Suite 1281 
College Station, TX   77845‐3424 
 
 
 



Mr. Rex Isom 
Executive Director 
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board 
P.O. Box 658 
Temple, TX   76503 
 
Mr. Kevin Patteson 
Executive Administrator 
Texas Water Development Board 
1700 North Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX   78701 
 
Mr. Richard A. Hyde, P.E. 
Executive Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
12100 Park 35 Circle 
Austin, TX   78753 
 
Ms. Jonna Polk, Field Supervisor  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office  
9014 E. 21st St. 
Tulsa, OK 74129‐ 1428 
 
Dr. Bob Blackburn 
State Historic Preservation Officer  
Oklahoma Historical Society  
Oklahoma History Center  
800 Nazih Zuhdi Drive  
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Sharon Osowski Morgan, Ph.D. 
Ecologist/Environmental Scientist 
Office of Environmental Justice and Tribal Affairs  
US EPA Region 6 
Mailcode 6RA‐DA 
1445 Ross Ave 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 
Mr. Gary O’Neill 
State Conservationist 
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
100 USDA, Suite 206 
Stillwater, OK 74074‐2655 
 
 
 
 



Mr. Richard Hatcher 
Director 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 
1801 N. Lincoln Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Mr. Scott Thompson 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1677 
Oklahoma City, OK 73101‐1677 
 
Kristi Roy 
ODEQ‐ Water Quality Division 
PO Box 1677 
Oklahoma City, OK 73130 
405‐702‐8144 
 
Mr. J. D. Strong 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 N. Classen Boulevard  
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
 
Mr. Derek Smithee 
Chief, Water Quality Programs Division  
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
 
Mr. Trey Lamb  
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Conservation Commission  
2800 N. Lincoln Blvd., Suite 160  
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Ms. Shanon Phillips 
Director Water Quality Programs 
Oklahoma Conservation Commission 
2800 N. Lincoln Blvd., Suite 160 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Mr. Ian H. Butler 
Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory 
Oklahoma Biological Survey 
111 E. Chesapeake Street 
Norman, OK 73019‐0575 
 



Dr. Kary Stackelbeck  
University of Oklahoma 
Oklahoma Archeological Survey 
111 E. Chesapeake 
Norman, OK 73019‐0575 
 
Mr. Tim Vermillion 
NEPA Project Manager, Division 4  
Oklahoma Department of Transportation  
Environmental Programs Division  
200 N.E. 21st Street, Room 3D2a Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Ms. Deby Snodgrass 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department 
120 N. Robinson, 6th Floor 
Oklahoma City, OK  73102 
 
Chairperson Tamara Francis‐Fourkiller 
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 
 
Governor Bill Anoatubby 
Chickasaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1548 
Ada, OK 74821‐1548 
 
Chief Gary Batton 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Drawer 1210 
16th and Locust Street 
Durant, OK 74072‐1210 
 
Principal Chief Geoffrey Standing Bear  
Osage Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 779 
Pawhuska, OK 74056 
 
Chairperson John Berrey 
Quapaw Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 765 
Quapaw, OK 74363 
 
President Terri Parton 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, OK 73005 



Mr. Matt Mauck 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 
2021 Caddo Highway 
Caddo, OK 74729 
 
Mr. James Dunegan, City Manager 
City of Durant 
300 W. Evergreen 
Durant, OK 74701 
 
Ms. Diana Pitts, City Manager 
City of Tishomingo 
202 South Capitol 
Tishomingo, OK 73460 
 
City of Kingston 
22 N. Main Street 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
City of Madill 
201 E. Overton Street 
Madill, OK 73446 
 
City of Marietta 
103 W. Main Street 
Marietta, OK 73448 
 
Mr. J.D. Spohn, City Manager 
23 S. Washington Street 
Ardmore, OK 73401 
 
Mr. Jud Rex, Interim City Manager 
City of Denison 
P.O. Box 347 
Denison, TX 75021 
 
Mr. Robby Hefton, City Manger 
City of Sherman 
220 W. Mulberry Street 
Sherman, TX 75090 
 
Mr. Kevin Farley, City Manager 
City of Pottsborro 
P.O. Box 1089 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Mr. Michael Marter, City Administrator 
City of Whitesboro 



P.O. Box 340 
Whitesboro, TX 76273 
 
Terry Dupree 
775 Nelson Road 
Durant, OK 74701 
 
Jeff Brents 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 
202 N. 16th Ave 
Durant, OK 74701 
 
Tommy C. Hardin 
14002 S. Hwy 377 
Madill, OK 73446‐9131 
 
James Striedel 
6150 Meyer Road 
Needville, TX 77461 
 
Richard Freeman 
7017 Canadian Drive 
Kingston, OK 73436 
 
Chris Duroy 
10159 Old Indian Trail Dr 
Kingston, OK 734339 
 
Ken Wheeler 
14784 Shay Cutoff Rd 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Laura Hunt 
8334 Lake View Drive 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Shelly Morgan 
P.O. Box 610 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Julie Roach 
Texoma State Park 
P.O. Box 279 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Johnna Harding 
P.O. Box 542 
Madill, OK 73446 



 
Janie Collier 
P.O. Box 610 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Ronnie G. Beene 
8925 Date Street 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Billy Harding 
105 E. Overton Street 
Madill, OK 73446 
 
Thomas Welch 
412 Amy Way 
Ridgway, CO 81432 
 
Chris Carney 
8769 Lakeview Dr 
Kingston, OK 73439 
 
Kevin M. Farley 
P.O. Box 1089 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Denis Boquist 
206 Island View Drive 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Bill Melvin 
1101 W. Morton 
Denison, TX 75020 
 
Roger and Kim Palmer 
P.O. Box 554 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Maria Morgan 
P.O. Box 461 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Missy Imbert 
212 Mathis Lane 
Sherman, TX 75090 
 
Gayle and George Schuler 
5900 Lake Forest 
McKinney, TX 75070 



 
Mark Armer 
422 Hickory Creek 
Sadler, TX 76264 
 
Janie Collier 
1720 Airport Dr 
Denison, TX 75020 
 
Marilyn Annieiler 
100 Riverbend Lane 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Michael Tucker 
300 Lighthouse Drive 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Roger Pryor 
523 W. Sandpost 
Mead, OK 73449 
 
Kelly Canney 
5900 S. Lala Forest #295 
McKinney, TX 75070 
 
Tim Hubert 
P.O. Box 461 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Ron Boffa 
P.O. Box 1547 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
David and Paulette Wemerskrel 
111 Fairway Loop 
Pottsboro, TX 75076 
 
Kay Vessels 
P.O. Box 28 
Sherman, TX 75091 
 
Debra Bills, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arlington, Texas Ecological Services Field Office 
2005 Northeast Green Oaks Boulevard, Suite 140 
Arlington, Texas  76006 
 
 



County Clerk 
323 West Beach Street 
Durant, OK 74701 
 
County Clerk 
Johnston County Courthouse 
403 West Main  
Tishomingo, OK 73460 
 
County Clerk 
Marshall County Courthouse 
PO Box 824  
Madill, OK 73446 
 
County Clerk 
Love County Courthouse  
405 West Main, Suite 203  
Marietta, OK 73448 
 
County Judge 
Cooke County Courthouse 
101 South Dixon, Suite 132 
Gainesville, TX 76240 
 
County Judge 
Grayson County Courthouse 
100 West Houston 
Sherman, Texas 75090  
 
City Manager 
Gainesville City Hall 
200 S. Rusk 
Gainesville, TX 76240 
 
City Administrator  
Whitesboro City Hall 
P.O. Box 340 
Whitesboro, TX 76273 
 



 



Operations Division 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, TULSA DISTRICT 

1645 SOUTH 101 EAST AVENUE 
TULSA OK 74128-4609 

AUGUST 24, 2016 

Natural Resources and Recreation Branch 

TO INTERESTED PARTIES 

The Tulsa District and Regional Planning and Environmental Center (RPEC) have revised 
the existing Lake Texoma, OK and TX Master Plan and have assessed the environmental 
impacts of this Master Plan revision. The Master Plan is the strategic land use management 
document that guides the comprehensive management and development of all project 
recreational, natural, and cultural resources throughout the life of the water resource project. 

The revised Master Plan and Environmental Assessment (EA) were prepared in accordance 
with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulation 1130-2-550, Project Operations - Recreation 
Operations and Maintenance Policies, and 33 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 230, Policy and 
Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act, respectively. It has been 
determined from the referenced EA that adoption of the Lake Texoma Master Plan revision will 
have no significant adverse impacts on the natural or human environment. 

An electronic copy of the Draft Master Plan and EA is available on the Tulsa District web 
page for your review (http://www.swt.usace.army.mil). Hardcopies of both documents are 
available for public access and on-site review at the Lake Texoma Project Office during normal 
business hours as well as at the D.W. Reynolds Public Library, 1515 W. Main Street, Durant, 
Oklahoma and the Denison Public Library, 300 W. Gandy Street, Denison, Texas during normal 
library hours. Hardcopies will also be available for on-site review at public workshops described 
below. Should you have comments, they must be submitted by September 30, 2016 to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, 351 Corps Road, Denison, Texas 75020, Attn: Joe Custer or via email 
to Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil. 

Two public workshops have been scheduled to discuss the Draft revised Master Plan and 
associated EA. These workshops will be conducted on Monday, September 12, 2016 at the 
Kingston High School, 403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, Oklahoma and on Tuesday, September 13, 
2016 at the Hilton Garden Inn Texoma Event Center, 5015 US-75, Denison, Texas. Both 
workshops will be conducted from 6:00 to 8:00 PM using a come-and-go format with visual 
displays but no formal verbal presentation. We invite you to attend either workshop, review the 
information displays, and visit with Corps staff regarding the revised plan. 
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We look forward to your continued participation in the Lake Texoma Master Plan revision 
process. Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Joe Custer at 903-465-4990 or at the 
email address provided above. Thank you for your continued interest in Lake Texoma. 

Stephen L. Nolen 
Chief, Natural Resources and Recreation Branch 



Mr. Joe Custer 
Texoma Lake Manager 
3 5 1 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75020-6425 

Dear Mr. Custer: 

Otnngre.s.s nf t}f e l!tniteh §fate.a 
ma.sJ1iugton, ii~ 20515 

September 30, 2016 

After review of the Lake Texoma Draft Master Plan, we submit this letter as a formal comment. 
Specifically, we would like the proposed classification change of the North Island area from High Density 
Recreation to Low Density Recreation to be reversed. Due to recent interest in this area and to ensure that the 
Lake continues to operate as a recreational and economic vehicle for the Red River Basin, we believe that the 
North Islands should retain its current classification. 

In 1988, Congress authorized recreation as a project purpose for Lake Texoma in addition to flood 
control, hydropower and water supply. By allowing the North Islands to remain classified as High Density 
Recreation we believe it will encourage the use of the area as a point of public interest. There are many 
recreational possibilities for this area that include swimming beaches, resort facilities, water access, picnic and 
playground areas, and the opportunity for a private enterprise to partner with the Corp to maintain the area 
which could be good for all parties interested. 

The zoning of the North Islands as Low Density Recreation is inappropriate based on the nature of the 
land. According to the Draft Master Plan, Low Density areas are "typically narrow strips of land lying between 
the shoreline at the conservation pool elevation and the USACE property boundary line, and are often located 
adjacent to private residential areas" making them "unsuitable for other uses such as High Density Recreation." 
However, based on our review and understanding of the North Island area, it is very much suited to 
development under High Density Recreation and could benefit from a partnership with a private entity. Over the 
years this area of the lake has become a meeting place for lake users creating maintenance and cleanup issues 
due to litter buildup. If the Corps would keep the current classification and partner with a non-federal or private 
entity, the area could remain a popular meeting spot, provide more recreation opportunities for visitors and be 
cared for and maintained without taxpayer expense. 

For the ascribed reasons above, we ask that the Corp would remove the new classification of the North 
Island area of Lake Texoma and to keep the current High Density Recreational level. It is appropriate for this 
tract ofland and is in the best interests of the public and current lake partners. Thank you for your 
consideration. .....- / 

Sincerely, ) 7 

~~-~ 
James M. Inhofe 
United States Senator 

es La ~, fJ.?:!~tufth Jv'f l/A-. 
niteg States Senf or ( 

__/' 
Member of Congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



 



Mr. Joe Custer 
Texoma Lake Manager 

Department of Energy 
Southwestern Power Administration 

One West Third Street 
Tulsa, .Oklahoma 7 4103-3502 

September 29, 2016 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District 
3 51 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75020 

Dear Mr. Custer, 

This is in response to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) letter dated August 24, 2016, 
concerning the draft revised Master Plan for Lake Texoma, Oklahoma and Texas (Master Plan), 
and the associated Environmental Assessment (EA). Thank you for the opportunity to provide 
comments on the Master Plan and EA. Southwestern Power Administration (Southwestern) is a 
Federal agency within the U.S. Department of Energy which is responsible for marketing the 
hydroelectric power and energy from 24 Corps projects in the region, including Denison Dam at 
Lake Texoma. Southwestern's specific comments on the draft document are included in the 
attachment, and our general comments are discussed below. 

As we noted in our June 25, 2015, letter regarding the draft Master Plan, it is critical that any 
updates to the Master Plan should not negatively impact current hydroelectric power operations 
at the Denison project. We are pleased to see that the Master Plan specifically states it does not 
address the hydroelectric power purpose of the project, and that the Corps has stated in Appendix 
E to the Master Plan that "The MP will have no effect on hydroelectric power operations." 

It is also important that lake users are aware that the Master Plan does not address water control 
plans, water releases, or issues related to lake levels, and the Master Plan does a good job of 
making that point. Southwestern is pleased that the Master Plan also includes a discussion of 
water level fluctuations at Lake Texoma, including a good discussion of the impact that 
evaporation can have on the Lake Texoma pool level. As lake users have experienced in recent 
years, Lake Texoma water levels will fluctuate, sometimes significantly, depending on a variety 
of factors, including flooding, drought, and normal operations. Prior to the construction of 
additional facilities in or around Lake Texoma, developers should be informed of these routine 
and sometimes significant fluctuations. 

Finally, in our previous comments on the Master Plan, we asked that a sufficient buffer around 
the current powerhouse and switchyard be included as project operations land to allow for 
rehabilitation project work and potential expansion. Thank you for considering that comment and 
noting in Appendix E to the Master Plan that "Project Operations lands are sufficient to meet 
present and future hydropower needs." 
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Southwestern appreciates the opportunity to provide input for the Master Plan update. If you 
have any questions or comments, please contact Michael Denny at (918) 595-6683 or 
Michael.Denny@swpa.gov. 

cc: 
Nicki Fuller 
Executive Director 
Southwestern Power Resources Association 

Sincerely, 

Fritha Ohlson 
Director 
Division of Resources and Rates 



Southwestern Power Administration (Southwestern) 
Specific Comments on the 
Lake Texoma Master Plan 

Red River Basin 
Dated September 2016 

September 29, 2016 

(Provided by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Tulsa District for 
public comment by September 30, 2016) 

(Note: Paragraphs are numbered from the beginning of the referenced section or sub-section) 

1. Throughout the document, when referring to hydroelectric generating capacity, the 
correct abbreviation for megawatt should be "MW", not "mW." Similarly, the correct 
abbreviation for megawatt-hours is "MWh", not "m Wh." It appears the correct 
abbreviations for kilowatt ("kW") and kilowatt-hour ("kWh") are used correctly in the 
document. Please review and correct as necessary. 

2. The font size for the page numbering from the beginning of the document through 
Chapter 1 is smaller than that from Chapter 2 through the rest of the Master Plan. 
Suggest consistency in the page number formatting. 

3. Page 1-1, CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION, 1.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW, Paragraph 2, 
Sentence 3 (Lines 87-89). Thank you for clearly stating that the Master Plan does not 
address the flood risk management, hydroelectric power, or water supply purposes of 
Lake Texoma. Suggest also stating that the Master Plan does not address water level 
management or normal operation of the project, which are covered in the Lake Texoma 
Water Control Manual. 

4. Page 1-3, CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION, 1.4 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF MASTER 
PLAN, Paragraph 4 (lines 158-164). Since the section is discussing the scope of the 
Master Plan, suggest including (as in 1.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW) that the Master Plan 
also does not address the flood risk management, hydroelectric power, or water supply 
purposes of Lake Texoma. 

5. Page 2-1 , CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT SETTING AND FACTORS INFLUENCING 
MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT, 2.1 PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGION, 2.2.1 
Ecological Setting (line 403). The Sub-section title appears to be numbered incorrectly. 
Please verify and correct if necessary. 

6. Page 2-7, CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT SETTING AND FACTORS INFLUENCING 
MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT, 2.1 PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGION, 2.1.5.2 
Pool Fluctuations Caused By Floods and Droughts, Paragraph 1 (lines 554-563). Suggest 
including a sentence stating that in addition to the extreme fluctuations described due to 
flooding and droughts, the pool level will also fluctuate, sometimes significantly, due to 
normal operations (hydropower, water supply, etc.) and non-extreme conditions at the 
project. Those "routine" fluctuations are illustrated in Figure 2.2 on Page 2-8. 

Enclosure 1 Page 1/4 
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7. Page 2-35, CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT SETTING AND FACTORS INFLUENCING 
MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT, 2.3 SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES AND ANALYSIS, 2.3.2 Cultural History Sequence, The Historic Period, 
Paragraph 16, Sentence 5 (lines 1543-1545). Please change "70,000 kilowatts of power" 
to "219 million kilowatt-hours of electricity" to correctly represent the average annual 
hydroelectric power generation at the project. 

8. Page 3-3, CHAPTER 3 - RESOURCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, 3.2 RESOURCE 
OBJECTIVES, Table 3.1 Recreational Objectives. The Master Plan does not address 
project operations or water level management. It is unclear what "Consider 
flood/conservation pool to address potential impact to recreational facilities" means. 
Please clarify. 

9. Page 3-4, CHAPTER 3 - RESOURCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, 3.2 RESOURCE 
OBJECTIVES, Table 3.2 Natural Resource Management Objectives. The Master Plan 
does not address project operations or water level management. It is unclear what 
"Consider flood/conservation pool levels to ensure that natural resources are managed in 
ways that are compatible with project purposes" means. Please clarify. 

10. Page 4-3, CHAPTER 4-LAND ALLOCATION, LAND CLASSIFICATION, WATER 
SURFACE, AND PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS, 4.2 LAND CLASSIFICATION, 
4.2.4 Project Operations, Paragraph 1 (Lines 2667-2676). Please ensure that there are 
sufficient Project Operations lands around the Denison Dam Powerhouse to 
accommodate the upcoming major rehabilitation. 

11. Page 5-1 , CHAPTER 5 - RESOURCE PLAN, 5 .2 PROJECT OPERATIONS, Paragraph 
1, Sentence 1 (Lines 2969-2971). Suggest including that Project Operations lands are 
also provided for the powerhouse at Denison Dam and the Federally authorized 
hydroelectric power purpose at the project as was stated in Section 4.2.4. 

12. Page 6-8, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.3 
POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER, Table 6.1 Hydropower Data, Required Flow 
for Firm Energy, average cfs. The required flow for firm energy is 2,300 cfs, not 1,800 
cfs. Please correct. 

13. Page 6-8, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.3 
POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER, Table 6.1 Hydropower Data, Average Annual 
Firm Energy, kWh. It's unclear where the value of 126,470,000 kWh originated. Suggest 
replacing this value with the Estimated Average Annual Energy value of219,000,000 
kWh. 

14. Page 6-8, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.3 
POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER, 6.3.1 Hydropower Storage Allocation, 
Paragraph 1 (Lines 3592-3594). Suggest clarifying that 300,000 acre-feet of water supply 
storage is currently under contract, and that an additional 150,000 acre-feet has been 

Enclosure 1 Page 2/4 
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authorized for reallocation to water supply storage at Lake Texoma, when requested, for 
a total of 450,000 acre-feet of authorized water supply storage. 

15. Page 6-8, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.3 
POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER, 6.3.2 Hydropower Constraints, Paragraph 1 
(Lines 3616-3619). The minimum water quality release of one hour of generation with 
one unit every fourth day is no longer practiced. Releases to maintain water quality are 
made on an as-needed basis. 

16. Page 6-10, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.4 
WATER SUPPLY, Paragraph 1 (Lines 3656-3667). Suggest noting that the 300,000 
acre-feet of water supply storage authorized by WRDA 1986 was in addition to 150,000 
acre-feet of water supply storage already allocated at Lake Texoma. As noted in Table 
6.2 on Page 6-11, 300,000 acre-feet of water supply storage are currently under contract. 
When the 150,000 acre-feet of storage authorized for the State of Oklahoma are 
reallocated, there will be a total of 450,000 acre-feet of water supply storage in the 
project. 

17. Page 6-11 , CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.4 
WATER SUPPLY, Table 6.2 List of Current Water Supply Users with Approved 
Contracts, Second Note below table (Line 3700). It is Southwestern's understanding that 
the stated conservation pool storage reflects the estimated storage remaining in 2044 (as 
noted in Footnote (1) on Page 6-12 (Lines 3702-3703)). Please verify and clarify the 
information in the note as necessary. 

18. Page 6-12, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.4 
WATER SUPPLY, Table 6.2 List of Current Water Supply Users with Approved 
Contracts, Third Note below table (Line 3701). The note is a duplicate of the first note 
(Line 3699). Suggest deleting the note. 

19. Page 6-12, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.4 
WATER SUPPLY, Table 6.2 List of Current Water Supply Users with Approved 
Contracts, Footnote (3). Suggest adding the (3) to the 50,000 acre-feet contracted to 
GTUA in Table 6.2 as it was part of the WRDA 1986 storage for the State of Texas. 

20. Page 6-13, CHAPTER 6- SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.5 
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES, 6.5.1 Interior Least Tern (sterna 
antillarum) (ILT), Paragraph 3, Sentence 1 (Line 3753). Suggest changing "reduces" to 
"reduce." 

21. Page 6-15, CHAPTER 6- SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.6 
INVASIVE SPECIES, Paragraph 3, Sentences 6-7 (Lines 3845-3847). The two 
sentences state the same information about when the NTMWD pipeline was placed in 
service. Suggest revising to eliminate the redundancy. 
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22. Page 6-26, CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS, 6.11 
NATIONALLY ACCLAIMED RECREATIONAL FISHERY, Crappie, Paragraph 1, 
Sentence 2 (Lines 4227-4229). Suggest changing "peeks" to "peaks." 

Enclosure 1 Page 4/4 
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September 30, 2016 

Mr. Joe Custer 
USACE - Tulsa District 
351 Corps Road 
Denison, Texas 75020 

Re: Lake Texoma Draft Master Plan Revision and Environmental Assessment 
(Cooke and Grayson Counties, Texas, and Bryan, Marshall, Johnston, and 
Love Counties, Oklahoma) 
TPWD Project 36984 

Dear Mr. Joe Custer: 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) received the August 24, 2016 
notice regarding the Lake Texoma Draft Master Plan Revision (Plan or Master 
Plan) and Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Project Description 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Tulsa District (USA CE) has proposed a revision 
to the 1978 Master Plan to meet current guidelines and to reflect ecological, socio
demographic, and outdoor recreation trends that are impacting the lake as well as 
those anticipated to occur within the 25-year planning period from 2016 to 2041. 
The focus of the Master Plan is to guide the stewardship of natural and cultural 
resources and make provisions for outdoor recreation facilities and opportunities 
on federal land associated with Lake T exoma. 

The EA indicates that the USACE has chosen the proposed action alternative over 
other alternatives considered or eliminated from further analysis because the 
proposed action would meet regional goals associated with good stewardship of 
land and water resources, would meet regional recreational goals, and would allow 
for continued use and development of project lands without violating national 
policies or public laws. 

The updated plan will revise land classifications, adopt new resource management 
objectives, and identify conceptual management plans for each land classification. 
Proposed land classifications include project operations (1 ,569 acres), high density 
recreation (12,540 acres), environmentally sensitive areas (4,404 acres), and 95,860 
acres of multiple resource management lands which are sub classified as low 
density recreation (5,609 acres), wildlife management (88,724 acres), vegetation 
management (1,292 acres), and future/inactive recreation areas (128 acres). 
Additional land classifications at Lake Texoma include restricted water surface 
(528 acres), designated no-wake water surface (1,027 acres), fish and wildlife 
sanctuary water surface (7,443 acres), and open recreation water surface (65,688 
acres). 

To manage and conserve the natural and cultural resources of Texas and to provide hunting, fishing 
and outdoor recreation opportunities for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations. 
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As the state agency with primary responsibility for protecting the state's fish and 
wildlife resources and in accordance with the authority granted by Parks and 
Wildlife Code §12.0011, the TPWD has reviewed the draft Master Plan and EA 
and offer the following comments and recommendations. 

The analysis of recreational needs and trends generally concluded that future 
recreation development at Lake Texoma should focus less on campgrounds and 
more on providing increased trail opportunities, more family and group gathering 
facilities, and more wildlife and nature-related viewing opportunities. 
Additionally, a top priority is identified as protection and retention of large, 
undeveloped parcels of public land. 

Comment: TPWD supports the proposed action and revisions to the Plan; the 
Plan would create a balance between recreational opportunity and stewardship 
of the natural resources at the Lake Texoma Project. The importance of 
fisheries, recreation, and habitat conservation have been well addressed, as have 
the discussions regarding species of concern and invasive species. Key 
improvements include the newly-incorporated environmentally sensitive areas 
and a general shift from low intensity development classifications to a larger 
amount oflands classified as wildlife management and vegetation management. 

The USACE management objectives place emphasis on restoration and protection 
of habitat characteristics of the EPA Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers Ecoregion, 
Northern Post Oak Savannah Ecoregion, and Texas Blackland Prairie Ecoregion, 
specifically remnant old growth forests and relic prairies. The majority of the 
project area falls within the Eastern Cross Timber Ecoregion. 

Line 930, Table 2.10 is titled State-Listed Threatened and Endangered Species for 
Texas and Oklahoma. Without referencing back to the passage above the table, it 
is not clear that the table actually represents Texas and Oklahoma threatened and 
endangered species potentially occurring on USACE lands at Lake Texoma. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends renaming the table to indicate Texas 
and Oklahoma state-listed threatened and endangered species potentially 
occurring on USACE lands at Lake Texoma. 

Line 930, Table 2.10 includes the Texas state-listed threatened white-faced ibis 
(Plegadis chihi) as occasionally occurring. Please note that the white-faced ibis is 
not identified by TPWD as potentially occurring in Cooke and Grayson counties 
and is not included on the TPWD county lists or the Cross Timbers Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) list provided in Appendix D of the Master 
Plan 

Recommendation: If it is known by USACE that the white-faced ibis occurs 
occasionally on USACE lands at Lake Texoma, then the Plan should indicate 
on the table and in the narrative if the species occurs in the area during migration 
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or nesting/breeding. TPWD recommends identifying the source of the data for 
including the white-faced ibis on Table 2.10. In the case of the white-faced ibis 
and other birds, the Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) tracks 
breeding activity and does not track bird migration or overwintering 
observations unless a site has proven to be significant because of documented, 
repeated use. If known breeding activity has been documented on USACE 
lands at Lake Texoma, then TPWD welcomes the data which can be submitted 
at http://tpwd.texas.gov/txndd. 

Lines 933 to 972, Section 2.2.5 regarding invasive species identifies invasive 
vegetative species of special concern specific to Oklahoma including a discussion 
of giant salvinia (Salvinia molesta) and omits any information related to Texas. 
Additionally, this section does not address any invasive animal species. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends incorporating invasive species of 
concern to Texas into this section. Sources for information regarding invasive 
plant and animal species of concern in Texas can be found at 
www.texasinvasives.org and 
https://tpwd. texas.gov /huntwild/wild/ species/exotic/index. phtml. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends addressing invasive animal species 
or referencing a different section of the Plan if invasive animal species are 
addressed or discussed elsewhere in the document. 

Lines 933 to 972 and Lines 3826 to 3836, regarding Chapter 2 and Chapter 6 
discussions of invasive species, respectively. Yell ow floating heart (Nymphoides 
peltata) has been previously documented in Lake Texoma in small, isolated 
patches. The species to date has not become problematic and has not recently been 
observed actively growing. However, a resurgence of the plants is a 
possibility. The species is currently causing some access issues at Lake Moss, near 
Gainesville, Texas, located on a tributary of the Red River, upstream of Lake 
Texoma. Yellow floating heart is considered mvas1ve at 
http://www.texasinvasives.org/invasives _database/. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends the USA CE consider adding Yellow 
floating heart, an invasive aquatic plant, to the lists of invasive species. 

Line 948, incorrectly references Table 2.10 and should reference Table 2.11. 

Lines 1131 to 1133, Section 2.2.9 regarding water quality, discuss water clarity in 
two sentences. The two sentences appear contradictory to each other, with the first 
sentence indicating water clarity is greater in the river arms and lower down-lake 
and the second sentence indicating greater Secchi measurement depths down-lake. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends clarifying water clarity discussion to 
remove contradiction. 
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Line 1142. There is a typo for TPWD. It is written as TDPW. 

Line 2595, the first entry on Table 3.2, regarding natural resource management 
objectives, gives high priority to examining project lands for old growth forests 
characteristic of Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers Ecological Region. As noted in 
the Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP) Ecoregion Handbook for the Cross 
Timbers, Texas identifies mature forest as well as several other habitats as priority 
habitats which are tied to SGCN. 

TPWD maintains the TXNDD which tracks known occurrences of SGCN and rare 
habitats. For questions regarding a record or to obtain digital data, please contact 
TexasNatural.DiversityDatabase@tpwd.texas.gov. Given the small proportion of 
public versus private land in Texas, the TXNDD does not include a representative 
inventory of rare resources in the state, and absence of information in the database 
does not imply that a species is absent from that area. A review of the TXNDD 
indicates that native prairie habitats occur within Hagerman National Wildlife 
Refuge (NWR) and Eisenhower State Park (SP). Additionally, the Hagerman NWR 
has a record for the interior least tern (Sterna antil/arum athalassos), and 
Eisenhower SP has records for the Southern crawfish frog (Lithobates areolatus 
areolatus) an SGCN tied to prairie habitat, and the state-listed threatened timber 
rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus). Although these occurrences were found on 
USACE properties leased to resource agencies, other Lake Texoma lands may 
contain prairie habitats or SGCN that have not been reported or mapped in the 
TXNDD. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends the natural resource objective give 
priority to examining project lands for the presence of old growth forests 
characteristic of the Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers Ecological Region, as well 
as other applicable priority habitats identified in the TGAP and Oklahoma 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (OCWCS). Please note that the 
Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas is a recent land classification project 
which provides systems, mapping subsystems, and vegetative types for Texas 
and may assist in the USACE efforts toward examining project lands. EMST 
data can be downloaded by ecoregion at 
https://tpwd.texas.gov/gis/data/downloads#EMS-T. 

Line 2595, the last entry for Table 3.2, regarding natural resource management 
objectives, identifies special emphasis for protecting and restoring special or rare 
plant communities and gives the example of Chinquapin Oak - Slippery Elm 
woodland community from the TCAP. 

Recommendation: To eliminate singling out a specific special or rare 
community in Table 3.2, TPWD recommends removing reference to the 
Chinquapin Oak- Slippery Elm woodland community, and only stating special 
emphasis for protecting and restoring special or rare plant communities as 
identified in the TCAP and OCWCS. 
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Line 2597, regarding visitor information, education and outreach objectives, the 
second entry on Table 3.3 lists topics to include for implementing more programs 
at the lake office and around the lake. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends including invasive species awareness 
as a topic for visitor information and education. 

Line 3 825 contains an incorrect reference. It indicates that Table 2.10 lists invasive 
species presently documented to be present at Lake Texoma; however, Table 2.10 
addresses state-listed threatened and endangered species. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends providing the correct table number 
when referencing the list of invasive species in Line 3825. 

The Plan contains several tables incorrectly enumerated, for example the second 
set of Tables 2.5 and 2.6 should be enumerated Tables 2.11 and 2.12. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends correcting table enumeration. 

Line 3859 contains a typographical error, stating " ... Texoma to Lavon Lake to 
prevent transfer of mussel transfer." 

Lines 3862 to 3864, contain two sentences conveying the same information and 
appear redundant. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends correcting typographical error 
regarding zebra mussel transfer in Line 3859 and removing the redundancy of 
the two sentences in Lines 3862-3864. 

In 2012, TPWD initiated a statewide effort to survey and report terminus elevations 
of public boat ramps, as an approximation of available boater access to public 
reservoirs during periods oflow water level. Statistics for boat ramps on the Texas 
side of Lake Texoma are published on page 12 of a 2012 Fisheries Management 
Report at http://tpwd.texas.gov/publications/pwdpubs/media/lake _ survey/pwd _ rp 
_t3200_1383_2012.pdf. These measurements could be used to describe the level of 
impact to recreation and the local economy during drought conditions, and also 
used to guide future boat ramp improvements or construction to mitigate against or 
prevent reduced access to the reservoir. For example, during the low water period 
in 2014, the 2012 survey suggests that 47% of public boat ramps on the Texas side 
of Lake Texoma were entirely desiccated, with likely reduced utility of additional 
access sites. 

Recommendation: TPWD recommends reviewing the 2012 Fisheries 
Management Report to aid in the Plan's assessment of recreational needs, 
identification of resource objectives, and to guide decisions regarding future 
improvements or construction of boat ramps. 
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The USACE has done a thorough job updating the Plan. Thank you conserving the 
fish and wildlife resources of Texas. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (903) 322-5001 or Karen.Hardin@tpwd.texas.gov or Dan Bennett with the 
TPWD Inland Fisheries Division at Dan.Bennett@tpwd.texas.gov. 

aren B. Hardin 
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program 
Wildlife Division 

kbh/36984 



From: Dan Bennett
To: Custer, Joe SWT
Subject: [EXTERNAL] land use reclassification inquiry
Date: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 11:43:24 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Mr. Custer,

I had just a brief inquiry about the reclassification of the lease where our offices are located (the red portion within
the red circle below).  It is being reclassified from wildlife management to high density recreation.  I understand the
all the leased property to public entities is being placed under that classification.  We have typically operated the
fisheries management office and lab as open to public visitation for official purposes during normal business hours. 
I just wanted confirm that the reclassification doesn’t change our normal operating procedures.          

Dan Bennett

Inland Fisheries Management

Texas Parks and Wildlife

P.O. Box 1446

Pottsboro, Texas 75076

O: 903.786.2389

C: 903.439.8331

F: 903.786.9871

mailto:Dan.Bennett@tpwd.texas.gov
mailto:Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil




From: Pennington, Jeff
To: Custer, Joe SWT
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ODWC wildlife division comments on the Texoma Plan
Date: Monday, August 29, 2016 4:05:32 PM
Attachments: ODWC comments on the Lake Texoma Master Plan.docx

Joe,
I skimmed the 343 page plan and made comments where I thought it might have impacts for us in wildlife division. 
I also found one error.  Please see attachment.

Fish division may have further comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate.

--

Jeff Pennington
Central Region Wildlife Supervisor
Okla. Dept. of Wildl. Cons.
(405) 650-0149

mailto:jeff.pennington@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil





Comments on items from the Lake Texoma Master Plan



Error:  On page 165/343; map shows lands along Wilson Creek to be licensed to ODWC. 



On page 169/343, the map shows environmentally sensitive area (ESA) designations in the area along Pennington Creek, and in the east Randolph Bottom area.  

We certainly agree the ESA areas listed have a higher overall value than the average project lands, and deserve protection.  However, we will need to be able to maintain existing ag fields and public access roads in those areas.  



-As ESA is defined in the document, no ag leases would be allowed in the area.  Ag leases are present in both ESAs mentioned above.  Ag leases are critical for revenue production to the ODWC.  All funds produced via ag leases on Texoma Project are spent for maintenance and improvements of Texoma Project lands.  In addition, the ag leases provide supplemental forage for wildlife and create diversity in what would otherwise be a large acreage of low quality bottomland hardwood forest.  Washita Arm has a very high acreage of these closed canopy bottomland hardwood stands that have low species diversity, and little understory vegetation.  We feel the existing crop fields can continue to be managed, as they have for decades, as ag fields, and have little to no impact to the unique qualities of the ESA.  The acreage of ag lease in both areas is not large.  We understand it would have been hard to define the ESA boundary without taking in portions of the leases.  The Pennington Creek location had drifts of silt from the 2015 floods, some of which are 5 feet in height.  While it may not be feasible for the entire field to remain in an ag lease due to the siltation, we will at least want to keep areas open via burning, farming, and possible herbicide application.  Ag fields in the Randolph Bottom area are important to maintain for ODWC to meet objectives.    

  

-As defined in the document, no public use facilities outside of natural paths would be allowed in the ESA.  There are existing public access roads and parking areas in both of the designated ESA locations on the page 169 map.  The Department feels it is necessary to maintain these facilities for public use of the area; and that said maintenance of these existing roads would not compromise the integrity of the ESA.  The Pennington access point on Tishomingo Wildlife Management Unit (WMU) provides the only significant access to that portion of the WMU.  In the Randolph Bottom East area, there is a public access road and parking area adjacent to the east side of the railroad tracks.  When funds permit, we plan to do a significant maintenance project on portions of the East Randolph road.  Hunters and other non-consumptive users should have the opportunity to experience these high quality areas.  Limiting access to natural paths would exclude use of this high quality hunting area to all except those in exceptional physical condition, and to adjacent private landowners.  It is four miles through thick vegetation to the next public access point down the river.  The natural appearance of the area is highly compromised by the railroad tracks, which are adjacent to the mentioned public access road.  An exemption for the maintenance of existing facilities would allow protection of the area, but still allow public use and habitat projects to continue.



-Habitat enhancement in the ESAs, and on other areas of the Texoma WMAs, has been minimal due to budget challenges and other issues.  With recent changes in staff on project lands, it is possible that habitat enhancement work may be done on a significant level in the future.  Funds the past three years have been designated for public road maintenance, but as general road condition improves, more funds will be available for habitat projects.  Some habitat enhancement work may be done in the ESAs, but care will be taken to protect ancient oaks.





September 30, 2016 
 
Mr. Joe Custer 
Lake Texoma Manager 
351 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75020 
 

RE: Draft Lake Texoma Master Plan – ODWC Fisheries Division Comments 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments relative to the draft Lake Texoma Master Plan.  We 
are generally supportive of the document and feel it provides a realistic plan for future project land 
management.  Several specific comments follow. 

The inclusion of Environmentally Sensitive Areas within areas managed by ODWC draw some concern 
and questions regarding status quo and future management on these lands (i.e. food plots, access roads, 
agriculture leases, habitat management techniques).  Jeff Pennington (ODWC Wildlife Division) has 
previously provided comments during this review period and I echo his statements. 

Significant acres of land appear to have been reclassified to Wildlife Management.  Given the current 
predominant uses of these parcels, this is likely the most appropriate classification.  With these changes, 
however, it is important that sufficient priority, funding, and resources be allotted to these areas to 
maintain public use accessibility.  Roadways and trails that connect hunters and anglers to these 
resources are important for optimal use.   

We appreciate the efforts to highlight the significance of the tremendous fish and wildlife resources that 
abound in and around Lake Texoma.  We agree that these aspects should continue to play a key role in 
future project management. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Mauck 
Southcentral Region Fisheries Supervisor 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 



From: Chambers, Julie
To: Custer, Joe SWT
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lake Texoma Matser Plan
Date: Monday, October 03, 2016 11:07:24 AM

Joe,

Thank you for the opportunity to review this planning document.   The only question/comment I had was in the
water quality section 2-25, the narrative states the lake considered to be mesotrophic. What data was used to make
this determination?  In reviewing the data collected by the BUMP program, we have it classified at the upper end of
eutropic.

Thank you,

Julie Chambers

Julie Chambers
Lake Monitoring Coordinator

Water Quality Programs Division

NALMS President, 2015-2016

Oklahoma Water Resources Board
Phone: 405.530.8800 | Fax: 405.530.8900
3800 N Classen Blvd, Oklahoma City, OK 73118
Blockedwww.owrb.ok.gov <Blockedhttp://www.owrb.ok.gov>  | @OKWaterBoard
<Blockedhttps://twitter.com/OKWaterBoard> 

       

Blockedhttp://www.owrb.ok.gov/quality/monitoring/bumplakes.php

mailto:Julie.Chambers@owrb.ok.gov
mailto:Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil
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Lake Texoma Master Plan 2016 Update Draft -Final Comments and Recommendations 

Submitted by: Lake Texoma Association, Kingston, OK 73439 

Much effort, time and attention was put forth by the US Army Corps of Engineers to update the Lake Texoma Master 
Plan in 2016.  This effort was greatly needed for review and update, the previous of which was updated in 1978, to help 
guide the efforts to manage the lake at all stakeholder levels to include the USACE, surrounding communities, and 
stakeholders interested in the long term viability of Lake Texoma.  We would like to thank the USACE Tulsa District & 
local USACE Lake Texoma office for their significant efforts to update the Lake Texoma Master Plan. 

Questions are denoted in yellow highlighted areas in the following comments/recommendations: 

1) Concerning the Environmental Assessment:  As explained by the USACE, the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 regulations guided the decision on whether to complete an Environmental Assessment (EA) or a full 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Lake Texoma prior to the update of the Lake Texoma Master Plan. 

The great amount of sedimentation will continue and even increase. Surely that is only one example of a major negative 
impact on Lake Texoma purposes of flood control, hydropower, water supply, recreation, fish/wildlife and other 
considerations on a Master Plan. While it may or may not meet NEPA requirements, the public still does not understand 
why a finding of no significant impact was decided given all the major changes since 1978 and those that were to be 
included in the 20+ year planning horizon of the 2016 Master Plan. We are also very concerned that the USACE’s great 
amount of hard work and information collected so far and funds expended for the EA have to be used soon for a full 
PEIS or it will have to be redone all over at greater expense in the future.  

How is the sedimentation and siltation of Lake Texoma of an estimated 14,833 acre feet per year, identified in Table 
2.13 in the Project Setting and Factors Influencing Management and Development, page 2-25, and as reported by the 
TPWD, including and average 14,833 acre-feet of sedimentation and associated loss of storage accounted for when 
identifying the need for an EA versus an EIS? Besides the federal funding necessary to complete a full Lake Texoma EIS 
by the USACE, are there any other reasons that would prevent, or make unnecessary, an update of the Lake Texoma EIS? 

2) New Land Classifications resulting from the 2016 Update of the Lake Texoma Master Plan yielded an increase of 
44,971 acres designated as Multiple Resource Management – Wildlife Management as well as another 4,404 acres 
identified as Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  Most of this increase was the result of a decrease in Multiple Resource 
Management – Low Density Recreation, as can be evidenced in Table 8.1 in the Summary of Recommendations, Page 8-
2 of the 2016 Master Plan Draft.   

a. Onsite discussions with USACE personnel during the public meetings scheduled September 12-13, 2016 may have 
caused some stakeholders to believe that the use of these lands would not impact the current usage.  However, the 
popular area included in section 10 of Map No. RT15MP-OC-00, on the southern shore of Oklahoma as well as all but 
one island in this section of the map was changed from MRML - Low Density Recreation to Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas.  Currently there are limited developments on these properties aside from erosion control and parking.  However, 
these areas are currently being predominately used for low density recreation, and is a very popular area to residents 
and visitors alike to enjoy the some of the best sandy beaches on Lake Texoma. The definitions described in section 5.4, 
Resource Plan page 5-7, for Environmentally Sensitive Areas defines the recommended use of this property “provides 
the highest level of ecological protection among the various land use classifications."  Under section 5.5 Multiple 
Resource Management Lands, Resource Plan page 5-7, section 5.5.1 referring to MRML – Low Density Recreation more 
accurately describes the current usage of this property.  Can the USACE provide additional detail as to why there was a 
change of this land classification?  Specifically, what will and will not be allowed on the property from this designation 
change, using the basis of the current popular public usage in this specific area, as criteria for infractions.  Additionally, it 
is unclear whether the ESA designation of this particular area on the southern shore of Oklahoma will prevent the 
existing and ongoing maintenance of this area by the residents, as well as the maintenance efforts of Marshall County to 
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provide for the continued public use and enjoyment of this area.  Please advise how and in what way changing to a more 
stringent property classification of the aforementioned region will further the Goals A-E identified for the Update of the 
Lake Texoma Master Plan.  Will the new land classification of this area prevent existing maintenance efforts and usage? 

b. While it is clear that the need for Wildlife Management is paramount to the recreational element of Lake Texoma as 
identified in the 2016 Master Plan report, Project Setting and Factors Influencing Management and Development, 
Section 2.4 Recreation Facilities, Activities, Needs and Trends on page 2-43, it remains unclear why there was such a 
significant shift from “Recreation” classified property, to include high and low density recreation regions, to Wildlife 
Management.  Under the 2016 recommended land classification, the total combined high and low “Recreation” 
classification drops to 16% of the total acreage, down from 56% in the 1978 version of the Lake Texoma Master Plan.  
Conversely, Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) grow to 78% of the total acreage classification, up from 42% in the 1978 
version of the Lake Texoma Master Plan.  For the WMAs managed by the USACE, which is 30,075 acres, making up 34% 
of the total recommended WMA classification for Lake Texoma, please explain why the areas most adjacent to the 
properties identified as High Density Recreation were changed, to a significant degree, to Wildlife Management from a 
Recreation purpose?  How will this classification change impede expansion that may be necessary for recreation 
purposes?  Considering the estimated local six county population growth bordering Lake Texoma, which is around 20% 
in the period identified in by the Master Plan Figure 2.3 of the Project Setting and Factors Influencing Management and 
Development, page 2-37 , which may or may not factor in the anticipated infrastructure improvements, in particular the 
expansion of major roadways from the DFW metroplex into the Texoma region, identified in the Master Plan 
Introduction, Section 1.7.2, page 1-7, as well as the average number of visitors to Lake Texoma every year, identified in 
the Project Setting and Factors Influencing Management and Development, page 2-46, Table 2.11, expansion of 
recreational services on recreation identified land classifications is imperative to the economic success of the entire 
Texoma region.  Additionally, and considering the anticipated capital improvements to roadway infrastructure into the 
Lake Texoma region, why was the population growth of DFW, in particular the north DFW region to include 
McKinney/Allen & Frisco, Texas areas, not considered as a factor in the evaluation of the Lake Texoma Master Plan in 
addition to the population growth of the six counties boarding the lake’s boundaries? Please advise how and in what 
way changing to a more stringent property classification of the aforementioned region will further the Goals A-E 
identified for the Update of the Lake Texoma Master Plan. 

b1. Additional information is necessary for the public to understand the guidelines surrounding hunting 
regulations within the Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs), especially pertaining to the property with the WMA 
designation recommendations, but also as it pertains to inconsistencies between the various managing agencies 
identified in Table 5.1 in the Resource Plan, page 5-9.  Will the USACE coordinate an effort to ensure the public, and 
other stakeholders gain this information to allow for compliance to laws and regulations as intended? We would also 
like to request that the USACE who has the overall land management jurisdiction of federal lands make a significant 
effort to harmonize the hunting and fishing regulations between WMA’s so that they are more consistent and less 
confusing for the public that hunt different areas of Lake Texoma. The previous efforts to harmonize the fishing 
regulations between Oklahoma and Texas were greatly appreciated by the public. 

c. Please explain why the total acreage of the land classifications increased by over 10,000 acres from the 1978 Master 
Plan to the 2016 Recommended Update of the Lake Texoma Master Plan despite decrease of almost 2,000 acres 
resulting from the conveyance of USACE property to Denison, TX, as well as the Oklahoma Commissioners of the Land 
Office.  Total acreage at both periods can be found in the Summary of Recommendations, Table 8.1, page 8-2. 

d. USACE managed Johnson Creek has “Alligator Warning” signs posted throughout the park, was there any review 
completed on the occurrence, prevalence, or population change of Alligators in Lake Texoma considered in the Master 
Plan Update? 

 



Lake Texoma Master Plan and EA Update 2016 Draft Final Comments and 
Recommendations 
 
Edward Phillips, Citizens for Lake Texoma, September 19, 2016 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
The Corps Draft Master Plan Distribution Letter and Draft Lake Texoma Master Plan and 
Environmental Assessment (EA) links are available at the Tulsa District website under the 
Project Spotlight Section. 
http://www.swt.usace.army.mil 
  
Public meetings have been conducted by the Corps in Oklahoma and Texas at locations and 
times in their Distribution Letter. Note that the deadline for providing comments and 
recommendation to the Corps by postal mail or email is September 30, 2016. 
  
Additional Notes for Stakeholders and Others: 

• One of the main points of the Draft Corps Master Plan is the zoning/classification and 
use of the federal lands and waters managed by the Corps of Engineers at Lake 
Texoma. If you have a lease, concession and/or own property on or near Lake 
Texoma federal land it may significantly affect your present and future business or 
personal use, property values, future economy and ecosystem. Individual stakeholder 
comments and recommendations are very important in developing an effective Master 
Plan for the future. 

• Important information from above Corps Distribution letter and following EA in 
Appendix B: It has been determined from the Environmental Assessment (EA) that 
adoption of the Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision will have no significant adverse 
impacts and the natural or human environment.” 

• Our comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding the updated 2016 
version of the Master Plan are provided in the Appendix B excerpt below. 

• After review of the Draft Master Plan Revision and your particular situation, you may 
agree or disagree with the Corps determination of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and 
Draft Master Plan content. 

• It is interesting to note that the federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) normally 
conducts an EIS instead of a simpler EA concurrently with their comparable Resource 
Management Plans (RMP’s). A BLM excerpt is provided at the end of the comments 
and recommendations. 

• We have highly recommended over the years that the Corps conduct a Programmatic 
or complete lake-wide Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Lake Texoma as a 
basis for sound Master Planning, stakeholder information and planning, and to 
improve the prospects for future development and potential investors conducting due 
diligence assessments. 

• The full lake-wide EIS would also provide comprehensive information for all of the 
federal lands so that individual projects would not have to pay for expensive and 
repetitive/overlapping environmental study information and extensive time for large 

http://www.swt.usace.army.mil/


numbers of separate project coordination and approvals by different levels of Corps 
management. 

  
Citizens for Lake Texoma Resubmits our previous Lake Texoma Master Plan 
Update Comments and Recommendations, dated 12/3/2015 and the following 
comments and recommendations for the Draft Final version of the Master 
Plan and Environmental Assessment. 
 
Lake Texoma Master Plan and Environmental Assessment 2016 Draft Final 
Comments and Recommendations  
We provide the following comments and recommendations that are intended to balance 
development and conservation of increasingly scarce natural resources of the federal lands and 
waters of the Lake Texoma Project. 
 
Notes 

• Important general excerpts are included for reference and are indicated with a yellow 
highlighter and/or bold fonts and underlining. 

• Comments and Recommendations are indicated in red and are usually located next to the 
applicable Master Plan excerpts for the convenience of Corps of Engineers and 
stakeholder reviewers. 

• Page numbers are identified along with excerpts. 
• Reviewers evaluating individual positive and negative impacts need to investigate the 

complete Corps Master Plan Update 2016 Draft Final version including classification of 
lands and waters on specific maps of interest.   

 
Lake Texoma Master Plan Update 2016 Excerpts 
 
Preface 
 
This Master Plan is intended to guide the management of these lands and waters for 
approximately the next twenty-five years. 
 
Chapter 1 of the Master Plan presents an overall introduction of Lake Texoma from project 
authorization and purpose to a description of the watershed. Chapter 2 consists of an inventory 
and analysis of project resources. Chapters 3 and 4 lay out management goals, resource 
objectives, and land allocation and classification. Chapter 5 is the resource plan that identifies 
how project lands will be managed for each land use classification and identifies current 
recreation facilities and projected facility needs, an analysis of existing and anticipated resource 
use, and anticipated influences on overall project operation and management. Chapter 6 
discusses topics that are unique to Lake Texoma. Chapter 7 identifies the coordination efforts 
and valuable stakeholder input into the development of the Master Plan. Chapter 8 gives a 
summary of the changes in land classification from the previous master plan to the present. 
Additionally, an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing impacts of alternative management 
scenarios for Lake Texoma has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 



Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA); regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality; 
and USACE regulations, including Engineer Regulation 200-2-2: Procedures for Implementing 
NEPA. The EA is a separate document that informs this Master Plan and can be found in 
its entirety in Appendix B. 
 
This Plan is designed to be a living, flexible document used in the day-to-day planning and 
operations of the environmental, cultural, and man-made resources of Lake Texoma. It was 
developed and organized to serve current and future generations served by Lake Texoma by 
guiding management efforts toward more sustainable and resilient resources. Looking forward, 
this Master Plan will be an essential tool in engaging the community, coordinating efforts, and 
protecting lake resources for everyone.  
 
Chapter 1 – Introduction, Page 1-1 
 
PROJECT PURPOSE  
 
Lake Texoma is a multipurpose water resource project constructed and operated by the USACE. 
The project is a major component in the federal government’s comprehensive plan for 
development of the upper Red River Watershed. Lake Texoma has the following primary 
purposes authorized by the laws listed in Section 1.2 above:   

• Flood risk management   
• Hydroelectric power 
• Water supply 
• Recreation 
• Regulation of Red River flows 
• Improvement of navigation  

Environmental stewardship is not listed as a primary project purpose but is mentioned here as a 
major responsibility that is inherent in the administration of Federally-owned lands. Other laws, 
including but not limited to Public Law 91-190, National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) and Public Law 86-717, Forest Cover Act, place emphasis on the environmental 
stewardship of Federal lands and USACE- administered Federal lands, respectively.  

Purpose and Scope of Master Plan, Page 1.4 
 
This revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan is intended to bring the master plan up to date to 
reflect current ecological, socio- demographic, and outdoor recreation trends that are impacting 
the lake, as well as those anticipated to occur within the planning period of 2016 to 2041 (i.e., 25 
years). 
 
It is important to note what the Master Plan does not address. Details of design; 
management and administration; and implementation are not addressed here, but are addressed in 
the Lake Texoma Operational Management Plan (OMP). In addition, the Master Plan does not 
address the specifics of regional water quality, shoreline management, or water level 



management. The operation and maintenance of primary project operations facilities, including 
but not limited to the dam, spillway, and gate-controlled outlet, are not included in this Plan.  
 
1.5 BRIEF WATERSHED AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
An accurate measurement of the water surface acreage at 617.0 NGVD will require precise 
measurement of new aerial photography taken when the lake is at that elevation. This will 
be accomplished as funding permits. For the purpose of this Master Plan, the surface 
acreage at 617.0 NGVD is estimated at 74,686 acres, as measured by the Texas Water 
Development Board in 2002. 
 
2.1.5.1 Seasonal Pool Management 
 
Recommendation: Add historic 100 Year Rainfall Chart graphic similar to following 
Figure 2.2. Oklahoma Annual Precipitation History with 5-Year Tendencies 1895-2013 (or 
later) This informative chart has been utilized in several Corps briefings. 
 
A seasonal pool plan was implemented at Lake Texoma in 1992 at the request of the Lake 
Texoma Advisory Committee (1). The seasonal pool plan provides benefits for recreation, 
downstream flood control, hydropower, and fish and wildlife. The plan includes the following:  

• Drawdown of lake levels to 615.0 NGVD in the late winter and early spring 
• Rise to 619.0 NGVD during May and through the summer 
• Drawdown to 616.5 NGVD in the late summer and early fall 
• Rise to 618.5 NGVD in late fall and early winter 

 
(1) The Lake Texoma Advisory Committee (LTAC) was established in 1988 pursuant to Public 
Law 100-71 for the purpose of providing focused public and agency input and advice to the 
Tulsa District Commander. LTAC played a pivotal role in establishing the current Seasonal Pool 
Plan. Source: USACE Lake Texoma Water Control Manual. 
 



  
Figure 2.2 Historic Maximum and Minimum Pool Elevations  
 
Page 2-16 Fishery 
Applied management success at Lake Texoma is hallmarked by the introduction of two fish 
species. Stocking of the “Tennessee lake strain” smallmouth bass has resulting in a self-
sustaining and prized fishery which has produced several Oklahoma state records.  
 
Introductions of striped bass kick started what has become an extremely popular sport 
fishery. Reproduction of striped bass in the Red and Washita rivers was first identified in 
1973. Today, the reservoir contains one of the few entirely self-sustaining inland striped 
bass populations in the United States. Ongoing research, monitoring, and harvest 
regulations have helped Lake Texoma maintain its “Striper Capital of the World” 
nickname. This is evidenced by the fact that a large portion of annual Lake Texoma visits 
can be attributed to the striped bass fishery alone.  
 
Recommendation: The preceding paragraph should be modified to read “Highly saline 
inflows from the Red River are due to natural salt sources (brine spring emissions) in the 
headwaters and certain upstream tributaries. These chlorides make up about one third of the total 
dissolved solids in the Red River and are essential to the entirely self-sustaining inland striped 
bass population in Lake Texoma. 
 
Page 2-24 



 
The lake inflows transport a large amount of sediment which comes mostly from the Red 
and Washita river basins. During periods of high flow, bank caving and erosion occur at many 
locations. Several sediment re-surveys have been completed since the original survey in 1939, 
with the most recent being completed in 2002 by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). 
Based on the changes between the 1939 and 2002 surveys, approximately 8.75 percent of the 
flood control storage, 22.25 percent of the conservation storage, and 15.74 percent of the inactive 
storage has been lost to sediment deposition since storage began in 1944. This is an annual rate 
of 14,833 acre-feet of sedimentation per year. 
 
The TWDB sediment study results summarized in Table 2.13 compare the total volume of water 
storage available in Lake Texoma from the original design in 1942 with subsequent decreases 
noted in later surveys. These surveys clearly illustrate the decrease in water storage capacity in 
the lake.  
 
Table 2.13 Comparison of Water Storage Capacity at Lake Texoma (1942–2002)   

. Source: Texas Water Development Board, 2013   
 

  
1942  1969  1985   

2002  

Total Volume (ac-ft)    
3,132,293  2,688,411  2,580,389  

 2,516,232  

Total Storage Lost (ac-ft) from 
Original Design  --  443,882  551,904  616,061  

Total Storage Lost (%)    
--  14.2%   

17.6%  
  
19.7%  

 
Recommendation: Conduct stakeholder involved Upper Red River Basin Sustainability Study 
and follow on action plan to reduce excessive sedimentation, nutrients and related Hazardous 
Alga Blooms identified above for increased sedimentation/loss of storage capacity and below in 
6.7 WATER QUALITY AND HARMFUL ALGAE BLOOMS, Page 6-15. 
 
2.2.9 Water Quality, Page 2-25 
Lake Texoma water quality is within acceptable standards for contact sports, 
and municipal and industrial uses. The process of eutrophication is increasing due to 
continued inflows of nutrients and non-point source pollutants from agricultural, 
industrial and domestic sources in the watershed. Both the Red and Washita arms of 
the lake contribute large amounts of silt, clays, and dissolved minerals into the lake. 
Of particular concern are highly saline inflows from the Red River due to natural salt 
sources (brine spring emissions) in the headwaters and certain upstream tributaries. 
These chlorides make up about one third of the total dissolved solids in the Red 
River. As a result, conductance values in Lake Texoma are high for a freshwater 
lake, and distinctly different between the two river arms, with the Red being about 
twice as salty as the Washita. Approximately 4,400 tons of chlorides from natural 
sources enter the Red River and its tributaries on a daily basis. High levels of 
chlorides, sulfates and other dissolved solutes generated by natural brine springs in 



the Red River can impair water quality and make the water less desirable for use as 
drinking water or irrigation of crops without specialized treatment and 
demineralization prior to use. 
 
2.3 SOCIAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ANALYSIS, Page 2-26 
 
Cultural resources preservation and management is an equal and integral part of USACE 
managed lands. The term “cultural resources” is a broad term meant to include anything that is of 
cultural significance to humans and has some historical value. It generally includes, but is not 
limited to, archaeological sites (historic and prehistoric), historic standing structures, traditional 
cultural properties, and sacred sites. Some archaeological sites have high sensitivity because of 
past recoveries of human remains and associated funerary objects.  
 
Recommendation: These and other impact areas are described in the Draft Master Plan 
and EA in general terms across wide areas of the Region and Lake Texoma. A 
Programmatic (comprehensive and in depth lake-wide) EIS could provide more specific 
location and identification information thus reducing repetitive and cumulative individual 
project EIS investigation, project delays and related costs. 
 
2.3.5 Current Demographic and Economic Trends and Analysis, Page 2-37 to Page 2-43 
 
The zone of influence for the socio-economic analysis of Lake Texoma 
consists of 6 counties in both Texas and Oklahoma in the immediate vicinity of the 
reservoir. The counties which have the greatest socio-economic effects, or zone of 
influence, are Bryan, Johnston, Love, and Marshall Counties in the state of 
Oklahoma, and Cooke and Grayson Counties in the state of Texas. Available 
information indicates that an overwhelming majority of visitors to Lake Texoma come 
from within the zone of interest which takes in all or portions of counties lying within 
a 100-mile radius of the lake. 
 
2.3.6 Population Projection   
From 2013 to 2050, the population of the State of Texas is projected to   
increase at an annual rate of 1.2%, while the State of Oklahoma’s population is projected to 
increase at a rate of 0.7%. All counties in the six-county surrounding   
area are projected to have an annual growth rate of more than 0% but less than 1%   
each. Figure 2.3 below illustrate the projected population growth within the six-   
county zone of influence.  
 
Reference Figure 2.3 Six-County Population Projection, Page 2-38.   
 
RECREATION FACILITIES, ACTIVITIES, NEEDS AND TRENDS, Page 2-43 to 2-62 
 
Comment: Considerable information is provided that is important for developing 
Economic and Marketing Plans. 
  



Lake Texoma is, without question, a regionally important outdoor recreation resource. Using 
information provided in the 2012 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(TORP), the 2012 Oklahoma Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCORP), and USACE visitation and other recreation data from OMBIL, the 
following factors have given Lake Texoma an unparalleled prominence as a place 
relied upon by many citizens for their outdoor recreation needs: 
 

• Location within one hour of nearly 8 million people in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex 
• A population of approximately 250,000 in the six counties that adjoin the lake 
• Desirable shorelines that provide sandy beaches and scenic, natural shorelines featuring 

steep bluffs and an expanse of land dominated by Cross Timbers Woodlands 
• Large public land base exceeding 100,000 acres of land and 74,686 acres of water 

surface. 
• Location on the border of two states where the extent of available public recreation lands 

make up only 2.5% and 4.8% of all lands in Texas and Oklahoma respectively 
• A robust fishery offering world-class striper fishing as well as other excellent fishing 

opportunities for catfish, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, sand (white) bass and 
crappie (a social media poll conducted in 2015 by Bassmasters magazine listed Lake 
Texoma in the top 100 “Best Bass Lakes” in the nation) 

• Two National Wildlife Refuges 
• Four Wildlife Management Units managed by ODWC 
• Two State Parks...one in each state 

2.5 REAL ESTATE Page 2-62 to 2-64 

Recommendation: Encroachment continues to be a major problem for the project. The 
problem is aggravated by the lack of federal funding for current precision GPS Corps of 
Engineers surveys around the entire project. In some areas accurate existing boundaries 
within the Project may be off by significant distances from considerably less precise 
historic surveys and lost/moved survey markers. Significant effort and federal funding will 
be required to complete an accurate survey of all Project Real Estate, should be identified 
as a requirement, and included in Corps Project Master and other planning and budgets. 

2.6 PERTINENT PUBLIC LAWS, Page 2-65 

The Public Laws are applicable to Lake Texoma. Additional information on Federal 
Statutes applicable to Lake Texoma can be found in the Environmental Assessment for the 
Lake Texoma Master Plan revision in Appendix B of this Plan. 

Note: An extensive list of Public Laws affecting Lake Texoma are provided. 

CHAPTER 3 - RESOURCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 



3.1 RESOURCE GOALS  

The terms “goal” and “objective” are often defined as synonymous, but in the context of this 
Master Plan goals express the overall desired end state of the Master Plan whereas resource 
objectives are specific task-oriented actions necessary to achieve the overall Master Plan goals.  

The following statements based on EP 1130-2-550, Chapter 3, express the goals for the 
Lake Texoma Master Plan.  

GOAL A. Provide the best management practices to respond to regional needs, resource 
capabilities and capacities, and expressed public interests consistent with authorized project 
purposes.  

GOAL B. Protect and manage project natural and cultural resources through sustainable 
environmental stewardship programs.  

GOAL C. Provide public outdoor recreation opportunities that support project purposes and 
public interests while sustaining project natural resources.  

GOAL D. Recognize the unique qualities, characteristics, and potentials of the project.  

GOAL E. Provide consistency and compatibility with national objectives and other State and 
regional goals and programs.  

In addition to the above goals, USACE management activities are guided by USACE-wide 
Environmental Operating Principles as follows:  

• Strive to achieve environmental sustainability. An environment maintained in a healthy, 
diverse and sustainable condition is necessary to support life.  

• Recognize the interdependence of life and the physical environment. Proactively consider 
environmental consequences of USACE programs and act accordingly in all appropriate 
circumstances.  

• Seek balance and synergy among human development activities and natural systems by 
designing economic and environmental solutions that support and reinforce one another.  

• Continue to accept corporate responsibility and accountability under the law for activities 
and decisions under our control that impact human health and welfare and the continued 
viability of natural systems.  

• Seek ways and means to assess and mitigate cumulative impacts to the environment; 
bring systems approaches to the full life cycle of our processes and work. 



• Build and share an integrated scientific, economic and social knowledge base that 
supports a greater understanding of the environment and impacts of our work. 

• Respect the views of individuals and groups interested in USACE activities; listen to 
them actively, and learn from their perspective in the search to find innovative win-win 
solutions to the nation's problems that also protect and enhance the environment.  

Reference Table 3.1, Page 3-3 for list of Recreational Objectives  

Reference Table 3.2, Page 3-4 for list of Natural Resource Management Objectives  

Reference Table 3.3, Page 3-5 for list of Visitor Information, Education, and Outreach 
Objectives 

Reference Table 3.4, Page 3-6 for list of General Management Objectives  

Reference Table 3.5, Page 3-6 for list of Cultural Resources Management Objectives 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

CHAPTER 4 - LAND ALLOCATION, LAND CLASSIFICATION, WATER SURFACE, 
AND PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS 

4.1 LAND ALLOCATION, Page 4-1 

All project lands at US water resource development projects are allocated by USACE into one of 
four categories in accordance with the congressionally authorized purpose for which the project 
lands were acquired. There are four possible categories of allocation identified in USACE 
regulations for acquisition: Operations, Recreation, Fish and Wildlife, and Mitigation. 
 
At Lake Texoma, the only land allocation category that applies is Operations, which is 
defined as those lands that are required to operate the project for the primary 
authorized purposes of flood risk management, hydroelectric power generation, 
water supply and navigation. The remaining allocations of Recreation, Fish and 
Wildlife, and Mitigation would apply only if lands had been acquired specifically for 
these purposes. 
 
USACE recognizes that some of the lands acquired were above elevation 
645.0 NGVD which is the top of the flood control pool. Some of these lands were 
acquired for recreational purposes, but under the rules in place at the time of 
acquisition, these lands are not considered “separable” recreation lands in that the 
acquisition of separable lands normally requires a cost sharing sponsor, a non- 
federal operator, or were acquired by separate congressional authorization. The 
extent of federal land acquisition above 645.0 NGVD was often designed to develop 



a blocked perimeter which provides a more manageable boundary and provides a 
buffer against shoreline erosion that inevitably occurs during major flood events. The 
original fee simple federal estate acquired at Lake Texoma was 193,719 acres. 
During the years since original acquisition, numerous parcels of land have been 
disposed (sold) in response to legislation, management efficiency, boundary line 
agreements, and other reasons, thus reducing the amount of federally owned lands 
to the current 191,459 acres. 
 
Comment: Reference underlined language above. We find it very confusing and a paradox that 
most if not all of the lands and waters of Lake Texoma were initially established by federal law 
within the authority of the National Park Service and virtually none of the over 190,000 total 
acres were allocated for recreation, fish and wildlife. As you are aware, Lake Texoma lands and 
waters were later transferred from the National Park Service to the Corps of Engineers. 
 
4.2.3 Current Land Classifications, Page 4-2 
   
USACE regulations require project lands to be classified in accordance with   
the primary use for which project lands are managed. There are six primary   
categories and four sub categories of classification identified in USACE regulations   
including:  

• Project Operations 
• High Density Recreation 
• Mitigation 
• Environmentally Sensitive Areas Multiple Resource Management Lands 

o Low Density Recreation 
o Vegetation Management 
o Wildlife Management  
o Future/Inactive Recreation Areas 

• Water Surface 
 
The land and water surface classifications for Lake Texoma were established 
after taking into account public comments, input from key stakeholders including 
elected officials, city and county governments, and lessees operating on USACE 
land. Additionally, wildlife habitat values and concerns, as well as outdoor recreation 
trends analysis provided in the TORP, TCAP, SCORP and OCWS were used in 
decision making, as was information from the Ancient Cross Timbers Consortium. 
 
Also included in the analysis were historical public use and land management patterns that have 
developed since publication of the 1978 Master Plan. Maps showing the various land 
classifications can be found in Appendix A.  
 
Recommendation: In the final Master Plan version information to stakeholders, please indicate 
how many individual requests for changes in land classification and boundaries were received, 
how many were approved, and significant reasons for non-approval. 
 
Each of the land classifications, including the acreage and description of allowable uses, is 



described in the following paragraphs. Pages 4-3 to 4-8 
 
Table 4.1 Acreage by Land Use Classification  

Classification  Acres  
   

Project Operations  1,569  
High Density Recreation  12,540  
Environmentally Sensitive Areas  4,404  

Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Low Density Recreation  5,609  
   

Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Wildlife Management  88,724  
Multiple Resource Managed Lands: Vegetative Management  1,292  

Future/Inactive Recreation  128  
   

Water Surface: Restricted  528  
Water Surface: Designated No-wake  1,027  
Water Surface: Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary  7,443  

Water Surface: Open Recreation  65,688  
   

* Note: These acreage figures were measured using GIS technology and may vary 
slightly from official land acquisition records.   

 
Low Density Recreation, Page 4-6 
These are lands that may support passive public recreational use (e.g., fishing, hunting, wildlife 
viewing, natural surface trails, hiking, etc.). Under prior land classifications, numerous large 
tracts were classified for low density recreation, but during the study process to develop this 
Plan, these larger tracts were reclassified primarily to the sub- classification of Wildlife 
Management, and to a lesser extent to ESA. This reclassification is a more accurate reflection of 
the overall value of these lands and how these lands have been managed since the publication of 
the 1978 Master Plan. Low Density Recreation lands are typically narrow strips of land lying 
between the shoreline at the conservation pool elevation and the USACE property boundary line, 
and are often located adjacent to private residential areas. The narrow configuration and/or 
location next to residential areas make these areas unsuitable for other uses such as High 
Density Recreation, Vegetation Management or Wildlife Management. These areas are often 
used by adjacent landowners for the passive recreation activities listed above. There are 5,609 
acres under this classification at Lake Texoma. 
 
Future/Inactive Recreation Areas. Page 4-7 These are areas that are designated for possible 
future development as HDR areas or that are current HDR areas that are temporarily closed. 
There are 128 acres classified as Future/Inactive Recreation Areas at Lake Texoma of which all 
are adjacent to Willow Springs Resort and Marina.  
 
4.3 PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS 
 
These are lands on which easement interests were acquired. Fee title was not acquired on these 
lands but the easement interests convey to the Federal government certain rights to use and/or 



restrict the use of the land for specific purposes. Easement lands are typically classified as 
Operations Easement, Flowage Easement, and/or Conservation Easement. At Lake Texoma the 
only easement lands are those lands where a flowage easement was acquired. A flowage 
easement, in general, grants to the government the perpetual right to temporarily 
flood/inundate private land during flood risk management operations and to prohibit 
activities on the flowage easement that would interfere with flood risk management 
operations such as placement of fill material or construction of habitable structures. 
During original acquisition of lands approximately 537 acres of flowage easements 
were acquired. Dozens of land disposals have taken place through the years for 
reasons explained in Chapter 2, and in the process of disposing these lands, 
flowage easements were retained on lands up to elevation 645.00 N.G.V.D. The 
total number of flowage easement acres retained was not readily available at the 
time of this master plan revision, but is estimated to exceed 1,000 acres. 
 
Recommendation: Encroachment on flowage easements continues to be a major problem 
for the project. The problem is aggravated by the lack of federal funding for current 
precision GPS Corps of Engineers surveys around the entire project. In some areas existing 
boundaries within the Project may be off by significant distances. 

CHAPTER 5 - RESOURCE PLAN 
 
5.1 
CHAPTER 5 - RESOURCE PLAN RESOURCE PLAN OVERVIEW 
 
This chapter describes in broad terms how each land classification within the Master Plan 
will be managed. All management goals described in Section 3.2 apply to each of the land 
classification, but the primary goal(s) for each classification is listed below for emphasis. Refer 
to section 3.3 for a listing of resource objectives applicable to each management goal. Refer to 
Appendix A for maps showing the various land classifications. 
 
Note: Specific information is provided for individual areas in this Chapter. 
 
5.6 WATER SURFACE Page 5-11 
USACE is the primary agency responsible for managing the recreational use of the water surface 
at Lake Texoma. Enforcement of water surface rules and 
regulations is a shared responsibility between USACE, TPWD Game Wardens and 
the Marine Enforcement Division of the Oklahoma Highway Patrol (OHP). Zoning of 
the water surface is intended to ensure the security of key operations infrastructure, 
promote public safety and protect habitat. In accordance with national USACE policy 
set forth in EP 1130-2-550, the water surface of the lake at the conservation pool 
elevation may be classified using the following classifications: 

• Restricted 
• Designated No-Wake 
• Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 
• Open Recreation 



 
Comment: The Corps is reportedly changing the regulations for water surfaces in the 
Master Plan which will affect the Shoreline Management Plan regulations. 
SEE Chapter 6, Paragraph 6.1, Page 5-13 below for more details. 
 
CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.1 SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN  
This section briefly explains the scope and history of the Lake Texoma Shoreline Management 
Plan (SMP). This plan is focused on the management of certain private uses of USACE lands 
and water surface including private floating facilities (private boat docks) and vegetation 
modification activities. 
 
The SMP includes shoreline allocations for land and water surface with specific requirements 
and restrictions related to private shoreline uses. In accordance with USACE regulation ER 
1130-2-406, shoreline allocations must compliment, and certainly not contradict the land 
classifications in the Master Plan. The SMP for Lake Texoma is available through the Tulsa 
District website and in printed version at the USACE Lake Texoma Project Office. 
 
Current Status, Page 6-2 
Currently, there are approximately 856 permitted private floating facilities on 
Lake Texoma as well as 303 vegetation modification permits (OMBIL report, 2015). 
Managing the shoreline management program at Lake Texoma is a significant and 
costly administrative burden that must be balanced with other critical work requirements. The 
administrative fee structure for a shoreline use permit has not changed since the program started 
in 1974 which has caused the program to become a steadily increasing financial burden. A 5-year 
permit costs a total of $35 and falls far short of the actual cost of administering the permit.  
 
USACE carried out a nationwide effort in the late 1980’s to raise fees to an equitable level. After 
approximately two years of research and preparation, a new fee schedule was 
published as a final rule in the Federal Register on June 28, 1991. The new fees did 
not propose to capture the full cost of the program, but a one-time fee for a new 
private dock permit was set at $400 plus a $15 per year inspection fee. Shortly after 
the fee schedule was published, legislation was passed to prevent implementation of 
the new fees. USACE is seeking funding through the normal budget process to 
conduct a comprehensive review of the SMP which will include associated NEPA 
documentation. 
 
Recommendations: This Corps operational requirement needs to be revisited in all applicable 
Corps documents and budgets to ensure adequate safety of floating structures and public access 
to the lake. In addition, community boathouses with several boat slips should pay their fair share 
of costs per boat slip not one $35 fee for the total community boathouse. Potential and actual 
electric shock drownings near boat slips are increasing safety issues on several lakes nation-
wide. 
 
6.1 OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT, Page 6-3 



 
Page 6-4 The advent of precise directional drilling capabilities coupled with hydraulic 
fracturing technology has resulted in greatly increased exploration and production 
activity on Federal lands in the past 10-15 years. One benefit of precise directional 
drilling is that the surface location can be located on private land near the Federal 
boundary, thus allowing extraction of minerals from beneath Federal lands with no 
surface disturbance. 
However, hydraulic fracturing of a single well can require the use of several million gallons of 
water which is often obtained from Lake Texoma. From 2011 thru 2014, USACE processed 29 
requests to obtain water from the lake 
for hydro-fracturing purposes. 
 
6.2 POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER 
 
6.3.1 Hydropower Storage Allocation, Page 6-8 
The storage in Lake Texoma between elevations 590.0 feet and 617.0 feet 
(less 300,000 acre-feet approved for water supply, when requested and contracted 
for) has been allocated for hydropower generation. When the top of the seasonal 
pool is above elevation 617.00 feet, the storage between elevation 617.0 feet and 
the top of the seasonal pool is also available for hydropower (refer to Chapter 2, 
Section 2.1.5.1 Seasonal Pool Management for specific information on seasonal 
pool elevations). Hydropower generation is conducted in collaboration with and at 
the discretion of the Southwestern Power Administration (SWPA). A portion of the 
flood control storage above the top of the seasonal pool is designated as a 
transitional pool. The storage in the transitional pool is divided into two zones of 
release rates which are used to increase the power generation and minimize 
downstream bank caving by tapering the flood control releases. When the 
transitional pool is above elevation 617.00 feet, releases through the flood control 
conduits may be necessary in addition to hydropower releases so that a falling pool 
can be maintained when possible and the transitional pool emptied within a 
reasonable period of time. Releases from the transitional pool or the conservation 
pool may be constrained, if necessary, to minimize downstream flooding. During 
flood regulation, power releases normally would not be reduced to less than the 
average daily release of approximately 2,300 cfs for firm energy (429 mWh/day). 
 
6.3.2 Hydropower Constraints 
In accordance with the Hydropower Operating Plan for USACE Southwestern 
Division (SWD), required by North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), 
the following are hydropower constraints at Lake Texoma. Per the Operating Plan, 
allowable firm power release is 2,300 cfs, or 429 mWh per day. The minimum downstream 
water quality requirement is generation for at least one hour with one 
unit every fourth day, or as needed to replenish oxygen content of water in the 
tailrace and stilling basin, as long as pool elevation remains above 612.00 feet. The 
maximum hydropower drawdown rate in the conservation pool is limited to 1.0 feet 
per week and 3.0 feet in any consecutive 4-week period. Response time to changes 
in hydropower generation is limited to 10 minutes under normal operating conditions, 



and to 5 minutes under emergency operating conditions. 
 
6.3.3 Hydropower Releases In Contrast to Evaporation, Page 6-9 
 
Excerpt: However, when the lake elevation is at or below the conservation pool elevation (i.e., 
not in flood status), hydropower releases are at the discretion of SWPA and will typically be 
scheduled to meet relatively short periods of peak electricity demand (i.e., a few hours). These 
pulsed releases will normally equate to less volume of water than that lost to natural 
evaporation. During the most recent drought period of 2011-2014, SWPA actually 
purchased power from other sources to curtail hydropower release demands. 
Natural evaporation was the primary reason for falling lake elevations through that 
event. While lake elevations can change dramatically from year to year, the overall 
effect of hydropower releases on lake elevation in a typical year (i.e., without 
excessive drought) will exceed the effect of natural evaporation. Figure 6.3 
illustrates the month by month comparison of inflow to outflow at Lake Texoma from 
January 2012 through March 2013. The chart shows that from May 2012 through 
March 2013 evaporation clearly had the greatest effect on lake elevations. 
 
Recommendations: The comparisons should also include one or more examples of 
hydropower utilizing more water than evaporation during drought AND other lake 
elevations below 615 msl the lower level of the Seasonal Lake Elevations.  
 
The Master Plan should acknowledge and include major increasing negative tourism, 
recreation, stakeholder and economic impacts that have occurred and will reoccur in the 
future due to more frequent extended drought conditions and future hydropower demands. 
 
6.3 WATER SUPPLY 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (WRDA) authorized 300,000 acre- 
feet of Lake Texoma storage to be reallocated from hydropower to water supply 
upon completion of a reallocation study. The reallocation study was completed in 
2010. The 300,000 acre-feet has a total dependable yield of 294.73 million gallons 
per day (mgd) as determined for the 100% dependable yield for the critical drought 
of record (1938-2000). This reallocation was split between Texas and Oklahoma 
water users with 150,000 acre-feet available to each. Texas entities have entered 
into water storage contracts with the Tulsa District for their entire 150,000 acre-foot 
allocation. Conversely, all of Oklahoma’s 150,000 acre-foot allocation is available for 
reallocation and water storage agreements with Tulsa District users.  
 
Comment: If Oklahoma annually allocates their 150,000 acre-feet and the proposed 70,000 acre 
Marvin Nichols Reservoir is not completed for the DFW area, future water demands may cause 
serious negative public use and economic impacts on Lake Texoma stakeholders due to 
extremely low lake elevations. 
 
Table 6.2 lists the current water supply users having approved water storage agreements 
with USACE. 
 



6.4 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
Comment: This and other impact areas are described in general terms across wide areas of 
the Region and Lake Texoma. A Programmatic (comprehensive and in depth lake-wide) 
EIS could provide more specific location information thus reducing repetitive individual 
project EIS investigation and related costs. 
 
6.6 INVASIVE SPECIES 
Lake Texoma project lands and waters within the Red and Washita river basins are considered to 
be a major pathways for the introduction of terrestrial and aquatic nuisance species. A listing of 
invasive species presently documented to be present at Lake Texoma is included in Chapter 2, 
Table 2.10. 
 
6.7 WATER QUALITY AND HARMFUL ALGAE BLOOMS, Page 6-15 
Water quality at Lake Texoma is dependent upon many factors including the  
location of Denison Dam downstream of the confluence of the Washita and Red 
rivers and the unique chemical characteristics exhibited by the reservoir. The 
chemical composition of Lake Texoma can vary considerably from that of the two 
main tributaries. The majority of the ionic composition of the reservoir is attributable 
to Permian salt deposits present in the upper Red River Basin resulting in strong 
salinity gradient within the reservoir with the highest ionic concentrations occurring 
within the Red River arm and lowest in the Washita River arm. This results in well- 
defined riverine, riverine transitional, and lacustrine zones being present in Lake 
Texoma. 
 
The Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB) conducts annual water 
quality monitoring of Lake Texoma through its Beneficial Use Monitoring Program 
 (BUMP) at 13 fixed sampling sites located throughout the riverine, riverine 
transitional, and lacustrine zones of the reservoir. Based upon the most recent 2015 
BUMP report, Lake Texoma is classified as a eutrophic reservoir within the riverine 
transition and lacustrine zones of the lake with riverine portions of the reservoir 
classified as hypereutrophic. Chlorophyll a values range from 10 - 13 mg/m3 in the 
lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zones and 21 - 49 mg/m3 in the Red 
River riverine transition and riverine zones. Surface total nitrogen values range from 
0.66 – 1.50 mg/l within the Red River arm and from 0.79 to 0.96 mg/l within the 
lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zone. Surface total phosphorus 
ranges from 0.005 to 0.091 mg/l within the Red River arm and from 0.005 to 0.026 
mg/l within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition zone. Nitrogen to 
phosphorus ratios throughout the reservoir range from 18:1 to 80:1 and indicate the 
reservoir is phosphorus limited meaning phosphorus is the nutrient considered to 
limit phytoplankton growth. Turbidity values range from 8 - 27 NTU within the Red 
River arm and 3 - 5 NTU within the lacustrine and Washita River riverine transition 
zones. Secchi depth measurements of light penetration into the water ranges from 
25 - 142 cm throughout the reservoir. 
 
Comparisons of the 2010-2011, 2012, and 2015 OWRB Oklahoma Lakes 



Report, Beneficial Use Monitoring Program indicate the trophic status of Lake 
Texoma has changed very little between 2010 and 2015, however the N:P ratio 
within the reservoir and increased over the same period suggesting nitrogen loading 
to the reservoir may be increasing. As a reservoir ages, water quality declines can 
be attributed to many factors, individually and collectively. Factors which generally 
contribute to declining water quality in aging reservoirs includes sedimentation, 
increased human habitation within the vicinity of the lake, changing land 
management practices within the watershed, increased urbanization and associated 
urban runoff, and increase reliance on allocated water supply. Recreation is one 
use that has already been adversely impacted by cyanobacteria blooms, low 
dissolved oxygen water and increasing reliance on water supply by stakeholders 
with water supply contracts. Adverse impacts to the local economy due to water 
quality issues have been an increasing matter of local, state, and regional concern 
throughout the contiguous United States in recent years. 
 
The OWRB has reported Lake Texoma does not meet all designated 
beneficial uses under the State of Oklahoma Water Quality Standards, Oklahoma 
Administrative Code Title 785, Chapter 45. Dissolved oxygen concentrations within 
the Washita River riverine transition zones do not support designated beneficial uses 
for fish and wildlife propagation with up to 50% of the water column exhibiting 
dissolved oxygen concentrations less than 2.0 mg/l. This same reach of the 
reservoir does not meet designated beneficial uses for agriculture due to sulfate 
concentrations exceeding water quality standards for agricultural use. Turbidity 
limits the designated beneficial use in the Red River riverine zone due to turbidity 
values exceeding water quality standards for fish and wildlife propagation. 
 
The frequency and duration of harmful algae blooms (HABs) and nuisance 
algae blooms have increased in Lake Texoma since 2004. The majority of nuisance 
and harmful algae blooms have been due to golden algae and cyanobacteria. 
Golden algae blooms have been documented to have resulted in sporadic minor to 
moderate fish kills within the Red River Arm of Lake Texoma since 2004. 
Cyanobacteria bloom cell densities frequently exceed established World Health 
Organization (WHO) public health thresholds for primary body contact having low (> 
20,000 cells/ml cyanobacteria) and moderate (> 100,000 cells/ml cyanobacteria) risk 
of adverse health effects. Additionally, the hepatotoxin (liver toxin) microcystin and 
neurotoxin (nerve toxin) cylindrospermopsin have been continually detected at concentrations 
below action levels established by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) for drinking water and action levels established by the WHO for 
recreational waters. 
Water quality and quantity concerns and future anticipated TMDL 
implementation by state and federal agencies will affect the selection and 
implementation of management plans throughout the watershed. Addressing water 
quality and quantity concerns in conjunction with TMDL implementation could allow 
Lake Texoma to meet all authorized purposes into the future. 
 



Recommendation: The above Section has conspicuously left out Oklahoma State 
Legislation establishing standards for toxic algae that the Corps utilizes for Lake Texoma 
and other Corps managed lakes in Oklahoma. The Corps Tulsa District agreed to use the 
OK algae standards for testing and evaluation. 
 
Also add the Oklahoma algae legislation to the following section 6.9 RECENT 
LEGISLATION AFFECTING LAKE TEXOMA. 
 
6.9 RECENT LEGISLATION AFFECTING LAKE TEXOMA - WRDA 1999/2007, Page 
6-19 
 
6.11 NATIONALLY ACCLAIMED RECREATIONAL FISHERY 
Lake Texoma supports a nationally acclaimed recreational fishery. Its 
success is fueled by highly productive waters that inundate diverse habitats that 
sustain a variety of game and prey fish species. These characteristics provide an 
excellent angling experience with 75% of anglers ranking the quality of fishing as 
very high to high (USACE 2009). Fishing is also the most frequent recreation 
activity at Lake Texoma and accounts for 45% of all visits to USACE public use 
areas (USACE 1978). 
 
Note: This section provides considerable information about the Fishery. 
 
6.12 TRAILS, Page 6-27 
There are approximately 80 miles of designated trails on Lake Texoma public 
lands for hiking, biking, equestrian use, and enjoyment of nature. There is also one 
small trail for motorized all-terrain vehicles in Eisenhower State Park. The longest 
and most significant trails are on lands under direct management by USACE. 
 
CHAPTER 7 - PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION, Page 7-1 
 
7.1 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
The USACE is dedicated to serving the public interests in support of the4376 overall 
development of land uses related to land management for cultural, natural, 
and recreational resources of Lake Texoma. An integral part of this effort is 
gathering public comment and engaging stakeholders in the process of planning. 
The following is an overview of the process and summary of these efforts. 
 
The USACE began planning to revise the Lake Texoma Master Plan in the 
fall of 2014. The objectives for the master plan revision are (1) to update land 
classifications to reflect changes in USACE land management policies since the 
June 1978 Master Plan revision, (2) prepare new land and recreation management 
objectives, (3) prepare a resource management plan for each land classification 
category, and (4) to update the master plan to reflect new agency requirements for 
master plan documents in accordance with ER 1130-2-550, Change 7, January 30, 
2013 and EP 1130-2-550, Change 5, January 30, 2013. 



 
CHAPTER 8 - SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS, Page 8-1 
 
8.2 LAND RECLASSIFICATION PROPOSAL, Page 8-1 
A key component in preparing this Master Plan was examining prior land classifications and 
addressing the needed transition to new land classification standards that reflect how lands are 
being managed now and in the foreseeable future. The new land classification standards will also 
comply with current USACE standards. Public comment was solicited to assist in making these 
land reclassification decisions. 
 
Chapter 7 of this Plan describes the public involvement process and Appendix E provides a 
summary of public comments received. After analyzing public comment, examining recreational 
trends, and taking into account regional natural resource management priorities, USACE team 
members reclassified the Federal lands associated with Lake Texoma as described in Table 8.1. 
 
Table 8.2 lists the descriptions and justifications for the reclassification of 
USACE lands at Lake Texoma. The prior land classifications were examined and 
divided into approximately 167 parcels, each with their own unique location 
description. Approximately 100 of these individual parcels of land, ranging in size 
from a few acres to several hundred acres, were reclassified. Rather than 
describing how each individual parcel was reclassified, the changes are grouped by 
classification category. A few examples of changes made to individual parcels are 
provided to assist in understanding how and why changes were made. 
 
Appendix A – Maps 
 
Of Particular Interest are Map : DENISON DAM - LAKE 
TEXOMA, LAKE TEXOMA MASTER PLAN 
LAND AND WATER CLASSIFICATIONS, Index Sheets 00 
through 15.  
 
Appendix B – Environmental Assessment 
 
Comments: We note that the Environmental Impact Statement (EA) only included the Proposed 
alternative, No Action alternative, and Other Alternatives Considered but Eliminated.  
Why wasn’t the EIS Alternative investigated in the EA even if it was not the selected alternative?  
 
For example; Impacts of several hundred million dollars of infrastructure development 
completed and/or planned on project lands and water, major invasive species, excessive nutrient 
caused Harmful Alga Bloom negative public use and economic impacts, and major visitor 
increases from 1978 to 2016 and beyond. 
 



Based on our in depth comments and recommendations provided in the Scoping Phase of the 
Master Plan update we still recommend a Programmatic EIS for the entire lake with or without 
the EA and related Master Plan update being finally approved. 
 
“It is my finding, based on the EA, that the revision of the 1978 Master Plan for  
Lake Texoma will have no significant adverse impact on the environment and will not  
constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human or  
natural environment. Therefore, an EIS will not be prepared.” Signed by the Tulsa District 
Engineer.  
 
Draft Environmental Assessment for the Lake Texoma Master Plan 
 
Table 3.6 Summary of Consequences and Benefits 
 
 
 
APPENDIX C 
USFWS TRUST RESOURCES REPORT AND LIST OF THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
APPENDIX D 
LISTS OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 
 
APPENDIX E 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PLAN FORMULATION 
 
Lake Texoma Advisory Committee  
Note: The Lake Texoma Advisory Committee (LTAC) and the Citizens for Lake Texoma 
sent identical comments to USACE for consideration in the Master Plan revision  
 
Comment: The Master Plan revision should be addressed in a Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (PEIS), not an Environmental Assessment (EA), and should utilize information 
from the Denison land conveyance Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
USACE Response: The Master Planning guidance in USACE regulations at ER 1130-2- 550 
and ER 200-2-2 both encourage the use of an EA instead of an EIS where conditions warrant. 
Because the Master Plan establishes broad and conceptual guidance for future management of 
the lake, and does not propose immediate land- disturbing actions, the planning team determined 
that an EA would be a satisfactory starting point to assess and disclose those actions necessary to 
revise the Master Plan; primarily the reclassification of USACE lands, preparation of 
management objectives, and preparation of broadly stated resource management plans for each 
land classification category. The purpose of an EA is to determine if an EIS is necessary. Results 
and review of the draft EA for this action will be evaluated accordingly.  
Comment: The EIS for the Denison Land Conveyance provides timely information that can be 
used in revision of the Master Plan.  



USACE Response: Concur. The information in the EIS for the Denison Land Conveyance will 
be used.  
Comment: The Master Plan revision must be responsive to current and future trends that affect 
public use and operation of the lake.  
USACE Response: Concur. Regional and national trends in outdoor recreation, as well as 
priorities for protection of natural resources will be considered in the Master Plan revision.  
Comment: The revised Master Plan should include good maps and drawings; a land 
classification system; management goals and objectives; measures to address conservation of 
natural resources; and incorporate national fire protection codes relative to marinas and private 
floating facilities.  
USACE Response: Concur. USACE regulations at Engineering Pamphlet (EP) 1130-2- 550 
specifies that each of these factors shall be addressed with the exception of the fire protection 
codes. Very specific requirements such as fire protection codes are incorporated into concession 
and park and recreation lease documents and are not addressed in Master Plans.  
Comment: USACE must enforce U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and Corps 
regulations that restrict establishment of individually or group owned boat houses and shoreline 
use facilities near existing marinas.  
USACE Response: The location of any future individually or group-owned boat houses and 
shoreline use facilities near existing marinas will be addressed in the future revision of the 
Shoreline Management Plan.  
Comment: A PEIS is needed to address the major development boom that affects the entire 
scope of the Lake Texoma federal lands and waters.  
USACE Response: As noted in previous responses, the planning team determined that an EA 
will be a satisfactory starting point to assess the revision of the Master Plan. USACE considers 
development around Lake Texoma to be progressing at a moderate pace, but does not consider 
the level of development to be described as a boom. U.S. Census population projections for the 
six counties surrounding Lake Texoma indicate an annual growth rate for each county of less 
than one percent through the year 2050. The Master Plan revision and associated EA will 
consider the level of growth occurring within the six county region surrounding the lake as well 
as growth occurring near the six county region.  
Comment: Critical USACE documents have not be updated every five years as required by 
Corps policy. Examples in include the O&M EIS (1976), the Master Plan (1978) and the 
Shoreline Management Plan (1996).  
USACE Response: Corps regulations do not require an update every five years of any of the 
documents listed. The 1976 O&M EIS was a stand-alone document to address the overall O&M 
program occurring at Lake Texoma subsequent to the publication of CEQ regulations for 
implementing NEPA. The 1978 Master Plan has been supplemented over the years to keep it 
current, and ideally should have been revised several years ago, but funding was only recently 
available to implement a full revision. The Master Plan is intended to have an effective life of 
approximately 25 years. USACE regulations at ER 1130-2-406 states that Shoreline 
Management Plans (SMP) should be reviewed at five year intervals to determine if revision is 
required. The 1996 Lake Texoma SMP is in need of revision and will be revised dependent on 
available funding. Funding has been requested through the regular budget process.  
Comment: Cumulative impacts analysis is required by NEPA and is not being adequately 
addressed by USACE on past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. Mitigation should be 
required for these actions but USACE does not consistently require mitigation.  



USACE Response: Many routine land use actions such as utility line easements, shoreline use 
permits, and oil and gas related actions are minor and qualify as actions that are categorically 
excluded from further NEPA documentation. Actions that are not minor, such as proposals for a 
new concession lease or major transmission line have been addressed in individual EA 
documents and mitigation for the unavoidable loss of resources is routinely required. The 
Denison land conveyance was mandated by Congress and mitigation in the form of replacement 
of lost land resources and habitat was not required by the legislation and was therefore not 
included in the land conveyance action. In summary, USACE maintains that past actions have 
complied with the intent of NEPA and public law.  
 
 Marinas and Other Lessees/Stakeholders  
Comment: Recommend an area adjacent and south of Lighthouse Resort and Marina be 
reclassified from Low Density Recreation to High Density Recreation to accommodate potential 
resort expansion.  
USACE Response: Concur. The area in question will be considered for reclassification to High 
Density Recreation.  
Comment: Recommend protection of current concession lease holders to ensure that USACE 
land is not sold without lease holder consent.  
USACE Response: Noted. The process of disposal of USACE-administered Federal land is a 
highly structured process that is managed by the General Services Administration in cooperation 
with USACE. This process requires full public involvement and disclosure. Exceptions to this 
process are possible through Congressional legislation as was the case with the recent City of 
Denison land conveyance. Land conveyances done in response to legislation will normally 
require full public involvement and disclosure in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) as was the case with the Denison land conveyance. With the possible 
exception of portions of the Lake Texoma State Park area in accordance with WRDA 1999 
legislation, there are currently no active initiatives to dispose of USACE- administered lands at 
Lake Texoma.  
 
Comments from Individuals  
Comment: No new marinas or boat slips should be constructed near Mineral Bay area. We want 
to see paths for walking, jogging, biking and golf carts that connect neighborhoods.  
USACE Response: Noted. There are currently no proposals for any new marinas on Lake 
Texoma. Private boat docks are governed by the Shoreline Management Plan which will be 
revised at an undetermined future date depending on funding. Trails will be considered in the 
Master Plan revision.  
Comment: We support the USACE park rangers and their mission.  
USACE Response: Noted. USACE park rangers work hard to serve the public and supporting 
comments are appreciated.  
Comment: I am concerned about damage from floods and would like to see inspections on 
properties (presumably private boat docks) for adequate moorings.  
USACE: Noted. The recent flooding of 2015 has caused damage to moorings of both private and 
commercial docks as well as courtesy docks administered by USACE and  
others. Inspections of damaged facilities are a part of the routine USACE operations and 
maintenance program and will not be addressed in the Master Plan.  



Comment: The land classification of the Pointe Vista Development area should remain as High 
Density Recreation. Concerned about how the EA/EIS may affect Pointe Vista Development.  
USACE Response: Noted. The USACE lands associated with the Pointe Vista Development are 
subject to requirements specified in special legislation included in the Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) of 1999 and will not be affected by the revision of the Master Plan. 
The land classification for remaining government lands in this area is proposed to remain as high 
density recreation.  
Comment: The Master Plan revision must not affect the decisions and actions associated with 
the Denison land conveyance.  
USACE Response: The Denison land conveyance was mandated by special legislation included 
in WRDA 2007 and will not be affected by the Master Plan revision.  
Comment: Concerned about developers destroying wildlife habitat in North Central Texas. 
Request that wildlife habitat on USACE lands be protected and those lands open to public 
hunting remain open.  
USACE Response: The protection of wildlife habitat will be considered in the Master Plan 
revision. Several land classifications are compatible with public hunting, but specific areas where 
hunting is allowed may change from year to year contingent on development of private lands, 
habitat conditions and state fish and wildlife regulations. To the extent possible, public hunting 
opportunities will be addressed in the Master Plan revision.  
Comment: Do not want more private boat houses allowed. Boat house owners do not clean up 
debris from their damaged docks. No boat house should be authorized unless the owner has legal 
access to their facility.  
USACE Response: Private floating facilities (boat houses, docks, etc.) are governed by the 
Shoreline Management Plan and are not directly addressed in the Master Plan. Shoreline 
Management Plans must not contradict the Master Plan and must comply with Engineer 
Regulation (ER) 1130-2-406. The Shoreline Management Plan for Lake Texoma will be revised 
at a future date dependent on available funding. The topic of increasing or decreasing the number 
of private docks would be addressed in the Shoreline Management Plan.  
 
ADDED REFERENCES 
 
It is interesting to note that the federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) normally 
conducts an EIS concurrently with their comparable Resource Management Plans (RMP’s) 
 
“The BLM’s land use plans require preparation of an EIS; RMPs and EISs are 
developed concurrently as part of the BLM planning process” 
 
Reference following BLM Q&A’s. 
 
SOURCE: BLM FAQ’s: 
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/frequently_asked_question
s.html  
 
Q: What is an EA? 
A: An Environmental Assessment (EA) is a concise public document that 
provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining the significance of 

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/frequently_asked_questions.html
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/frequently_asked_questions.html


effects from a proposed Federal action. An EA is prepared when it is unclear 
whether an action will have a significant effect on the human environment. If 
it is determined that a Federal action will not have a significant effect on the 
human environment, then a Finding of No Significant Impact is prepared 
(FONSI). If it is determined that a Federal action will have a significant effect 
on the human environment (either through an EA or based on existing 
knowledge) then an EIS is prepared. 
Generally, an EA includes brief discussions of the following: a statement of 
the purpose and need for the proposed action; a description of the affected 
environment; alternatives to the proposed action; and an analysis of 
environmental impacts and ways to mitigate such impacts.  
Q: What is an EIS? 
A: An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a comprehensive public 
document that analyzes the impacts of a Federal action that will have a 
significant effect on the human environment. Preparation of an EIS requires 
public scoping. Draft EISs must be made available for public review and 
comment; agencies must wait 30 days after publishing final EISs before 
making decisions. Generally, an EIS includes detailed discussions of the 
following: a statement of the purpose and need for the proposed action; a 
description of the affected environment; alternatives to the proposed action; 
and an analysis of environmental impacts and ways to mitigate such 
impacts. 
The BLM’s land use plans require preparation of an EIS; RMPs and EISs are 
developed concurrently as part of the BLM planning process (see “How is an 
RMP Developed?”). 
  
Q: What is the difference between an EA and an EIS? 
A: The purpose of an EA is to determine if there will be significant effects 
resulting from a Federal action. The purpose of an EIS is to analyze and 
disclose the significant effects resulting from a Federal action. An EA is 
typically a shorter document than an EIS, and its preparation offers fewer 
opportunities for public comment or involvement than an EIS. EAs have 
fewer procedural requirements and therefore take less time to prepare on 
average than an EIS. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, TULSA DISTRICT 

1645 SOUTH 101 EAST AVENUE 
TULSA OK 74128-4609 

MAY 28, 2015 

Natural Resources and Recreation Branch 

To Interested Parties: 

The Tulsa District is initiating a review and revision of the master plan (MP) for Lake 
Texoma, Oklahoma and Texas. The MP is the strategic land management document that 
guides the comprehensive management and development of all project recreational, natural, 
and cultural resources throughout the life of a Corps lake project. It is a vital tool for efficient 
and cost-effective management, development, and use of project lands. We welcome your 
comments and participation in review and revision of the MP for Lake Texoma. 

It is important to note that a master plan does not address issues associated with private 
boat docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modification. These issues are specifically 
addressed in the shoreline management plan (SMP) for a lake project. The SMP for Lake 
Texoma will be reviewed and revised at a later date. Private dock and shoreline vegetation 
modification permits will be addressed at that time and not in the current MP revision process. 
Also note that a MP does not address water control plans, water releases, or issues related to 
lake levels. 

Two informal public workshops for discussion of the MP revision and scoping under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are scheduled in the Lake Texoma area. The first 
will be held from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. on June 22, 2015 at the Pottsboro High School, 901 Highway 
120, Pottsboro, Texas. The second is scheduled for 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. on June 23, 2015 at the 
Kingston High School, 403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, Oklahoma. Both workshops will be come
and-go format with no formal presentation. We invite and encourage you to attend either or 
both of these workshops anytime between listed times, visit the information tables, and discuss 
MP issues with our staff. Comment forms will be provided at the workshops or you are welcome 
to submit comments in any form throughout the MP revision process. 

Thank you for your interest in Lake Texoma. We welcome your comments and participation 
at the public workshops and throughout the master plan review process. Questions should be 
directed to Mr. Joe Custer, Texoma Lake Manager, at 903.465.4990 or e-mail 
Joe. Custer@usace.army.mil. 

Stephen L. Nolen 
Chief, Natural Resources 
and Recreation Branch 
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Corps to hold public workshops, request input for Lake Texoma Master Plan 
 
TULSA — The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Lake Texoma Project Office will host two public involvement 
workshops in Texas and Oklahoma to gain public input and feedback for the Lake Texoma master plan, 
June 22 and June 23. 
 
The first workshop takes place at Pottsboro High School, in Pottsboro, Texas, June 22 from 6 to 8 p.m. 
The second workshop takes place at Kingston High School in Kingston, Oklahoma June 23 from 6 to 8 
p.m. 
 
The master plan is a land management document that provides for overall development and use of 
cultural, natural and recreational resources throughout the life of Lake Texoma.  
 
There will be no formal presentation.  Interested persons may arrive anytime during  workshop hours to 
visit information tables, discuss the master plan with Corps representatives and submit comments. 
 
Pottsboro High School is located at 901 Highway 120, Pottsboro, Texas. 
 
Kingston High School is located at 403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, Oklahoma. 
 
Comments and questions may be directed to: 
 
Joe Custer 
Manager, Lake Texoma 
351 Corps Road 
Denison, TX 75020-6425 
Phone: 903-465-4990 
 
The master plan does not address issues of private boat docks or shoreline vegetation modification 
permits. Those topics are addressed in the shoreline management plan, which will be reviewed at a later 
date. 
 
Issues of water releases, water control plans or lake levels are not addressed in the master plan. 
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Army Corps of Engineers extends Lake Texoma Master Plan comment period 
 
TULSA — The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Lake Texoma Project Office, is 
extending the initial public comment period for the revision of the Lake Texoma 
Master Plan through Dec. 15. 
 
The master plan is a land management document that provides for overall 
development and use of cultural, natural and recreational resources throughout the 
life of Lake Texoma. 
 
In revising the master plan the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Tulsa District will 
prepare new management objectives, develop a new land classification map and 
prepare a resource management plan describing in broad terms how the federal 
lands surrounding the lake will be managed. The Corps is particularly interested in 
public input to help develop the new management objectives and evaluate 
classifications of federal lands around the lake. 
 
Availability of federal lands at Lake Texoma for public recreational purposes and 
protection of open space values for public enjoyment is given top priority throughout 
the process. 
 
The last major revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan was in 1977. Lake Texoma 
as a whole is considered to be an exceptionally important public recreation venue 
both regionally and nationally.  
 
Management objectives can be as broad as “protecting important wildlife habitat from 
development” or as specific as “increasing the number of pedestrian trails”. 
 
Public comment forms are available for download at the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Tulsa District website at 
www.swt.usace.army.mil/home/LakeTexomaMasterPlan.  
 
Comments may be submitted in any written format and may be sent by mail or e-mail 
to: 
 

Mr. Joe Custer, Lake Manager,  
351 Corps Road, Denison, TX 75020-6425  

Email: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil 

Release No. 48 
For Immediate Release: 
November 10, 2015 

Contact: 
Preston Chasteen; 918-669-7342 

Brannen Parrish; 918-669-7384 
  

mailto:Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil


(Advertisement placed in local papers) 

~ Announcing ~ 
OPEN HOUSE WORKSHOPS 

 
as related to the 

Master Plan Review/Revision 
Lake Texoma, Oklahoma and Texas  

 
The Tulsa District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will host two identical open house workshops related to the 
review and revision of the project master plan (MP) for Lake Texoma, Oklahoma and Texas.  Interested persons 
are invited to stop by either or both of the open houses to visit the information tables and discuss the project 
with Corps personnel. Workshops will be conducted between 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. on Monday, June 22 and 
Tuesday, June 23, 2015 in an informal, come-and-go format with no formal presentation.  While attendees will 
be provided forms for providing input and comments on revision of the lake master plan, comments are 
welcome in any form throughout the MP revision process.  The open house workshops will be held at: 
 
 
          Pottsboro High School         Kingston High School 
   901 Highway 120, Pottsboro, TX       403 N.E. 3rd Street, Kingston, OK 
         Monday, June 22, 2015       Tuesday, June 23, 2015   
             6:00-8:00 p.m.             6:00-8:00 p.m. 
 
 

Master Plan (MP) 
 
 
The Tulsa District is initiating a review and revision of the MP for Lake Texoma.  The MP is the strategic land 
management document that guides the comprehensive management and development of all project recreational, 
natural, and cultural resources throughout the life of a Corps project.  It is a vital tool for efficient and cost-
effective management, development, and use of project lands.  It is important to note that the MP does not 
address issues associated with private boat docks or permits for shoreline vegetation modification.  These issues 
are specifically addressed in the shoreline management plan (SMP) for a lake project.  The SMP for Lake 
Texoma will be reviewed and potentially revised at a later date.  Private dock and shoreline vegetation 
modification permits will be addressed at that time, and not in the current MP review process.  A MP likewise 
does not address water control plans, water releases, or issues related to lake levels.  Comments and questions 
regarding the open house workshop or MP review process can be directed to: 
 
 

Mr. Joe Custer 
Texoma Lake Manager 

351 Corps Road 
Denison, TX  75020-6425 

Phone: 903-465-6571 
e-mail: Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil 

 

mailto:Joe.Custer@usace.army.mil


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C  

USFWS TRUST RESOURCES REPORT AND LIST OF THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 



IPaC - Information for Planning and Conservation ( ): A project planning tool to helphttps://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
streamline the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service environmental review process.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Lake Texoma Master Plan
Revision
IPaC Trust Resources Report
Generated July 18, 2016 03:30 PM MDT,  IPaC v3.0.8

This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or
analyzing project level impacts. For project reviews that require U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service review or concurrence, please return to the IPaC website and request an official
species list from the Regulatory Documents page.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC Trust Resources Report

NAME

Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision

LOCATION

Oklahoma and Texas

DESCRIPTION

The US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Tulsa District, is revising the
1976 Lake Texoma Master Plan. The
Master Plan is a comprehensive land
use and outdoor recreation strategic
plan designed to guide the
management of natural and cultural
resources and outdoor recreation
programs on approximately 195,000
acres of USACE lands at Lake Texoma for the next 25 years. The Master Plan, as
defined by USACE, does not address the flood risk management, hydroelectric
power, or water supply purposes of Lake Texoma. Public meetings for the master
plan revision were held during the summer of 2015. A draft Master Plan and
accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared and will be made
available for public comment on or about 15 August 2016. The draft master plan and
EA will be discussed at public workshops planned for August 2016. Publication of a
final Master Plan and EA is anticipated by December 2016.

IPAC LINK

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/
2MNNS-5COVR-GY3BH-LNU3E-CT54S4

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Contact Information
Trust resources in this location are managed by:

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/2MNNS5COVRGY3BHLNU3ECT54S4
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/2MNNS5COVRGY3BHLNU3ECT54S4


Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office
9014 East 21st Street
Tulsa, OK 74129-1428 
(918) 581-7458

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office
2005 Ne Green Oaks Blvd
Suite 140
Arlington, TX 76006-6247 
(817) 277-1100
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Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species are managed by the 

 of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.Endangered Species Program

This USFWS trust resource report is for informational purposes only and should
not be used for planning or analyzing project level impacts.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the
IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory Documents
section.

 of the Endangered Species Act  Federal agencies to "request of theSection 7 requires
Secretary information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may
be present in the area of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted,
permitted, funded, or licensed by any Federal agency.

A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can
only be obtained by requesting an official species list either from the Regulatory
Documents section in IPaC or from the local field office directly.

The list of species below are those that may occur or could potentially be affected by
activities in this location:

IPaC Trust Resources Report
Endangered Species
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http://www.fws.gov/endangered/
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Endangered

Threatened

Threatened

Endangered

Endangered

Birds
 Black-capped Vireo Vireo atricapilla

MANAGED BY

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07T

 Least Tern Sterna antillarum
MANAGED BY

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07N

 Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
MANAGED BY

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B079

 Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
MANAGED BY

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM

 Whooping Crane Grus americana
MANAGED BY

Arlington Ecological Services Field Office
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B003

IPaC Trust Resources Report
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Endangered

Insects
 American Burying Beetle Nicrophorus americanus

MANAGED BY

Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

CRITICAL HABITAT

 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=I028

Critical Habitats
There are no critical habitats in this location

IPaC Trust Resources Report
Endangered Species
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Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the  and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Bald and Golden Eagle

.Protection Act

Any activity that results in the  of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unlesstake

authorized by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  There are no provisions for allowing[1]

the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in the take
of migratory birds is responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations and
implementing appropriate conservation measures.

1. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

Additional information can be found using the following links:
Birds of Conservation Concern 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Conservation measures for birds 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php
Year-round bird occurrence data 
http://www.birdscanada.org/birdmon/default/datasummaries.jsp

The following species of migratory birds could potentially be affected by activities in this
location:

 Bachman's Sparrow Aimophila aestivalis
Season: Breeding
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07F

 Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Season: Year-round
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

 Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii
Season: Breeding
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JX

 Chestnut-collared Longspur Calcarius ornatus
Season: Wintering

 Dickcissel Spiza americana
Season: Breeding

IPaC Trust Resources Report
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Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca
Season: Wintering

 Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
Season: Wintering
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DV

 Harris's Sparrow Zonotrichia querula
Season: Wintering

 Hudsonian Godwit Limosa haemastica
Season: Migrating

 Lark Bunting Calamospiza melanocorys
Season: Wintering

 Le Conte's Sparrow Ammodramus leconteii
Season: Wintering

 Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis
Season: Breeding
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B092

 Least Tern Sterna antillarum
Season: Breeding

 Little Blue Heron Egretta caerulea
Season: Breeding

 Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus
Season: Year-round
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY

 Mississippi Kite Ictinia mississippiensis
Season: Breeding

 Orchard Oriole Icterus spurius
Season: Breeding

 Painted Bunting Passerina ciris
Season: Breeding

 Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea
Season: Breeding

 Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus
Season: Year-round

 Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus
Season: Wintering

 Scissor-tailed Flycatcher Tyrannus forficatus
Season: Breeding

 Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus
Season: Wintering
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HD
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Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern Sprague's Pipit Anthus spragueii
Season: Wintering
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0GD

 Swainson's Hawk Buteo swainsoni
Season: Breeding
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B070
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32,931.55 acres

22,598.78 acres

Wildlife refuges and fish hatcheries
Any activity proposed on  lands must undergo a 'CompatibilityNational Wildlife Refuge
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

This location overlaps all or part of the following National Wildlife Refuges:

Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge
 PHONE (903) 786-2826

ADDRESS

6465 Reguge Road
Sherman, TX 75092

http://www.fws.gov/refuges/profiles/index.cfm?id=21580

Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuge
 PHONE (580) 371-2402

ADDRESS

12000 South Refuge Road
Tishomingo, OK 73460

http://www.fws.gov/refuges/profiles/index.cfm?id=21650

IPaC Trust Resources Report
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Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to  and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation underNWI wetlands
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army
.Corps of Engineers District

DATA LIMITATIONS

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.

DATA EXCLUSIONS

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

DATA PRECAUTIONS

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.

This location overlaps all or part of the following wetlands:

The area of this project is too large for IPaC to load all NWI wetlands in the area. The list below may be
incomplete. Please contact the local U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service office or visit the  for a full list.NWI map

Freshwater Emergent Wetland
PEM1/FO1Fh
PEM1/SS1A
PEM1/SS1C

IPaC Trust Resources Report
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PEM1A
PEM1Ah
PEM1Ax
PEM1C
PEM1Ch
PEM1Cx
PEM1F
PEM1Fh
PEM1Fx

Freshwater Forested/shrub Wetland
PFO/EM1A
PFO/EM1Ch
PFO/EM1F
PFO/EM1Fh
PFO/SS1Ah
PFO1/SS1A
PFO1/SS1Ah
PFO1/SS1C
PFO1/SS1Ch
PFO1/SS1F
PFO1/UBF
PFO1A
PFO1Ah
PFO1C
PFO1Ch
PFO1F
PFO1Fh
PSS/EM1Ah
PSS/EM1Ch
PSS/EM1F
PSS/EM1Fh
PSS/FO1Ch
PSS1/EM1Ah
PSS1/FO1C
PSS1A
PSS1Ah
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https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1%2FSS1C
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1%2FSS1Ch
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1%2FSS1F
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1%2FUBF
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1A
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1Ah
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1C
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1Ch
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1F
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PFO1Fh
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS%2FEM1Ah
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS%2FEM1Ch
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS%2FEM1F
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS%2FEM1Fh
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS%2FFO1Ch
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS1%2FEM1Ah
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS1%2FFO1C
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS1A
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder?CodeURL=PSS1Ah


PSS1C
PSS1Ch
PSS1F
PSS1Fh
PSS2A
PSS2C
PSS2Ch

Freshwater Pond
PAB4Fx
PUB/FO1Fh
PUBF
PUBFh
PUBFx
PUBH
PUBHh

Lake
L1UBH
L1UBHh
L2UBFh
L2USCh

A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands
Inventory website: http://107.20.228.18/decoders/wetlands.aspx
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arlington Ecological Services Field Office

2005 NE GREEN OAKS BLVD, SUITE 140
ARLINGTON, TX 76006

PHONE: (817)277-1100 FAX: (817)277-1129
URL: www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arlingtontexas/;

www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/

Consultation Code: 02ETAR00-2016-SLI-0890 August 02, 2016
Event Code: 02ETAR00-2016-E-00981
Project Name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, which may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under section 7(a)(1) of the Act,
Federal agencies are directed to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the
conservation of threatened and endangered species. Under and 7(a)(2) and its implementing
regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to determine whether their
actions may affect threatened and endangered species and/or designated critical habitat. A
Federal action is an activity or program authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part,
by a Federal agency (50 CFR 402.02).

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For Federal actions other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a
biological evaluation (similar to a Biological Assessment) be prepared to determine whether the
project may affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat.
Recommended contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

After evaluating the potential effects of a proposed action on federally listed species, one of the



1.  

2.  

3.  

following determinations should be made by the Federal agency:

 - the appropriate determination when a project, as proposed, is anticipated toNo effect
have no effects to listed species or critical habitat. A "no effect" determination does not
require section 7 consultation and no coordination or contact with the Service is
necessary. However, the action agency should maintain a complete record of their
evaluation, including the steps leading to the determination of affect, the qualified
personnel conducting the evaluation, habitat conditions, site photographs, and any other
related information.

 the appropriate determination when aMay affect, but is not likely to adversely affect -
proposed action's anticipated effects are insignificant, discountable, or completely
beneficial. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the
scale where "take" of a listed species occurs. Discountable effects are those extremely
unlikely to occur. Based on best judgment, a person would not be able to meaningfully
measure, detect, or evaluate insignificant effects, or expect discountable effects to occur.
This determination requires written concurrence from the Service. A biological evaluation
or other supporting information justifying this determination should be submitted with a
request for written concurrence.

 the appropriate determination if any adverseMay affect, is likely to adversely affect -
effect to listed species or critical habitat may occur as a direct or indirect result of the
proposed action, and the effect is not discountable or insignificant. This determination
requires formal section 7 consultation.

The Service recommends that candidate species, proposed species, and proposed critical habitat
be addressed should consultation be necessary. More information on the regulations and
procedures for section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be
found in the "Endangered Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (

). Additionally, wind energy projectshttp://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.
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Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

For additional information concerning migratory birds and eagle conservation plans, please
contact the Service's Migratory Bird Office at 505-248-7882.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
Arlington Ecological Services Field Office

2005 NE GREEN OAKS BLVD

SUITE 140

ARLINGTON, TX 76006

(817) 277-1100 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arlingtontexas/ 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/

Expect additional Species list documents from the following office(s): 
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

9014 EAST 21ST STREET

TULSA, OK 74129

(918) 581-7458 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/
 
Consultation Code: 02ETAR00-2016-SLI-0890
Event Code: 02ETAR00-2016-E-00981
 
Project Type: Guidance
 
Project Name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision
Project Description: The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Tulsa District, is revising the
1976 Lake Texoma Master Plan. The Master Plan is a comprehensive land use and outdoor
recreation strategic plan designed to guide the management of natural and cultural resources and
outdoor recreation programs on approximately 195,000 acres of USACE lands at Lake Texoma for
the next 25 years. The Master Plan, as defined by USACE, does not address the flood risk
management, hydroelectric power, or water supply purposes of Lake Texoma. Public meetings for
the master plan revision were held during the summer of 2015. A draft Master Plan and
accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared and will be made available for
public comment on or about 15 August 2016. The draft master plan and EA will be discussed at
public workshops planned for August 2016. Publication of a final Master Plan and EA is anticipated
by December 2016.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision
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matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Bryan, OK | Johnston, OK | Love, OK | Marshall, OK | Cooke, TX | Grayson,
TX
 

United States Department of Interior
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 5 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Note that 2 of these species

should be considered only under certain conditions.  Critical habitats listed under the Has Critical Habitat column may

or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your project area section further below for

critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

 

Birds Status Has Critical Habitat Condition(s)

Black-Capped Vireo (Vireo

atricapilla) 

    Population: Entire

Endangered

Least tern (Sterna antillarum) 

    Population: interior pop.

Endangered

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 

    Population: except Great Lakes watershed

Threatened Final designated Wind Energy Projects

Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa) Threatened Wind Energy Projects

Whooping crane (Grus americana) 

    Population: except where EXPN

Endangered Final designated

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

9014 EAST 21ST STREET
TULSA, OK 74129

PHONE: (918)581-7458 FAX: (918)581-7467
URL: www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/

Consultation Code: 02EKOK00-2016-SLI-1834 August 02, 2016
Event Code: 02EKOK00-2016-E-02043
Project Name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.



A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Non-federal entities conducting activities that may result in take of listed species should
consider seeking coverage under section 10 of the ESA, either through development of a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or, by becoming a signatory to the General Conservation Plan
(GCP) currently under development for the American burying beetle. Each of these
mechanisms provides the means for obtaining a permit and coverage for incidental take of listed
species during otherwise lawful activities.

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit through our Project Review step-wise process 

.http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/oklahoma/OKESFO%20Permit%20Home.htm
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office

9014 EAST 21ST STREET

TULSA, OK 74129

(918) 581-7458 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/

Expect additional Species list documents from the following office(s): 
Arlington Ecological Services Field Office

2005 NE GREEN OAKS BLVD

SUITE 140

ARLINGTON, TX 76006

(817) 277-1100 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arlingtontexas/ 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/
 
Consultation Code: 02EKOK00-2016-SLI-1834
Event Code: 02EKOK00-2016-E-02043
 
Project Type: Guidance
 
Project Name: Lake Texoma Master Plan Revision
Project Description: The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Tulsa District, is revising the
1976 Lake Texoma Master Plan. The Master Plan is a comprehensive land use and outdoor
recreation strategic plan designed to guide the management of natural and cultural resources and
outdoor recreation programs on approximately 195,000 acres of USACE lands at Lake Texoma for
the next 25 years. The Master Plan, as defined by USACE, does not address the flood risk
management, hydroelectric power, or water supply purposes of Lake Texoma. Public meetings for
the master plan revision were held during the summer of 2015. A draft Master Plan and
accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared and will be made available for
public comment on or about 15 August 2016. The draft master plan and EA will be discussed at
public workshops planned for August 2016. Publication of a final Master Plan and EA is anticipated
by December 2016.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 08/02/2016  07:47 AM 
2

matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Bryan, OK | Johnston, OK | Love, OK | Marshall, OK | Cooke, TX | Grayson,
TX
 

United States Department of Interior
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 5 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Note that 1 of these species

should be considered only under certain conditions.  Critical habitats listed under the Has Critical Habitat column may

or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your project area section further below for

critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

 

Birds Status Has Critical Habitat Condition(s)

Least tern (Sterna antillarum) 

    Population: interior pop.

Endangered Wind Turbines and

Wind FarmsTowers

(i.e. radio, television,

cellular, microwave,

meterological)

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 

    Population: except Great Lakes watershed

Threatened Final designated

Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa) Threatened

Whooping crane (Grus americana) 

    Population: except where EXPN

Endangered Final designated

Insects

American Burying beetle

(Nicrophorus americanus) 

    Population: Entire

Endangered

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.
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Appendix A: FWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
 

The following FWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries lie fully or partially within your project area.

Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuge

12000 SOUTH REFUGE ROAD

TISHOMINGO, OK 73460

(580) 371-2402

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix B: FWS Migratory Birds
 

The protection of birds is regulated by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle

Protection Act (BGEPA).  Any activity, intentional or unintentional, resulting in take of migratory birds, including

eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16

U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)).  The MBTA has no otherwise lawful activities. For more information regarding these Acts see:

http://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php

 

All project proponents are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations protecting birds when planning

and developing a project.  To meet these conservation obligations, proponents should identify potential or existing

project-related impacts to migratory birds and their habitat and develop and implement conservation measures that

avoid, minimize, or compensate for these impacts.  The Service's Birds of Conservation Concern (2008) report identifies

species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional conservation actions, are

likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 et seq.).

 

For information about Birds of Conservation Concern, go to:

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

 

For information about conservation measures that help avoid or minimize impacts to birds, please visit:

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

 

To search and view summaries of year-round bird occurrence data within your project area, go to the Avian Knowledge

Network Histogram Tools at:

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/akn-histogram-tools.php

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Migratory birds that may be affected by your project:

There are 25 birds on your migratory bird list.  The list may include birds occurring outside this FWS office jurisdiction.

Species Name Bird of

Conservation

Concern (BCC)

Seasonal Occurrence in Project Area

Bachman's sparrow (Aimophila

aestivalis)

Yes Breeding

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Yes Year-round

Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii) Yes Breeding

Chestnut-collared Longspur (Calcarius

ornatus)

Yes Wintering

Dickcissel (Spiza americana) Yes Breeding

Fox Sparrow (Passerella liaca) Yes Wintering

Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) Yes Wintering

Harris's Sparrow (Zonotrichia querula) Yes Wintering

Hudsonian Godwit (Limosa haemastica) Yes Migrating

Lark Bunting (Calamospiza

melanocorys)

Yes Wintering

Le Conte's Sparrow (Ammodramus

leconteii)

Yes Wintering

Least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis hesperis) No Breeding

Least tern (Sterna antillarum) Yes Breeding

Little Blue Heron (Egretta caerulea) Yes Breeding

Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) Yes Year-round

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Mississippi Kite (Ictinia mississippiensis) Yes Breeding

Orchard Oriole (Icterus spurius) Yes Breeding

Painted Bunting (Passerina ciris) Yes Breeding

Prothonotary Warbler (Protonotaria

citrea)

Yes Breeding

Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes

erythrocephalus)

Yes Year-round

Rusty Blackbird (Euphagus carolinus) Yes Wintering

Scissor-tailed Flycatcher (Tyrannus

forficatus)

Yes Breeding

Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus) Yes Wintering

Sprague's Pipit (Anthus spragueii) Yes Wintering

Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni) Yes Breeding

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix C: NWI Wetlands
 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and status of

wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI). In addition to impacts to wetlands within

your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered in any evaluation of

project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities may affect local hydrology

within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to the USFWS National Wetland

Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to wetlands and other aquatic habitats from

your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes.

Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of

the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District.

 

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information on

the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.

Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use

of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland

boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

 

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts, the

amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata should

be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

 

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery and/or field work. There may be

occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the

actual conditions on site.

 

Exclusions - Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of

aerial imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged

aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters. Some

deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory. These

habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

 

Precautions - Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe

wetlands in a different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of

United States Department of Interior
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this inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish

the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities

involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or local

agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such activities.

 

The following NWI Wetland types intersect your project area in one or more locations. To understand the NWI

Classification Code, see https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder. To view the National Wetlands Inventory on a map

go to http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html.

Wetland Types NWI Classification Code

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1/FO1Fh

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1/SS1A

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1/SS1C

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1A

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Ah

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Ax

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1C

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Ch

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Cx

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1F

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Fh

Freshwater Emergent Wetland PEM1Fx

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO/EM1A

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO/EM1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO/EM1F

United States Department of Interior
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Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO/EM1Fh

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO/SS1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/SS1A

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/SS1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/SS1C

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/SS1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/SS1F

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1/UBF

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1A

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1C

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1F

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PFO1Fh

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS/EM1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS/EM1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS/EM1F

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS/EM1Fh

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS/FO1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1/EM1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1/FO1C

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1A

United States Department of Interior
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Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1Ah

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1C

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1Ch

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1F

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS1Fh

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS2A

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS2C

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland PSS2Ch

Freshwater Pond PAB4Fx

Freshwater Pond PUB/FO1Fh

Freshwater Pond PUBF

Freshwater Pond PUBFh

Freshwater Pond PUBFx

Freshwater Pond PUBH

Freshwater Pond PUBHh

Lake L1UBH

Lake L1UBHh

Lake L2UBFh

Lake L2USCh

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Crosstimbers Region – Large River 

 

 

 
Oklahoma SGCN  

Conservation Landscape:  Large River 
 

Relative condition of Large River habitat in the Crosstimbers Region is currently poor with a 
declining trend. Portions of five large rivers pass through the Crosstimbers Region (the Arkansas, 
Cimarron, North Canadian, Canadian and Red Rivers). Each of these rivers has a seasonal period 
of high flow during the spring months followed by a period of much lower flow during the  
summer months. This seasonal fluctuation in water volume maintains a dynamic mosaic of 
ephemeral habitats such as sandbars, mudflats, sandbar willow thickets, and marshy sloughs along 
and within river channels that depend upon periodic scouring flows. For purposes of this Strategy, 
we consider the Large River habitat to be comprised of the river channel and these smaller 
ephemeral habitats that are tied to flooding and scouring flows. This mosaic of smaller habitats 
within the system supports a diversity of species of conservation need including the Least Tern 
(Sterna antillarum) on sandbars, shorebirds and wading birds on mudflats, Arkansas River and 
Red River Shiners in shallow braided channels, Bell’s Vireos in willow thickets, and Alligator Gar 
in deep channels and pools. 

 
The Arkansas, Cimarron, North Canadian, and Canadian Rivers are all connected as part of the 
Arkansas River watershed. The Red River, which forms the southern boundary of the Region, is a 
separate watershed and supports a distinctly different community of fish and mussels including the 
Red River Shiner (Notropis bairdi) and Chub Shiner (Notropis potteri). Each of the Regions large 
rivers has been modified to some extent by the construction of reservoirs on their main stems, 
flood control impoundments on their tributaries, and water withdrawals. These modifications have 
altered the historic fluctuation in flow rates and the magnitude of flood events and have thus 
affected the abundance and condition of ephemeral habitats such as sandbars, mud flats, and 
willow thickets associated with the rivers, and the movement of fish populations within the rivers. 

 
The species of greatest conservation need found in this habitat are listed in the following table. 
The population abundance and trend of each species are described in relative terms. The best 
professional judgment of the advisory group and technical experts was used to identify each 
species status and trend. Species are sorted alphabetically within groups of amphibians (Amph), 
birds, fish, invertebrates (Inve), mammals (Mamm), and reptiles (Rept) for easy reference. 

 
Species status definitions: 
Low – species is rare, has a small population size, and/or occurs in only a small portion of the 
Region. 
Medium – species is uncommon and occurs over a large portion of the Region or species is 
common but occurs in only a small part of the Region. 
Abundant – species is common and widespread within the Region in appropriate habitat. 
Unknown – the status of this species is not known. 

 
 

Species of Greatest Conservation Need 

 

Status 

 

Trend 
 
 
 

Group 
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Bird American Golden Plover  X      X 
Bird Bald Eagle X      X  
Bird Bell's Vireo  X   X    
Bird Canvasback X       X 
Bird Hudsonian Godwit    X    X 
Bird Interior Least Tern X       X 
Bird Lesser Scaup  X   X    
Bird Little Blue Heron  X      X 
Bird Louisiana Waterthrush  X      X 
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Crosstimbers Region – Large River 

 

 

Bird Northern Pintail  X   X    
Bird Peregrine Falcon X       X 
Bird Piping Plover X       X 
Bird Prothonotary Warbler  X      X 
Bird Sandhill Crane  X    X   
Bird Snowy Egret         
Bird Snowy Plover X       X 
Bird Solitary Sandpiper X       X 
Bird Trumpeter Swan X       X 
Bird Western Sandpiper X       X 
Bird Whooping Crane X      X  
Bird Wilson's Phalarope    X    X 
Fish Alligator Gar X    X    
Fish Arkansas River Shiner X    X    
Fish Blue Sucker X       X 
Fish Chub Shiner    X    X 
Fish Paddlefish  X    X   
Fish Pallid Shiner (Chub) X       X 
Fish Plains Minnow   X  X    
Fish Red River Pupfish   X   X   
Fish Red River Shiner   X   X   
Fish Shovelnose Sturgeon X       X 
Fish Western Sand Darter X       X 
Inve Bleufer   X   X   
Inve Monkeyface Mussel   X   X   
Inve Ohio River Pigtoe X    X    
Inve Ouachita Kidneyshell  X   X    
Inve Plain Pocketbook  X   X    
Inve Threeridge Mussel   X   X   
Inve Washboard   X   X   
Mamm Brazilian (Mexican) Free-tailed Bat    X    X 
Mamm River Otter  X     X  
Rept Alligator Snapping Turtle    X    X 
Rept Eastern River Cooter    X    X 
Rept Midland Smooth Softshell    X    X 
Rept Mississippi Map Turtle    X    X 
Rept Ouachita Map Turtle    X    X 
Rept Spiny Softshell Turtle    X    X 
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Crosstimbers Region – Post Oak/Blackjack Oak/Hickory Woodland and Forest 

 

 

Conservation Landscape:  Post Oak/Blackjack Oak/Hickory Woodland and Forest 
 

Relative condition of Post Oak/Blackjack Oak/Hickory Woodland and Forest habitat is currently 
good with a stable trend. Dry woodlands, known locally as Crosstimbers, historically covered over 
2 million acres of the Crosstimbers Region. The Crosstimbers were a diverse mosaic of oak 
savannahs, oak/hickory woodlands and oak/hickory forests that varied geographically depending 
upon soil, rainfall, and fire history. The dominant tree species in this habitat are the Post Oak 
(Quercus stellata) and Blackjack Oak (Quercus marilandica) and these two oaks may comprise as 
much as 90 percent of the canopy cover. Other common trees include Black Hickory (Carya 
texana), Black Oak (Quercus velutina) and Eastern Redcedar (Juniperus virginiana).  Black 
Hickory and Black Oak are more common in the more mesic sites in the eastern part of the 
Region. Eastern Redcedar is common throughout the Region and has increased in abundance 
during the past century as a result of the reduction of periodic fires. Prominent understory plants 
include Chinkapin Oak (Quercus muehlenbergii), Chittamwood (Bumelia lanuginosa), Eastern 
Redbud (Cercis canadensis), Roughleaf Dogwood (Cornus drummondii), Mexican Plum (Prunus 
mexicana), and Winged Sumac (Rhus copallina). In the eastern portion of the Region, Winged Elm 
(Ulmus alata) is a common understory tree. In sites that are drier and/or have a higher frequency  
of fire, the Crosstimbers has a more woodland or savannah-like structure. These areas        
typically have a grassy understory dominated by Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium) but 
also with Indian Grass (Sorghastrum nutans), Big Bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), and Small 
Panicgrass (Panicum oligosanthes). On rocky limestone soils in the Arbuckle Mountains, Texas 
Oak (Quercus shumardii texana), Chinkapin Oak (Quercus muehlenbergii), Ashe Juniper 
(Juniperus ashei), and Texas Ash (Fraxinus texensis) are common associates with Post Oak and 
Blackjack Oak. 

 
The Crosstimbers Woodland is one of the most widespread and abundant native habitat types in 
the Crosstimbers Region, however many acres have been converted to pasture. Much of the 
remaining Crosstimbers habitat has a more forest-like structure than it did historically as a result  
of fire suppression that has allowed for increased survival and density of young oaks as well as the 
dramatic increase in abundance of Eastern Redcedar 

 
Recognized vegetation associations in this habitat type include: 

Chinquapin Oak – Shumard Oak Forest 
Texas Oak – Texas Ash – Chinquapin Oak Forest 
Post Oak – Blackjack Oak – Black Hickory Forest 
Post Oak – Shumard Oak – Bitternut Hickory Forest 
Post Oak – Winged Elm Forest 
Post Oak – Eastern Redcedar Forest 

 
The species of greatest conservation need found in this habitat are listed in the following table. 
The population abundance and trend of each species are described in relative terms. The best 
professional judgment of the advisory group and technical experts was used to identify each 
species status and trend. Species are sorted alphabetically within groups of amphibians (Amph), 
birds, fish, invertebrates (Inve), mammals (Mamm), and reptiles (Rept) for easy reference. 

 
Species status definitions: 
Low – species is rare, has a small population size, and/or occurs in only a small portion of the 
Region. 
Medium – species is uncommon and occurs over a large portion of the Region or species is 
common but occurs in only a small part of the Region. 
Abundant – species is common and widespread within the Region in appropriate habitat. 
Unknown – the status of this species is not known. 
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Crosstimbers Region – Post Oak/Blackjack Oak/Hickory Woodland and Forest 
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Bird American Woodcock X       X 
Bird Bachman's Sparrow X       X 
Bird Bell's Vireo  X   X    
Bird Black-capped Vireo X    X    
Bird Harris's Sparrow  X      X 
Bird Kentucky Warbler  X      X 
Bird Northern Bobwhite  X   X    
Bird Painted Bunting  X      X 
Bird Prairie Warbler  X      X 
Bird Red-headed Woodpecker  X   X    
Inve American Burying Beetle  X      X 
Inve Byssus Skipper X       X 
Inve Prairie Mole Cricket X    X    
Mamm Brazilian (Mexican) Free-tailed Bat    X    X 
Mamm Eastern Spotted Skunk    X    X 
Mamm Long-tailed Weasel    X    X 
Mamm Ringtail    X    X 
Rept Northern Scarletsnake    X    X 
Rept Texas Horned Lizard    X    X 
Rept Western Diamond-backed Rattlesnake    X    X 

 

 



 

 

Texas SGCN for the Cross Timbers Ecoregion 
 
 

CROSS TIMBERS SPECIES OF GREATEST CONSERVATION NEED 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Abundance Ranking General Habitat Type(s) in Texas 
These are VERY broad habitat types as a starting place 

  Federal State Global State  
MAMMALS       
Conepatus leuconotus Hog-nosed skunk   G5 S4 Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Barren/Sparse Vegetation, 

Dipodomys elator Texas kangaroo rat  T G1G2 S2 Shrubland,  Agricultural 

Lutra canadensis River otter   G5 S4 Riparian 

Mustela frenata Long-tailed weasel   G5 S5 Forest, Woodland, Desert Scrub, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Myotis velifer Cave myotis   G5 S4 Caves/Karst, 

Neovison vison Mink   G5 S4 Riparian, Riverine, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland 

Puma concolor Mountain lion   G5 S2 Forest, Woodland, Desert Scrub, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Riparian 

Spilogale putorius Eastern spotted skunk   G4T S4 Savanna/Open Woodland, Grassland 

Sylvilagus aquaticus Swamp rabbit   G5 S5 Riparian, Freshwater Wetland 

Tadarida brasiliensis Brazilian free-tailed bat   G5 S5 Cave/Karst, Artificial Refugia 

Taxidea taxus American badger   G5 S5 Grassland, Desert scrub, Woodland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Forest 

BIRDS       

Anas acuta Northern Pintail   G5 S3B,S5N Lacustrine, freshwater wetland, saltwater wetland, coastal, marine 

Colinus virginianus Northern Bobwhite   G5 S4B Grassland, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Tympanuchus cupido Greater Prairie-Chicken (Interior)   G4 S1B Grassland 

Meleagris gallopavo Wild Turkey   G5 S5B Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Forest, Riparian, Agricultural 

Egretta thula Snowy Egret   G5 S5B Riparian, Riverine, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland, Saltwater Wetland, Estuary, Coastal, Cultural Aquatic 

Egretta caerulea Little Blue Heron   G5 S5B Riparian, Riverine, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland, Saltwater Wetland, Estuary, Coastal, Cultural Aquatic 

Butorides virescens Green Heron   G5 S5B Riparian, Riverine, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland, Cultural Aquatic 

Ictinia mississippiensis Mississippi Kite   G5 S4B Woodland,  Forest,  Riparian,  Developed:Urban/Suburban/Rural 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle   G5 S3B,S3N Riparian, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland, Saltwater Wetland 

Circus cyaneus Northern Harrier   G5 S2B,S3N Grassland,  Shrubland 

Buteo lineatus Red-shouldered  Hawk   G5 S4B Woodland, Forest, Riparian, Freshwater Wetland 

Buteo swainsoni Swainson’s Hawk   G5 S4B Desert Scrub, Grassland, Shrubland 
 

Pluvialis dominica 
 

American  Golden-Plover 
   

G5 
 

S3  
Grassland, Freshwater Wetland, Agricultural 

 

Sternula antillarum 
 

Least Tern 
 

LE* 

 

E* 

 

G4 
 

S3B  
Riverine, Lacustrine, Freshwater Wetland, Saltwater Wetland, Estuary, Coastal, Marine, Developed: Industrial 

 

Athene cunicularia 
 

Burrowing Owl 
   

G4 
 

S3B  
Desert Scrub, Grassland, Shrubland, Agricultural, Developed 

Asio flammeus Short-eared Owl   G5 S4N Grassland, Shrubland, Agricultural 

Caprimulgus carolinensis Chuck-will's-widow   G5 S3S4B Woodland, Forest, Riparian 

Melanerpes erythrocephalus Red-headed  Woodpecker   G5 S3B Savanna/Open Woodland, Woodland, Forest, Riparian, Developed: Urban/Suburban/Rural 

Tyrannus forficatus Scissor-tailed  Flycatcher   G5 S3B Desert Scrub, Grassland, Shrubland, Agricultural, Developed 

Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike   G4 S4B Desert Scrub, Grassland, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Agricultural, Developed 

Vireo bellii Bell’s Vireo   G5 S3B Desert scrub, Shrubland, Riparian 

Vireo atricapilla Black-capped Vireo LE E G3 S2B Shrubland 

Poecile carolinensis Carolina Chickadee   G5 S5B Woodland, Forest, Riparian, Developed: Urban/Suburban/Rural 

Anthus spragueii Sprague's Pipit C  G4 S3N Barren/Sparse Vegetation, Grassland, Shrubland, Agricultural 

Dendroica  chrysoparia* Golden-cheeked Warbler LE E G2 S2B Woodland 

Aimophila cassinii Cassin’s Sparrow   G5 S4B Grassland,  Shrubland 

Aimophila ruficeps Rufous-crowned  Sparrow   G5 S4B Grassland 



 

 

 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Abundance Ranking General Habitat Type(s) in Texas 
These are VERY broad habitat types as a starting place 

  Federal State Global State  
Spizella pusilla Field Sparrow   G5 S5B Grassland, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Ammodramus savannarum Grasshopper Sparrow   G5 S3B Grassland,  Agricultural 

Chondestes grammacus Lark Sparrow   G5 S4B Grassland, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Ammodramus leconteii Le Conte's Sparrow     Grassland 

Zonotrichia querula Harris's Sparrow   G5 S4 Shrubland,  Agricultural 

Calcarius mccownii McCown’s Longspur   G4 S4 Grassland,  Agricultural 

Piranga rubra Summer Tanager   G5 S5B Savanna/Open Woodland, Woodland, Forest, Riparian, Developed: Urban/Suburban/Rural 

Passerina ciris Painted Bunting   G5 S4B Shrubland,  Agricultural 

Spiza americana Dickcissel   G5 S4B Grassland,  Agricultural 

Sturnella magna Eastern Meadowlark   G5 S5B Grassland, Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Icterus spurius Orchard Oriole   G5 S4B Shrubland, Savanna/Open Woodland, Woodland, Riparian 

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS       

Anaxyrus (Bufo) woodhousii Woodhouse's toad   G5 SU woodland, forest, freshwater wetland 

Apalone mutica smooth softshell turtle     riparian, riverine, lacustrine, freshwater wetland 

Cheylydra serpentina Common snapping turtle     riparina, riverine 

Crotalus atrox Western diamondback rattlesnake    S4 barren/sparse vegetation, desert scrub, grassland, shrubland, savanna, woodland, caves/karst 

Crotalus horridus Timber (Canebrake) Rattlesnake  T G4 S4 woodland, forest, riparian 

Eurycea chisolmensis Salado Springs salamander C  G1 S1 freshwater wetland (springs) 

Eurycea naufragia Georgetown Salamander C  G1 S1 caves and karst, freshwater wetland (springs) 

Graptemys versa Texas map turtle   G4 SU riparian, riverine 

Heterodon nasicus Western hognosed snake     desert scrub, grassland, shrubland 

Macrochelys temminckii alligator snapping turtle  T G3G4 S3 riparian, riverine, cultural aquatic 

Nerodia harteri Brazos Water Snake  T  S1 riparian, riverine, cultural aquatic 

Phrynosoma cornutum Texas horned lizard  T G4G5 S4 desert scrub, grassland, savanna 

Pseudacris streckeri Strecker's Chorus Frog   G5 S3 grassland, savanna, woodland, riparian, cultural aquatic, freshwater wetland 

Sistrurus catenatus massasauga     grassland, barren/sparse vegetation, shrubland, coastal, 

Terrapene ornata Ornate box turtle   G5 S3 grassland, barren/sparse vegetation, deset scrub, savanna, woodland 

Thamnophis sirtalis annectans Texas Garter Snake 
(Eastern/Texas/ New Mexico)   G5 S2 riparian, around lacustrine and cultural aquatic sites 

Trachemys scripta Red-eared slider     riparian, riverine, lacustrine, freshwater wetland, cultural aquatic 

FRESHWATER FISHES       

Anguilla rostrata American eel   G4 S5 streams and reservoirs in drainages connected to marine environments 

Cycleptus elongatus Blue sucker  T G3G4 S3 large, deep rivers, and deeper zones of lakes 

Hiodon alosoides Goldeye     large lakes; backwaters 

Ictalurus lupus Headwater catfish   G3 S2 clear streams and rivers with moderate gradients, deep spring runs 

Macryhbopsis  storeriana Silver chub     over silt or mud, turbid water with very soft sand/silt substrate 

Micropterus treculii Guadalupe bass   G3 S3 small lentic environments; commonly taken in flowing water 

Notropis bairdi Red River shiner     streambeds with widely fluctuating flows subject to high summer temperatures, high rates of evaporation, and 

Notropis oxyrhynchus Sharpnose shiner C  G3 S3 Moderate current velocities and depths, sand bottom 

Notropis potteri Chub shiner  T G4 S3 turbid, flowing water with silt or sand substrate; tolerant of high salinities 

Polyodon spathula Paddlefish  T G4 S3 rivers, sluggish pools, backwaters, bayous, and oxbows with abundant zooplankton; large reservoirs if 

INVERTEBRATES       

Amblycorypha uhleri A katydid   G2G3* S2?* Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Arethaea ambulator A katydid   G2G3* S2?* Savanna/Open  Woodland 



 

 

 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Abundance Ranking General Habitat Type(s) in Texas 
These are VERY broad habitat types as a starting place 

  Federal State Global State  
Bombus pensylvanicus American bumblebee   GU SU* Grassland, Savanna/Open Woodland 

Pleurobema riddellii Louisiana pigtoe  T G1G2 S1 Riverine 

Pogonomyrmex comanche Comanche harvester ant   G2G3* S2* Barren/Sparse  Vegetation 

Potamilus amphichaenus Texas heelsplitter  T G1G2 S1 Riverine 

Quadrula aurea Golden orb  T G1 S2* Riverine 

Quadrula houstonensis Smooth pimpleback  T G2 S1S2* Riverine 

Quadrula mitchelli False Spike  T GH SH Riverine 

Taeniopteryx starki Texas willowfly   G1 S1 Riparian, Riverine 

Truncilla macrodon Texas fawnsfoot  T G2Q S1* Riverine 

PLANTS       
 

Agalinis auriculata 
 

earleaf false foxglove 
   

G3 
 

SH  
Savanna/Open Woodland; Grrassland 

Agalinis densiflora Osage Plains false foxglove   G3 S2 Savanna/Open Woodland - Outcrops 

Argythamnia aphoroides Hill Country wild-mercury   G2G3 S2S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Carex edwardsiana canyon sedge   G3G4S3S4 S3S4 Woodland (slopes above Riparian) 

Carex shinnersii Shinner's sedge   G3? S2 Grassland 

Clematis texensis scarlet leather-flower   G3G4 S3S4 Woodland 

Croton alabamensis var. texensis Texabama croton   G3T2 S2 Woodland 

Cuscuta exaltata tree dodder   G3 S3 Woodland 

Dalea reverchonii Comanche Peak prairie-clover   G2 S2 Savanna/Open Woodland; Grassland 

Echinacea atrorubens Topeka purple-coneflower   G3 S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Festuca versuta Texas fescue   G3 S3 Woodland 

Gaura triangulata prairie butterfly-weed   G3G4 S3 Grassland 

Hexalectris nitida Glass Mountains coral-root   G3 S3 Woodland 

Ipomoea  shumardiana Shumard's morning glory   G2G3 S1 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Liatris glandulosa glandular gay-feather   G3 S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Oenothera coryi Cory's Evening-primrose   G3 S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Pediomelum cyphocalyx turnip-root scurfpea   G3G4 S3S4 Grassland 

Pediomelum reverchonii Reverchon's curfpea   G3 S3 Grassland 

Physaria engelmannii Engelmann's  bladderpod   G3 S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Prunus minutiflora Texas almond   G3G4 S3S4 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Schoenoplectus hallii Hall's baby bulrush   G2G3 S1 Freshwater Wetland (ponds) 

Senecio quaylei Quayle's butterweed   G1Q S1 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Styrax platanifolius subsp. platanifolius sycamore-leaf  snowbell   G3T3 S3 Woodland 

Valerianella  stenocarpa bigflower cornsalad   G3 S3 Savanna/Open  Woodland 

Yucca necopina Glen Rose yucca   G1G2 S1S2 Savanna/Open  Woodland 
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COOKE COUNTY
BIRDS Federal Status State Status

American Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus anatum DL T

 year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff eyries; also, migrant across state from 
more northern breeding areas in US and Canada, winters along coast and farther south; occupies wide range 
of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and barrier islands; low-altitude 
migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, and barrier islands.

Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius DL

 migrant throughout state from subspecies’ far northern breeding range, winters along coast and farther 
south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and 
barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, 
and barrier islands.

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus DL T

 found primarily near rivers and large lakes; nests in tall trees or on cliffs near water; communally roosts, 
especially in winter; hunts live prey, scavenges, and pirates food from other birds 

Black-capped Vireo Vireo atricapilla LE E

 oak-juniper woodlands with distinctive patchy, two-layered aspect; shrub and tree layer with open, grassy 
spaces; requires foliage reaching to ground level for nesting cover; return to same territory, or one nearby, 
year after year; deciduous and broad-leaved shrubs and trees provide insects for feeding; species 
composition less important than presence of adequate broad-leaved shrubs, foliage to ground level, and 
required structure; nesting season March-late summer

Cerulean Warbler Dendroica cerulea

 treetops of riverbank woodlands, swamps, and bottomlands; mainly insectivorous 

Eskimo Curlew Numenius borealis LE E

 historic; nonbreeding: grasslands, pastures, plowed fields, and less frequently, marshes and mudflats

Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii

 wintering individuals (not flocks) found in weedy fields or cut-over areas where lots of bunch grasses occur 
along with vines and brambles; a key component is bare ground for running/walking

Interior Least Tern Sterna antillarum athalassos LE E

 subspecies is listed only when inland (more than 50 miles from a coastline); nests along sand and gravel 
bars within braided streams, rivers; also know to nest on man-made structures (inland beaches, wastewater 
treatment plants, gravel mines, etc); eats small fish and crustaceans, when breeding forages within a few 
hundred feet of colony

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus DL T

 both subspecies migrate across the state from more northern breeding areas in US and Canada to winter 
along coast and farther south; subspecies (F. p. anatum) is also a resident breeder in west Texas; the two 
subspecies’ listing statuses differ, F.p. tundrius is no longer listed in Texas; but because the subspecies are 
not easily distinguishable at a distance, reference is generally made only to the species level; see subspecies 
for habitat.
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COOKE COUNTY
BIRDS Federal Status State Status

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa T

 Red knots migrate long distances in flocks northward through the contiguous United States mainly April-
June, southward July-October.  A small plump-bodied, short-necked shorebird that in breeding plumage, 
typically held from May through August, is a distinctive and unique pottery orange color.  Its bill is dark, 
straight and, relative to other shorebirds, short-to-medium in length. After molting in late summer, this 
species is in a drab gray-and-white non-breeding plumage, typically held from September through April.  In 
the non-breeding plumage, the knot might be confused with the omnipresent Sanderling.  During this 
plumage, look for the knot’s prominent pale eyebrow and whitish flanks with dark barring. The Red Knot 
prefers the shoreline of coast and bays and also uses mudflats during rare inland encounters.  Primary prey 
items include coquina clam (Donax spp.) on beaches and dwarf surf clam (Mulinia lateralis) in bays, at least 
in the Laguna Madre.  Wintering Range includes- Aransas, Brazoria, Calhoun, Cameron, Chambers, 
Galveston, Jefferson, Kennedy, Kleberg, Matagorda, Nueces, San Patricio, and Willacy.  Habitat: Primarily 
seacoasts on tidal flats and beaches, herbaceous wetland, and Tidal flat/shore.

Sprague's Pipit Anthus spragueii

 only in Texas during migration and winter, mid September to early April; short to medium distance, diurnal 
migrant; strongly tied to native upland prairie, can be locally common in coastal grasslands, uncommon to 
rare further west; sensitive to patch size and avoids edges.

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea

 open grasslands, especially prairie, plains, and savanna, sometimes in open areas such as vacant lots near 
human habitation or airports; nests and roosts in abandoned burrows

Whooping Crane Grus americana LE E

 potential migrant via plains throughout most of state to coast; winters in  coastal marshes of Aransas, 
Calhoun, and Refugio counties

Wood Stork Mycteria americana T

 forages in prairie ponds, flooded pastures or fields, ditches, and other shallow standing water, including 
salt-water; usually roosts communally in tall snags, sometimes in association with other wading birds (i.e. 
active heronries); breeds in Mexico and birds move into Gulf States in search of mud flats and other 
wetlands, even those associated with forested areas; formerly nested in Texas, but no breeding records since 
1960

MAMMALS Federal Status State Status

Gray wolf Canis lupus LE E

 extirpated; formerly known throughout the western two-thirds of the state in forests, brushlands, or 
grasslands

Plains spotted skunk Spilogale putorius interrupta

 catholic; open fields, prairies, croplands, fence rows, farmyards, forest edges, and woodlands; prefers 
wooded, brushy areas and tallgrass prairie
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COOKE COUNTY
MAMMALS Federal Status State Status

Red wolf Canis rufus LE E

 extirpated; formerly known throughout eastern half of Texas in brushy and forested areas, as well as coastal 
prairies 

MOLLUSKS Federal Status State Status

Texas heelsplitter Potamilus amphichaenus T

 quiet waters in mud or sand and also in reservoirs. Sabine, Neches, and Trinity River basins

REPTILES Federal Status State Status

Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T

 open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including grass, cactus, scattered brush or scrubby 
trees; soil may vary in texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil, enters rodent burrows, or hides under 
rock when inactive; breeds March-September

Timber rattlesnake Crotalus horridus T

 swamps, floodplains, upland pine and deciduous woodlands, riparian zones, abandoned farmland; limestone 
bluffs, sandy soil or black clay; prefers dense ground cover, i.e. grapevines or palmetto

PLANTS Federal Status State Status

Hall's prairie clover Dalea hallii

GLOBAL RANK: G3; In grasslands on eroded limestone or chalk and in oak scrub on rocky hillsides;  
Perennial; Flowering May-Sept; Fruiting June-Sept  

Osage Plains false foxglove Agalinis densiflora

GLOBAL RANK: G3; Most records are from grasslands on shallow, gravelly, well drained, calcareous 
soils;  Prairies, dry limestone soils; Annual; Flowering Aug-Oct  

Reverchon's curfpea Pediomelum reverchonii

GLOBAL RANK: G3; Mostly in prairies on shallow rocky calcareous substrates and limestone outcrops; 
Perennial; Flowering Jun-Sept; Fruiting June-July  

Shumard's morning glory Ipomoea shumardiana

GLOBAL RANK: G2G3; Known only from two specimens, both collected in 1941 from one site along the 
Red River, gravelly roadside prairie; Perennial; Flowering June-Aug; Fruiting July  

Topeka purple-coneflower Echinacea atrorubens

GLOBAL RANK: G3; Occurring mostly in tallgrass prairie of the southern Great Plains, in blackland 
prairies but also in a variety of other sites like limestone hillsides; Perennial; Flowering Jan-June; Fruiting 
Jan-May  
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GRAYSON COUNTY
AMPHIBIANS Federal Status State Status

Southern Crawfish Frog Lithobates areolatus areolatus

 The Southern Crawfish Frog can be found in abandoned crawfish holes and small mammal burrows. This 
species inhabits moist meadows, pasturelands, pine scrub, and river flood plains. This species spends nearly 
all of its time in burrows and only leaves the burrow area to breed.  Although this species can be difficult to 
detect due to its reclusive nature, the call of breeding males can be heard over great distances.  Eggs are laid 
and larvae develop in temporary water such as flooded fields, ditches, farm ponds and small lakes.  Habitat: 
Shallow water, Herbaceous Wetland, Riparian, Temporary Pool, Cropland/hedgerow, 
Grassland/herbaceous, Suburban/orchard, Woodland – Conifer. 

BIRDS Federal Status State Status

American Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus anatum DL T

 year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff eyries; also, migrant across state from 
more northern breeding areas in US and Canada, winters along coast and farther south; occupies wide range 
of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and barrier islands; low-altitude 
migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, and barrier islands.

Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius DL

 migrant throughout state from subspecies’ far northern breeding range, winters along coast and farther 
south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and 
barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, 
and barrier islands.

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus DL T

 found primarily near rivers and large lakes; nests in tall trees or on cliffs near water; communally roosts, 
especially in winter; hunts live prey, scavenges, and pirates food from other birds 

Cerulean Warbler Dendroica cerulea

 treetops of riverbank woodlands, swamps, and bottomlands; mainly insectivorous 

Eskimo Curlew Numenius borealis LE E

 historic; nonbreeding: grasslands, pastures, plowed fields, and less frequently, marshes and mudflats

Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii

 wintering individuals (not flocks) found in weedy fields or cut-over areas where lots of bunch grasses occur 
along with vines and brambles; a key component is bare ground for running/walking

Interior Least Tern Sterna antillarum athalassos LE E

 subspecies is listed only when inland (more than 50 miles from a coastline); nests along sand and gravel 
bars within braided streams, rivers; also know to nest on man-made structures (inland beaches, wastewater 
treatment plants, gravel mines, etc); eats small fish and crustaceans, when breeding forages within a few 
hundred feet of colony
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GRAYSON COUNTY
BIRDS Federal Status State Status

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus DL T

 both subspecies migrate across the state from more northern breeding areas in US and Canada to winter 
along coast and farther south; subspecies (F. p. anatum) is also a resident breeder in west Texas; the two 
subspecies’ listing statuses differ, F.p. tundrius is no longer listed in Texas; but because the subspecies are 
not easily distinguishable at a distance, reference is generally made only to the species level; see subspecies 
for habitat.

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus LT T

 wintering migrant along the Texas Gulf Coast; beaches and bayside mud or salt flats 

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa T

 Red knots migrate long distances in flocks northward through the contiguous United States mainly April-
June, southward July-October.  A small plump-bodied, short-necked shorebird that in breeding plumage, 
typically held from May through August, is a distinctive and unique pottery orange color.  Its bill is dark, 
straight and, relative to other shorebirds, short-to-medium in length. After molting in late summer, this 
species is in a drab gray-and-white non-breeding plumage, typically held from September through April.  In 
the non-breeding plumage, the knot might be confused with the omnipresent Sanderling.  During this 
plumage, look for the knot’s prominent pale eyebrow and whitish flanks with dark barring. The Red Knot 
prefers the shoreline of coast and bays and also uses mudflats during rare inland encounters.  Primary prey 
items include coquina clam (Donax spp.) on beaches and dwarf surf clam (Mulinia lateralis) in bays, at least 
in the Laguna Madre.  Wintering Range includes- Aransas, Brazoria, Calhoun, Cameron, Chambers, 
Galveston, Jefferson, Kennedy, Kleberg, Matagorda, Nueces, San Patricio, and Willacy.  Habitat: Primarily 
seacoasts on tidal flats and beaches, herbaceous wetland, and Tidal flat/shore.

Sprague's Pipit Anthus spragueii

 only in Texas during migration and winter, mid September to early April; short to medium distance, diurnal 
migrant; strongly tied to native upland prairie, can be locally common in coastal grasslands, uncommon to 
rare further west; sensitive to patch size and avoids edges.

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea

 open grasslands, especially prairie, plains, and savanna, sometimes in open areas such as vacant lots near 
human habitation or airports; nests and roosts in abandoned burrows

Whooping Crane Grus americana LE E

 potential migrant via plains throughout most of state to coast; winters in  coastal marshes of Aransas, 
Calhoun, and Refugio counties

Wood Stork Mycteria americana T

 forages in prairie ponds, flooded pastures or fields, ditches, and other shallow standing water, including 
salt-water; usually roosts communally in tall snags, sometimes in association with other wading birds (i.e. 
active heronries); breeds in Mexico and birds move into Gulf States in search of mud flats and other 
wetlands, even those associated with forested areas; formerly nested in Texas, but no breeding records since 
1960
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GRAYSON COUNTY
FISHES Federal Status State Status

Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus T

 larger portions of major rivers in Texas; usually in channels and flowing pools with a moderate current; 
bottom type usually of exposed bedrock, perhaps in combination with hard clay, sand, and gravel; adults 
winter in deep pools and move upstream in spring to spawn on riffles

Creek chubsucker Erimyzon oblongus T

 tributaries of the Red, Sabine, Neches, Trinity, and San Jacinto rivers; small rivers and creeks of various 
types; seldom in impoundments; prefers headwaters, but seldom occurs in springs; young typically in 
headwater rivulets or marshes; spawns in river mouths or pools, riffles, lake outlets, upstream creeks

Goldeye Hiodon alosoides

 Red River basin below reservoir; spawns spring to July in shallow firm-bottomed backwaters or gravel 
shoals in tributaries, eggs semibuoyant drift downstream or to quiet water; adults in quiet turbid water of 
medium to large lowland rivers, small lakes, marshes and muddy shallows connected to them; young feed 
on microcrustaceans and other inverts; adults on surface water insects, also frogs, fishes, and small 
mammals

Orangebelly darter Etheostoma radiosum

 Red through Angelina River basins; just headwaters ranging from high gradient streams to more sluggish 
lowland streams, gravel and rubble riffles preferred; eggs buried in gravel and riffle raceways, post-larvae 
live in quiet water, move into progressively faster water as they mature, young feed mostly on copepods and 
cladocerans, adults on mayfly and fly larvae, spawn late February through mid-April in eastern Texas 

Paddlefish Polyodon spathula T

 prefers large, free-flowing rivers, but will frequent impoundments with access to spawning sites; spawns in 
fast, shallow water over gravel bars; larvae may drift from reservoir to reservoir

Shovelnose sturgeon Scaphirhynchus platorynchus T

 open, flowing channels with bottoms of sand or gravel; spawns over gravel or rocks in an area with a fast 
current; Red River below reservoir and rare occurrence in Rio Grande

MAMMALS Federal Status State Status

Plains spotted skunk Spilogale putorius interrupta

 catholic; open fields, prairies, croplands, fence rows, farmyards, forest edges, and woodlands; prefers 
wooded, brushy areas and tallgrass prairie

Red wolf Canis rufus LE E

 extirpated; formerly known throughout eastern half of Texas in brushy and forested areas, as well as coastal 
prairies 

MOLLUSKS Federal Status State Status

Texas heelsplitter Potamilus amphichaenus T
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GRAYSON COUNTY
MOLLUSKS Federal Status State Status

 quiet waters in mud or sand and also in reservoirs. Sabine, Neches, and Trinity River basins

REPTILES Federal Status State Status

Alligator snapping turtle Macrochelys temminckii T

 perennial water bodies; deep water of rivers, canals, lakes, and oxbows; also swamps, bayous, and ponds 
near deep running water; sometimes enters brackish coastal waters; usually in water with mud bottom and 
abundant aquatic vegetation; may migrate several miles along rivers; active March-October; breeds April-
October

Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T

 open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including grass, cactus, scattered brush or scrubby 
trees; soil may vary in texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil, enters rodent burrows, or hides under 
rock when inactive; breeds March-September

Timber rattlesnake Crotalus horridus T

 swamps, floodplains, upland pine and deciduous woodlands, riparian zones, abandoned farmland; limestone 
bluffs, sandy soil or black clay; prefers dense ground cover, i.e. grapevines or palmetto

PLANTS Federal Status State Status

Hall's prairie clover Dalea hallii

GLOBAL RANK: G3; In grasslands on eroded limestone or chalk and in oak scrub on rocky hillsides;  
Perennial; Flowering May-Sept; Fruiting June-Sept  

Texas Parks & Wildlife Dept. Page 4 of 4

Annotated County Lists of Rare Species



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX E 
 

 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PLAN FORMULATION 

 



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER PUBLIC SCOPING 
WORKSHOPS - JUNE 22-23, 2015 

LAKE TEXOMA MASTER PLAN REVISION 

Government and Stakeholder Comment 

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 

Supports classification of lands for Wildlife Management and Low Density Recreation. 
These areas are highly valued for recreational purposes by the residents of Oklahoma; 
adjacent landowners and oil and gas operators have caused roads to be closed to some 
areas and USACE should strive to keep vehicle access open to the public; supports 
USACE efforts to maintain a well-marked boundary line to prevent encroachments and 
habitat damage by adjacent landowners and to help the public know the location of the  
USACE boundary; supports low density use of high density recreation lands where 
these lands are not being utilized for high density use. 

USACE Response:  Noted. These comments will be considered in preparing 
management objectives and land classifications. 

Southwestern Power Resources Association 

Master Plan (MP) Revision should not negatively affect current hydroelectric power 
operations; lake users need to be made aware of the possibility of water level 
fluctuations; a sufficient buffer of Project Operations lands should be allowed around 
current powerhouse and switchyard to allow for rehabilitation work and potential 
expansion. 

USACE Response:  Noted. The MP will have no effect on hydroelectric power 
operations.  Information is included in the MP describing water level fluctuations related 
to hydropower generation.  Project Operations lands are sufficient to meet present and 
future hydropower needs. 

Lake Texoma Advisory Committee  

Note: The Lake Texoma Advisory Committee (LTAC) and the Citizens for Lake Texoma 
sent identical comments to USACE for consideration in the Master Plan revision 

Comment: The Master Plan revision should be addressed in a Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), not an Environmental Assessment (EA), and 
should utilize information from the Denison land conveyance Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). 

USACE Response: The Master Planning guidance in USACE regulations at ER 1130-2-
550 and ER 200-2-2 both encourage the use of an EA instead of an EIS where 
conditions warrant. Because the Master Plan establishes broad and conceptual 
guidance for future management of the lake, and does not propose immediate land-



disturbing actions, the planning team determined that an EA would be a satisfactory 
starting point to assess and disclose those actions necessary to revise the Master Plan; 
primarily the reclassification of USACE lands, preparation of management objectives, 
and preparation of broadly stated resource management plans for each land 
classification category.  The purpose of an EA is to determine if an EIS is necessary.  
Results and review of the draft EA for this action will be evaluated accordingly.   

Comment: The EIS for the Denison Land Conveyance provides timely information that 
can be used in revision of the Master Plan. 

USACE Response: Concur. The information in the EIS for the Denison Land 
Conveyance will be used. 

Comment: The Master Plan revision must be responsive to current and future trends 
that affect public use and operation of the lake. 

USACE Response:  Concur. Regional and national trends in outdoor recreation, as well 
as priorities for protection of natural resources will be considered in the Master Plan 
revision. 

Comment:  The revised Master Plan should include good maps and drawings; a land 
classification system; management goals and objectives; measures to address 
conservation of natural resources; and incorporate national fire protection codes relative 
to marinas and private floating facilities. 

USACE Response:  Concur. USACE regulations at Engineering Pamphlet (EP) 1130-2-
550 specifies that each of these factors shall be addressed with the exception of the fire 
protection codes.  Very specific requirements such as fire protection codes are 
incorporated into concession and park and recreation lease documents and are not 
addressed in Master Plans. 

Comment: USACE must enforce U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and Corps 
regulations that restrict establishment of individually or group owned boat houses and 
shoreline use facilities near existing marinas. 
 
USACE Response: The location of any future individually or group-owned boat houses 
and shoreline use facilities near existing marinas will be addressed in the future revision 
of the Shoreline Management Plan. 
 
Comment: A PEIS is needed to address the major development boom that affects the 
entire scope of the Lake Texoma federal lands and waters.  
 
USACE Response: As noted in previous responses, the planning team determined that 
an EA will be a satisfactory starting point to assess the revision of the Master Plan.   
USACE considers development around Lake Texoma to be progressing at a moderate 



pace, but does not consider the level of development to be described as a boom.  U.S. 
Census population projections for the six counties surrounding Lake Texoma indicate 
an annual growth rate for each county of less than one percent through the year 2050.  
The Master Plan revision and associated EA will consider the level of growth occurring 
within the six county region surrounding the lake as well as growth occurring near the 
six county region. 
 
Comment:  Critical USACE documents have not be updated every five years as 
required by Corps policy. Examples in include the O&M EIS (1976), the Master Plan 
(1978) and the Shoreline Management Plan (1996). 
 
USACE Response: Corps regulations do not require an update every five years of any 
of the documents listed. The 1976 O&M EIS was a stand-alone document to address 
the overall O&M program occurring at Lake Texoma subsequent to the publication of 
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA.  The 1978 Master Plan has been 
supplemented over the years to keep it current, and ideally should have been revised 
several years ago, but funding was only recently available to implement a full revision.  
The Master Plan is intended to have an effective life of approximately 25 years.  USACE 
regulations at ER 1130-2-406 states that Shoreline Management Plans (SMP) should 
be reviewed at five year intervals to determine if revision is required. The 1996 Lake 
Texoma SMP is in need of revision and will be revised dependent on available funding. 
Funding has been requested through the regular budget process. 
 
Comment:  Cumulative impacts analysis is required by NEPA and is not being 
adequately addressed by USACE on past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. 
Mitigation should be required for these actions but USACE does not consistently require 
mitigation.  
 
USACE Response:  Many routine land use actions such as utility line easements, 
shoreline use permits, and oil and gas related actions are minor and qualify as actions 
that are categorically excluded from further NEPA documentation.  Actions that are not 
minor, such as proposals for a new concession lease or major transmission line have 
been addressed in individual EA documents and mitigation for the unavoidable loss of 
resources is routinely required.  The Denison land conveyance was mandated by 
Congress and mitigation in the form of replacement of lost land resources and habitat 
was not required by the legislation and was therefore not included in the land 
conveyance action. In summary, USACE maintains that past actions have complied with 
the intent of NEPA and public law.  
 
 
  
 



 

Marinas and Other Lessees/Stakeholders 

Comment:  Recommend an area adjacent and south of Lighthouse Resort and Marina 
be reclassified from Low Density Recreation to High Density Recreation to 
accommodate potential resort expansion. 

USACE Response: Concur. The area in question will be considered for reclassification 
to High Density Recreation. 

Comment: Recommend protection of current concession lease holders to ensure that 
USACE land is not sold without lease holder consent.  

USACE Response: Noted. The process of disposal of USACE-administered Federal 
land is a highly structured process that is managed by the General Services 
Administration in cooperation with USACE.  This process requires full public 
involvement and disclosure.  Exceptions to this process are possible through 
Congressional legislation as was the case with the recent City of Denison land 
conveyance.  Land conveyances done in response to legislation will normally require full 
public involvement and disclosure in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) as was the case with the Denison land conveyance. With the possible 
exception of portions of the Lake Texoma State Park area in accordance with WRDA 
1999 legislation, there are currently no active initiatives to dispose of USACE-
administered lands at Lake Texoma.   

 

Comments from Individuals 

Comment:  No new marinas or boat slips should be constructed near Mineral Bay area. 
We want to see paths for walking, jogging, biking and golf carts that connect 
neighborhoods. 

USACE Response: Noted. There are currently no proposals for any new marinas on 
Lake Texoma. Private boat docks are governed by the Shoreline Management Plan 
which will be revised at an undetermined future date depending on funding. Trails will 
be considered in the Master Plan revision. 

Comment: We support the USACE park rangers and their mission. 

USACE Response: Noted. USACE park rangers work hard to serve the public and 
supporting comments are appreciated. 

Comment: I am concerned about damage from floods and would like to see inspections 
on properties (presumably private boat docks) for adequate moorings. 

USACE: Noted. The recent flooding of 2015 has caused damage to moorings of both 
private and commercial docks as well as courtesy docks administered by USACE and 



others.  Inspections of damaged facilities are a part of the routine USACE operations 
and maintenance program and will not be addressed in the Master Plan. 

Comment: The land classification of the Pointe Vista Development area should remain 
as High Density Recreation.  Concerned about how the EA/EIS may affect Pointe Vista 
Development. 

USACE Response: Noted. The USACE lands associated with the Pointe Vista 
Development are subject to requirements specified in special legislation included in the 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1999 and will not be affected by the 
revision of the Master Plan.  The land classification for remaining government lands in 
this area is proposed to remain as high density recreation. 

Comment: The Master Plan revision must not affect the decisions and actions 
associated with the Denison land conveyance.  

USACE Response: The Denison land conveyance was mandated by special legislation 
included in WRDA 2007 and will not be affected by the Master Plan revision. 

Comment:  Concerned about developers destroying wildlife habitat in North Central 
Texas. Request that wildlife habitat on USACE lands be protected and those lands open 
to public hunting remain open. 

USACE Response: The protection of wildlife habitat will be considered in the Master 
Plan revision.  Several land classifications are compatible with public hunting, but 
specific areas where hunting is allowed may change from year to year contingent on 
development of private lands, habitat conditions and state fish and wildlife regulations. 
To the extent possible, public hunting opportunities will be addressed in the Master Plan 
revision.  

Comment: Do not want more private boat houses allowed. Boat house owners do not 
clean up debris from their damaged docks. No boat house should be authorized unless 
the owner has legal access to their facility. 

USACE Response: Private floating facilities (boat houses, docks, etc.) are governed by 
the Shoreline Management Plan and are not directly addressed in the Master Plan.  
Shoreline Management Plans must not contradict the Master Plan and must comply 
with Engineer Regulation (ER) 1130-2-406.  The Shoreline Management Plan for Lake 
Texoma will be revised at a future date dependent on available funding.  The topic of 
increasing or decreasing the number of private docks would be addressed in the 
Shoreline Management Plan. 

 

 

 
 



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 
TO PRESENT DRAFT MASTER PLAN REVISION  

SEPTEMBER 12-13, 2016 

LAKE TEXOMA MASTER PLAN REVISION 

ELECTED OFFICIALS  

Comment: Senators James Inhofe and James Lankford, and Congressman Markwayne 
Mullin cosigned a letter requesting that the island known as North Island, be classified 
as High Density Recreation.    

USACE response: Concur. The draft master plan revision proposed to change the 
1978 classification of North Island from High Intensity Recreation to Low Density 
Recreation.  The study team determined that since 1978 there had been no public 
expression of interest to develop the area and noted that North Island is frequently 
inundated and therefore not a desirable area for a High Density Recreation. However, 
notwithstanding the challenges presented by frequent inundation, allowing North Island 
to remain classified as High Density Recreation will have no effect on present public 
use, which consists primarily of boaters using the shoreline, and would allow for future 
recreation development partnerships and/or lease agreements to be considered as 
pointed out in the letter from the legislators.  

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

US Department of Energy, Southwestern Power Administration (SWPA) 

Comment: Pleased to see that the Master Plan states clearly that it will not address 
hydroelectric power generation and that it provides a discussion of water level 
fluctuation, including a good discussion of the effects of evaporation.  

USACE response: Noted 

Comment: Pleased to see that sufficient land is classified for Project Operations to 
allow for rehabilitation work and potential expansion. 

USACE response: Noted 

Comment: SWPA noted instances where incorrect abbreviations, font size, incorrect 
numbering on certain tables and paragraphs. 

USACE response: Items noted will be corrected. 

Comment: In Section 1.4, please specifically list flood risk management, hydroelectric 
power, and water supply purposes as items not addressed in the Master Plan. 

USACE response: Concur 



Comment:  In Section 2.1.5.2, suggest adding a sentence stating that in addition to 
extreme pool fluctuations resulting from flooding and droughts, significant fluctuations 
can also result from normal project operations including hydropower and water supply. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: SWPA noted that numbers used in the draft for average annual power 
generation, flow required for firm energy, and average annual firm energy production 
are incorrect. 

USACE response:  The Plan will be edited to include the correct number 

Comment:  The meaning of the recreation objective “Consider flood/conservation pool 
levels to ensure that natural resources are managed in ways that are compatible with 
project purposes” is not clear. Please clarify. 

USACE response:  The objective will be clarified. 

Comment:  Please add that the powerhouse, and other infrastructure related to the 
Federally-authorized hydroelectric power purpose of the project be included in Section 
5.2. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment:  Recommend Section 6.3.1 be changed to clarify that 300,000 acre-feet of 
water supply storage is currently under contract and that an additional 150,000 acre-feet 
has been authorized for reallocation to water supply storage at Lake Texoma, when 
requested for a total of 450,000 acre-feet of authorized water supply storage. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: In Section 6.3.2, the minimum release for water quality is stated incorrectly. 
Please correct to reflect that releases to maintain water quality are made on an as-
needed basis.  

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: In Section 6.4 Water Supply, clarify that the 300,000 acre feet of water 
supply storage authorized by WRDA 1986 was in addition to the 150,000 acre feet of 
water supply storage already allocated at Lake Texoma. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: Please clarify footnote (1) of Table 6.2 that the stated conservation pool 
storage reflects the estimated storage remaining in the year 2044. 

USACE response: Concur 

 

 



Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB):   

Comment: Noted that the draft Master Plan (MP) states that Lake Texoma is 
mesotrophic but the OWRB has the lake listed as eutrophic. 

USACE response:  The text in the MP will be revised to incorporate the OWRB listing 
of the lake as eutrophic.  

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (ODWC):  

Comment: Noted that the draft MP includes Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) 
within areas leased by ODWC for wildlife management. Will this affect ongoing 
management activities such as food plots, access roads, and agricultural leases? 

USACE response: Existing uses, including public use, within all ESA areas may 
continue. The ESA classification is intended to protect sensitive resources from 
intensive development, use, or disturbance beyond that which currently exists. 
Maintenance of existing access roads and continuation of existing agricultural leases is 
permitted.  

Comment:  ODWC supports the proposed reclassification of numerous parcels to a 
Multiple Resource Management Lands (MRML) – Wildlife Management. Given the 
current predominant uses of these areas, this is likely the most appropriate 
classification. Recommends priority be given to creating and maintaining public access 
to the areas. 

USACE response: Concur. USACE believes that the MRML – Wildlife Management 
classification reflects past and projected public use, as well as expressed public opinion 
as described in the current TORP and Oklahoma SCORP. These are lands that, as the 
name implies, support multiple uses including current uses such as pedestrian access 
by adjacent landowners and natural surface trails. Wildlife management is simply the 
dominant use among multiple uses.  

Comment: USACE land along Wilson Creek is incorrectly shown on Map RT15MP-OM-
01 to be part of the ODWC leased area. 

USACE response: Noted. Map RT15MP-OM-01 will be corrected. 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

Comment: Supports the proposed action and revisions to the Plan. The importance of 
fisheries, recreation, and habitat conservation has been well addressed. Key 
improvements include ESA classification and the shift of emphasis from low intensity 
recreation land classification to a wildlife management and vegetation management 
classification. 

USACE response: Noted 



Comment: Recommend Table 2.10 be renamed to indicate Texas and Oklahoma state-
listed threatened and endangered species potentially occurring on USACE lands at 
Lake Texoma. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: USACE should indicate on Table 2.10 and in the related text if it is known to 
USACE that the white-faced ibis occurs on USACE land during migration or 
nesting/breeding, and to report such to the Texas Natural Diversity Database. 

USACE response: Concur.  

Comment: TPWD recommends incorporating invasive species of concern to Texas and 
to address invasive animals in Section 2.2.5 of the Plan. Also recommend including 
yellow floating heart, an invasive aquatic plant, to the list of invasive species. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: The water clarity discussion in Section 2.2.9 contains contradictory 
statements. Recommend the section be revised. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: Recommend the natural resource management objective to examine project 
lands for old growth forests characteristic of Level IV Eastern Cross Timbers Ecoregion 
be revised to include not only mature forests but other priority habitats identified in the 
TCAP and OCWCS.  Also recommend that all rare or special plant communities 
identified in the TCAP and OCWCS, not just the rare Chinquapin Oak – Slippery Elm 
woodland community, be given priority in the natural resource management objectives. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: Include invasive species awareness in the objectives for visitor information 
and awareness. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment: USACE should review the 2012 TPWD Fisheries Management Report for 
statistics on the terminus elevations of public boat ramps. This information will help 
inform recreational needs and resource objectives. 

USACE response: Concur 

Comment:  TPWD leases USACE land for the Department’s Inland Fisheries 
Department office and wishes to confirm that changing the land classification of the 
leased area from Wildlife Management to High Density Recreation will not affect the 
Department’s continued use of the property. 

USACE response: The change from Wildlife Management to High Density Recreation 
will have no effect on TPWD’s use of the leased area.  



Lake Texoma Association 

Comment: How is sedimentation and siltation of Lake Texoma accounted for in making 
the determination to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) instead of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

USACE Response: Although sediment accumulation does affect the land and 
recreation management mission at Lake Texoma, as well as many other reservoirs, it is 
a watershed-wide issue that is beyond the scope of the Master Plan revision and is 
therefore not a topic that would require preparation of an EIS.  Any meaningful effort to 
reduce sediment loading from the 39,719 square mile watershed of Lake Texoma, 
would require a multi-state, multi-agency watershed management initiative involving the 
cooperation of thousands of landowners and hundreds of county and municipal 
governments. Such an effort, if Federally-funded or initiated, would likely require an EIS. 

Comment:  Aside from federal funding necessary to complete a full EIS for Lake 
Texoma by USACE, are there any other reasons that would prevent, or make 
unnecessary, an update of the Lake Texoma EIS.  

USACE comment: In the case of the Lake Texoma Master Plan revision, the Lake 
Texoma study team followed NEPA implementation guidance in USACE regulations ER 
200-2-2 and EP 1130-2-550, Appendix V, and concluded that the revision of the Master 
Plan does not meet the criteria that would require preparation of an EIS. Specifically, 
the Master Plan revision does not propose major changes in the operation and/or 
maintenance of the project, does not increase or decrease the size of the project by 
adding or disposing of lands, does not change the authorized missions of the project, 
and is not anticipated to be highly controversial.  
 
Comment: Can USACE provide additional detail as to why the ESA shown on Map No. 
RT5MP-OC-10 was classified as an ESA instead of remaining under the previous 
classification of Low Density Recreation.  The area has some of the best sandy 
beaches on the lake and is very popular with area residents and visitors alike. What will 
and will not be allowed on the property as a result of this classification change.  
 
USACE response:  Many important cultural resource sites are known to exist on the 
area in question that must be protected in accordance with Public Law 89-665 the 
National Historic Sites Preservation Act.  Specific site locations cannot be publicly 
disclosed.  Authorized public uses of this area, such as pedestrian access by neighbors, 
shoreline access by boaters, and bank fishing may continue. Additionally, those 
adjacent neighborhood associations who are authorized to maintain vehicular access 
points will be allowed to continue their maintenance activities. The main intent of the 
ESA classification in this area is to prevent uses that would cause significant soil 
disturbance or result in more intensive use than is already occurring.  USACE defined 
allowable uses in Chapters 4 and 5 of the Master Plan.  
 
Comment: Please explain the considerable shift of acreage from low density recreation 
and high density recreation classifications to a Multiple Resource Use Lands – Wildlife 



Management (MRML–WM) classification. How will these changes impede expansion 
that may be necessary for recreation?  
 
USACE response: The shift of acreage into MRML- WM was done primarily to reflect 
the rural/remote character of the areas and the predominant public use of hunting and 
fishing.  These lands are relatively remote, exhibit good to excellent wildlife habitat, and 
are used predominantly for hunting and fishing. A classification of MRML-WM more 
accurately describes how these lands have been used for the past 38 years and for the 
foreseeable future. None of these changes will impede expansion that may be needed 
for recreation.  Much of the 12,540 acres proposed for classification as High Density 
Recreation (HDR) is undeveloped and will serve recreational development needs for the 
foreseeable future. 
   
Comment: Why was the projected population growth of the northern Dallas-Fort Worth 
region, and the anticipated expansion of roadways into the Lake Texoma region not 
considered? 
 
USACE response: The plans being formulated by major roadway planning entities 
surrounding Lake Texoma were examined and described in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.2 of 
the Master Plan where it is noted that major population growth of approximately one 
million people in Collin and Denton Counties by the year 2040 is a factor in roadway 
expansion proposals. As noted in the Master Plan, only two major road projects of 
consequence to Lake Texoma are within the planning period of 2016- 2041.  What 
effect these roadway projects (replacement of the Highway 377 Bridge and extension of 
the Dallas North Tollway to southern Grayson County) will have on the management of 
lands and water surface at Lake Texoma is speculative, but the planning team believes 
that should public demand for recreation increase in proportion to projected regional 
population growth, the land classifications of the revised Master Plan are sufficient to 
meet demand.   
 
Comment: How and in what way changing to a more stringent property classification 
further the goals identified for the revision of the Lake Texoma Master Plan.   
 
USACE response: The study team examined outdoor recreation trends identified in the 
2012 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP) and the 2012 Oklahoma Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). Additionally, the team reviewed 
public and agency input gathered following the initial July 2015 scoping meetings for the 
Master Plan revision, public input from Comment Cards furnished by campers and day 
users in USACE parks, and public comment on the 2012 Denison Land Conveyance 
EIS.  All of this information was essential to meet the goals prescribed for the Master 
Plan Revision, most of which focus on responding to expressed public interest and 
protecting important resources.  The study team proposed land classifications that are a 
reflection of use patterns for the past 38 years and chart a path for the foreseeable 
future.  
 



Comment: Will USACE coordinate an effort to ensure the public and other stakeholders 
understand rules and regulations that may stem from the Master Plan Revision, 
especially with respect to Wildlife Management Areas?   
 
USACE response:  USACE will continue to coordinate with ODWC and TPWD 
regarding management of all Wildlife Management Areas, and will encourage both 
agencies to look for ways to harmonize hunting and fishing regulations. Hunting 
seasons, means and methods, and bag limits vary considerably between the two states 
and even within counties of each state.  Any effort to harmonize regulations will be a 
lengthy process, but in the interim USACE will continue to carefully examine the wildlife 
management lands under direct USACE administration to insure availability for hunting 
and fishing activities in ways that are safe and promote stewardship of the resource.    
  
Comment:  Please explain why the total acreage of the land classifications increased 
by more than 10,000 acres from the 1978 Plan to the current revision despite decreases 
of 2000 acres resulting from the Denison land conveyance and the conveyances to the 
state of Oklahoma. 
 
USACE response:  The measurement of acreage was accomplished using Geographic  
Information System (GIS) technology.  This technology provides reasonably accurate 
information for land management purposes and is considered more accurate than 
techniques used to determine the acreages in 1978.  The study team believes the 
difference in acreages is primarily the result of two processes:  first, sediment 
accumulation has resulted in formation of “new” land above the conservation pool 
elevation of 617.0 NGVD to the extent of approximately 3,790 acres. Secondly, the 
acreage measurement technology could easily have resulted in an underestimation 
when measured in 1978. 
 
Comment: USACE has posted “Alligator Warning” signs in Johnson Creek Park. Was 
there any review completed on the occurrence, prevalence, or population change in 
alligators in Lake Texoma considered in the Master Plan revision? 
 
USACE Response:  USACE will rely on the respective wildlife management 
departments of Texas and Oklahoma for estimates on alligator populations.  USACE is 
unaware of any definitive studies that may have estimated populations. 
 
Citizens for Lake Texoma  (note: some comments from Citizens for Lake Texoma 
are similar to the comments received from the Lake Texoma Association. No 
comment/response will be provided for duplicate comments).  
 

Comment:  Recommend inserting the following statement in the Fish Resources 
discussion on Page 2.16:   “Highly saline inflows from the Red River are due to natural 
salt sources (brine spring emissions) in the headwaters and certain upstream 
tributaries. These chlorides make up about one third of the total dissolved solids in the 



Red River and are essential to the entirely self-sustaining inland striped bass population 
in Lake Texoma. 

USACE response:  Nonconcur.  The topic of saline inflows from the Red River is a 
watershed topic that is beyond the scope of the Master Plan. Furthermore, saline 
inflows are known to be one of several environmental variables affecting the success of 
the self- sustaining inland striper population in Lake Texoma. 

Comment: Cultural resources and other resources are described in general terms in the 
Master Plan.  A Programmatic (comprehensive and in depth lake-wide) EIS could 
provide more specific location and identification information thus reducing repetitive and 
cumulative individual project EIS investigation, project delays and related costs. 

USACE response: Response relative to an EIS versus and EA provided above under 
comments from LTA. 

Comment:  Encroachment continues to be a major problem for the project. The 
problem is aggravated by the lack of federal funding for current precision GPS Corps of 
Engineers surveys around the entire project. In some areas accurate existing 
boundaries within the Project may be off by significant distances from considerably less 
precise historic surveys and lost/moved survey markers. Significant effort and federal 
funding will be required to complete an accurate survey of all Project Real Estate, 
should be identified as a requirement, and included in Corps Project Master and other 
planning and budgets. 

USACE response: Concur. The encroachment, trespass and trash dumping problems 
are pointed out in the Master Plan as major problems that are difficult and expensive to 
stop. Boundary surveying and maintenance is included as a line item in annual budget 
preparations. 

Comment: We find it very confusing and a paradox that most if not all of the lands and 
waters of Lake Texoma were initially established by federal law within the authority of 
the National Park Service and virtually none of the over 190,000 total acres were 
allocated for recreation, fish and wildlife. As you are aware, Lake Texoma lands and 
waters were later transferred from the National Park Service to the Corps of Engineers. 

USACE response: During the late 1930’s and early 1940’s The National Park Service 
was originally slated to administer the recreation program at Lake Texoma. As noted in 
the comment, this changed in the late 1940’s when the NPS turned the recreation 
program back to USACE.  It is true that no federal lands at Lake Texoma were 
specifically acquired for recreation or fish and wildlife management purposes. 

Comment:  In the final Master Plan version information to stakeholders, please indicate 
how many individual requests for changes in land classification and boundaries were 
received, how many were approved, and significant reasons for non-approval. 



USACE response:  Two requests were made for changes in proposed land 
classifications and both are approved. The requested changes include: 

1. Lighthouse Resort and Marina requested a small area next to their facility that is 
currently classified as MRML – Vegetation Management be changed to High Density 
Recreation. 

2. Marina del Ray, US Senators Inhofe, and Lankford, and US Congressman Mullin 
each requested that North Island be classified as High Density Recreation. 

Comment:  The Corps is reportedly changing the regulations for water surfaces in the 
Master Plan which will affect the Shoreline Management Plan regulations. See Chapter 
6, Paragraph 6.1, page 5-13 for more details. 

USACE response: No regulation changes are proposed that would affect how the 
water surface is classified. However, water surface classifications are proposed such as 
restricted areas at designated swimming beaches and at the gate control tower on the 
south end of the dam, as well as designated no-wake zones at boat ramps and near 
marinas, but none of these classifications will affect future shoreline management 
allocation decisions. Land classifications including Environmentally Sensitive Areas, and 
MRML – Wildlife Management or MRML – Vegetation Management are intended to 
protect known visual, natural and cultural resources. USACE would not recommend 
these areas for shoreline management allocations that would allow private uses such as 
private floating facilities or vegetation modification.  

Comment:  Community boathouses with several boat slips should pay their fair share of 
costs per boat slip not one $35 fee for the total community boathouse. Potential and 
actual electric shock drownings near boat slips are increasing safety issues on several 
lakes nation-wide. 

USACE response: Noted. Fees for private boat docks are established through a formal 
rule making process. As noted in Chapter 6, the last rule making attempt to establish 
equitable fees was in the late 1980’s resulting in a final rule to raise fees published in 
the Federal Register on June 21, 1991.  Subsequently, legislation was passed 
preventing the new and increased fees from being implemented. 

Electric shock hazards on private docks and commercial marinas are a potential safety 
hazard. USACE endeavors to reduce these hazards by prohibiting the use of 
submersible water pumps, and insuring that all facilities meet the National Electrical 
Safety Code for marinas and boatyards.  

Comment: The comparisons should also include one or more examples of hydropower 
utilizing more water than evaporation during drought AND other lake elevations below 
615 msl the lower level of the Seasonal Lake Elevations. The Master Plan should 
acknowledge and include major increasing negative tourism, recreation, stakeholder 
and economic impacts that have occurred and will reoccur in the future due to more 
frequent extended drought conditions and future hydropower demands. 



USACE response:  The concerns expressed in this comment are addressed in Section 
6.3.3 and Figure 6.3 of the Master Plan.  The following is a direct quote from Section 
6.3.3: While lake elevations can change dramatically from year to year, the overall effect 
of hydropower releases on lake elevation in a typical year (i.e., without 
 excessive drought) will exceed the effect of natural evaporation.  
 
Comment: If Oklahoma annually allocates their 150,000 acre-feet and the proposed 
70,000 acre Marvin Nichols Reservoir is not completed for the DFW area, future water 
demands may cause serious negative public use and economic impacts on Lake 
Texoma stakeholders due to extremely low lake elevations. 

USACE response: Noted. Issues related to water supply, flood risk management, and 
hydroelectric power can affect the management of natural resources and recreational 
use at Lake Texoma but, as noted in Chapter 1 of the Master Plan, these issues are not 
addressed in detail in the master plan. 

Comment: Section 6.7 has conspicuously left out Oklahoma State Legislation 
establishing standards for toxic algae that the Corps utilizes for Lake Texoma and other 
Corps managed lakes in Oklahoma. The Corps Tulsa District agreed to use the OK 
algae standards for testing and evaluation. Also add the Oklahoma algae legislation to 
the following section 6.9 RECENT LEGISLATION AFFECTING LAKE TEXOMA. 

USACE response:  Concur. Section 6.9 has been revised to include the cyanobacteria 
cell density standards established by the Oklahoma Legislature in 2012 under Senate 
Bill 259. 

Comment:  We note that the Environmental Assessment (EA) only included the 
Proposed alternative, No Action alternative, and Other Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated.  Why wasn’t the EIS Alternative investigated in the EA even if it was not the 
selected alternative?  

For example; Impacts of several hundred million dollars of infrastructure development 
completed and/or planned on project lands and water, major invasive species, 
excessive nutrient caused Harmful Alga Bloom negative public use and economic 
impacts, and major visitor increases from 1978 to 2016 and beyond. 

USACE response: The decision whether to prepare an EA or an EIS is not an 
alternative action.  In situations where an EIS is not automatically required, an EA is 
prepared to determine if significant impacts would result from a proposed action. The 
study team determined that the proposed alternative to revise the Master Plan to 
include the key issues of land reclassification, establishment of resource management 
objectives, and preparation of conceptual management plans for the various land 
classifications can be adequately addressed in an EA. 

 

 



Concessionaires and other Lessees 

Comment from Lighthouse Resort and Marina:  Prior to the Master Plan revision 
process, Lighthouse Resort and Marina had held discussions with USACE concerning a 
small parcel of land lying along the south edge of their existing leased area that they 
would like to see reclassified to High Density Recreation.  The draft Master Plan 
revision proposes a MRML – Vegetation Management classification and we request that 
be changed to High Density Recreation. 
  
USACE response:  Concur. The area in question will be classified as High Density 
Recreation. 
 
Comment from Highport Marina:  We are concerned that the shoreline areas 
proposed for classification as Environmentally Sensitive Areas will no longer be usable 
for boaters, picnicking and camping.  
 
USACE response:  USACE is aware that some areas proposed for ESA classification 
are popular with boaters, day users and campers.  The Master Plan has been edited to 
make it clear that current use by boaters and day users may continue in these areas.  
However, although we are aware that camping does occur in these areas, camping is 
not allowed in undeveloped areas unless specifically allowed as an area for primitive 
camping.  The main intent of the ESA classification is to prevent uses that would cause 
significant soil disturbance.  
 
Comment from Marina Del Rey:  We request that North Island remain classified as 
High Density Recreation. 
 
USACE response: Concur 
 
Comment from Bridgeview Marina and Resort:  We noted that an area adjacent and 
lying east of our leased area is proposed for classification as a Wildlife Management 
Area.  We understand that this was done inadvertently, but we wish to reiterate that the 
area should remain classified for High Density Recreation. 
 
USACE response:  The area in question was inadvertently shown as a MRML – 
Wildlife Management area on map RT15MP-OC-07.  The map has been edited to show 
the area remaining as High Density Recreation for the final report. 
 
Comments from Individuals 
  

Comment: I support the request that a Programmatic lake wide EIS is needed.  I 
believe this request has been articulated in detail by others and I agree with what has 
already been stated in support of this request. 

USACE response: Noted. The response to this topic is addressed in earlier responses. 

 



Comment: I believe the issue of water quality may become the highest priority in the 
future.  A strong and aggressive plan to improve the quality of sediments flowing into 
Lake Texoma from the Red and Washita river basins is a must. 

USACE response: Noted. The response to this topic is addressed in above responses. 

Comment: Little Mineral Bay is already somewhat congested in comparison to other 
areas around the lake.  No new marinas or boat ramps should be approved in that area.  
The high level of boat traffic and recreational use is already impacting wildlife in the 
area. 

USACE response:  Impacts of any proposed new ramps or marinas would be 
evaluated prior to approval.  Note that an analysis of boating traffic and impacts of 
proposed facilities associated with the City of Denison land conveyance were evaluated 
in the 2012 City of Denison Conveyance EIS.  

Comment:  First, I would like to thank all USACE staff who are assigned to Lake 
Texoma.  I understand you have a huge responsibility and probably never enough staff, 
time and money to handle everything you are expected to take care of. 
 
USACE response: Noted. Comments in support of the USACE staff at Lake Texoma 
are greatly appreciated. 
 
Comment:  I would like to see the circle drive in the East Burns Run day use area 
mowed and thick brush removed.  Would also like to see a few picnic tables added to 
the area.  

USACE response:  Noted. Though the master plan does not address specifics of 
management, current plans do not call for improvements in this area, but consideration 
will be given to these suggestions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

Acronyms 

 



Appendix F – Acronyms 

ADA   Americans with Disabilities Act 

CAP   Climate Action Plan 

CRMP   Cultural Resources Management Plan 

DC   District Commander 

EA   Environmental Assessment, NEPA Document 

EC   Engineer Circular 

EM   Engineering Manual 

EP   Engineering Pamphlet 

EPA    United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ER   Engineering Regulation 

ESA   Environmentally Sensitive Area 

FONSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 

GIS    Geographical Information Systems 

HDR   High Density Recreation 

HQ   USACE Headquarters 

LEED   Leadership in Engineering and Environmental Design 

MP   Master Plan or Master Planning 

MRML   Multiple Resource Management Lands 

NHPA   National Historic Preservation Act 

NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 

NRRS   National Recreation and Reservation Service 

NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 

NSRE   National Survey on Recreation and the Environment 

NGVD   National Geodetic Vertical Datum 

NWI   National Wetland Inventory 

NCTCOG  North Central Texas Council of Governments 



NRCS   Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NTMWD  North Texas Municipal Water District 

NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act, 1970 

NOA   Notice of Availability 

O&M   Operations and Maintenance 

OCC   Oklahoma Corporation Commission 

ODWC  Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 

OMB   Office of Management and Budget 

OMBIL  Operations and Maintenance Business Information Link 

OMP   Operational Management Plan for a specific lake Project 

OPM   Operations Project Manager 

OWRB  Oklahoma Water Resources Board 

OTRD   Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department 

PDT   Project Development Team 

PM   Project Management or Project Manager 

PMP   Project Management Plan 

SGCN   Species of Greatest Conservation Need 

SHPO   State Historical Preservation Office 

SWT   U. S. Army Corps of Engineer’s Tulsa District Office 

SWT-OD  Operations Division, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa 

SWF-RPEC  Regional Planning & Environmental Center located in Fort Worth 

TCAP   Texas Conservation Action Plan 

TCEQ   Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

TXDOT  Texas Department of Transportation 

TORP   Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan 

TPWD   Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

TWDB   Texas Water Development Board 



USACE   United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USACE-SWT U. S. Army Corps of Engineer’s Tulsa District Office 

USFW S  U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USFS                       U.S. Forest Service 

WRDA  Water Resources Development Act 

 


	Lake Texoma Master Plan-Final-MP-Only-20Dec16 rev2
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF PHOTOS
	PREFACE
	CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
	1.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW
	1.2 PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
	1.3 PROJECT PUROSE
	1.4 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF MASTER PLAN
	1.5 BRIEF WATERSHED AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	1.6 DESCRIPTION OF RESERVOIR
	1.7 PROJECT ACCESS
	1.7.1 Current Roadway Access
	1.7.2 Future Roadway Projects

	1.8 PRIOR DESIGN MEMORANDA and planning reports
	1.9 PERTINENT PROJECT INFORMATION

	CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT SETTING AND FACTORS INFLUENCING MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT
	2.1 PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGION
	2.1.1 Ecological Setting
	2.1.2 Climate
	2.1.3 Geology
	2.1.4 Topography
	2.1.5 Hydrology and Groundwater
	2.1.5.1 Seasonal Pool Management
	2.1.5.2 Pool Fluctuations Caused By Floods, Droughts, and Project Operations
	2.1.6 Soils

	2.2 ECOREGION AND NATURAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS
	2.2.1 Vegetative Resources
	2.2.2 Wetlands
	2.2.3 Fish and Wildlife Resources
	2.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species
	2.2.5 Invasive Species
	2.2.6 Visual and Scenic Resources
	2.2.7 Mineral and Timber Resources
	2.2.8 Sedimentation and Shoreline Erosion
	2.2.9 Water Quality
	2.2.10 Borrow Areas

	2.3 SOCIAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ANALYSIS
	2.3.1 Archaeology
	2.3.2 Cultural History Sequence
	2.3.3 Historical Resources in Oklahoma
	2.3.3.1 Oklahoma Historical Markers
	2.3.3.2 Historical Resources in Texas
	2.3.3.3 Texas Historical Markers
	2.3.4 Cemeteries
	2.3.5 Current Demographic and Economic Trends and Analysis
	2.3.6 Population Projection
	2.3.7 Population by Gender and Age
	2.3.8 Population by Race and Hispanic Origin
	2.3.9 Education
	2.3.10 Employment
	2.3.11 Households, Income and Poverty

	2.4 RECREATION FACILITIES, ACTIVITIES, NEEDS AND TRENDS
	2.4.1 Zone of Interest
	2.4.2 Visitation Profile
	2.4.3 Recreation Areas and Facilities
	2.4.4 Commercial Concession Leases
	2.4.5 Quasi-Public Use Areas
	2.4.6 Private Recreation Leases
	2.4.7 Recreation Analysis – Needs
	2.4.8 Recreation Analysis – Trends
	2.4.9 Summary Discussion – Needs and Trends
	2.4.10 Recreation Carrying Capacity

	2.5 REAL ESTATE
	2.5.1 Encroachments and Trespass
	2.5.2 Outgrants

	2.6 PERTINENT PUBLIC LAWS

	CHAPTER 3 - RESOURCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
	3.1 RESOURCE GOALS
	3.2 RESOURCE OBJECTIVES

	CHAPTER 4 - LAND ALLOCATION, LAND CLASSIFICATION, WATER SURFACE, AND PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS
	4.1 LAND ALLOCATION
	4.2 LAND CLASSIFICATION
	4.2.1 General
	4.2.2 Prior Land Classifications
	4.2.3 Current Land Classifications
	4.2.4 Project Operations
	4.2.5 High Density Recreation (HDR)
	4.2.5.1 Public, Quasi-Public, and Private Club Leases
	4.2.5.2 Status of Quasi-public and Private Club Leases
	4.2.6 Mitigation
	4.2.7 Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA)
	4.2.8 Multiple Resource Management Lands
	4.2.9 Water Surface

	4.3 PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS

	CHAPTER 5 - RESOURCE PLAN
	5.1 RESOURCE PLAN OVERVIEW
	5.2 PROJECT OPERATIONS
	5.3 HIGH DENSITY RECREATION
	5.3.1 Dam Site (Texas and Oklahoma)
	5.3.2 Eisenhower State Park (Texas)
	5.3.3 Preston Bend Recreation Area (Texas)
	5.3.4 Juniper Point East and West (Texas)
	5.3.5 Lake Texoma State Park (Oklahoma)
	5.3.6 Pennington Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.7 Burns Run Recreation Area, East and West (Oklahoma)
	5.3.8 Platter Flats Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.9 Lakeside Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.10 Johnson Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.11 Caney Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.12 Buncombe Creek Recreation Area (Oklahoma)
	5.3.13 Leasing of USACE-Operated Park Areas

	5.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS
	5.5 MULTIPLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT LANDS
	5.5.1 MRML - Low Density Recreation
	5.5.2 MRML - Wildlife Management
	5.5.3 Vegetative Management
	5.5.4 Future or Inactive Recreation Areas

	5.6 WATER SURFACE
	5.6.1 Restricted
	5.6.2 Designated No-Wake
	5.6.3 Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary
	5.6.4 Open Recreation
	5.6.5 Recreational Seaplane Operations

	5.7 PROJECT EASEMENT LANDS

	CHAPTER 6 - SPECIAL TOPICS/ISSUES/CONSIDERATIONS
	6.1 SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN
	6.2 OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT
	6.3 POWERHOUSE AND HYDROPOWER r
	6.3.1 Hydropower Storage Allocation
	6.3.2 Hydropower Constraints
	6.3.3 Hydropower Releases In Contrast to Evaporation

	6.4 WATER SUPPLY
	6.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
	6.5.1 Interior Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) (ILT)
	6.5.2 American Burying Beetle (ABB)

	6.6 INVASIVE SPECIES
	6.7 WATER QUALITY AND HARMFUL ALGAE BLOOMS
	6.8 ILLEGAL TRASH DUMPING AND LITERING
	6.9 RECENT LEGISLATION AFFECTING LAKE TEXOMA-WRDA 1999/2007
	6.9.1 Water Resources Development Act of 1999: Lake Texoma State Park
	6.9.2 Water Resources Development Act of 2007: Oklahoma Lakes Demonstration Program.
	6.9.3 Water Resources Development Act of 2007: Denison Land Conveyance

	6.10 PRIVATE COTTAGE SITES ON FLOWAGE EASEMENT
	6.11 NATIONALLY ACCLAIMED RECREATIONAL FISHERY
	6.12 TRAILS
	6.12.1 USACE
	6.12.2 USFWS- Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge (Texas)
	6.12.3 Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuge (Oklahoma)
	6.12.4 TPWD- Eisenhower State Park (Texas)
	6.12.5 OTRD – Lake Texoma State Park (Oklahoma)


	CHAPTER 7 - PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION
	7.1 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION
	7.2 INITIAL STAKEHOLDER input AND PUBLIC MEETINGs
	7.3 PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW OF DRAFT MP, EA, AND FONSI

	CHAPTER 8 - SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
	8.1 SUMMARY OVERVIEW
	8.2 LAND RECLASSIFICATION PROPOSAL

	CHAPTER 9 - BIBLIOGRAPHY

	Lake Texoma Final MP-Complete-21Dec2016_v2
	Lake Texoma Master Plan-Final-MP-Only-20Dec16
	Appendix A-Final-Complete
	Appendix A - Cover
	RT15MP-OI-00
	RT15MP-OM-01-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OP-01-final-reduced
	Texoma Land Class Maps 00-15
	RT15MP-OC-00
	RT15MP-OC-01
	RT15MP-OC-02
	RT15MP-OC-03
	RT15MP-OC-04
	RT15MP-OC-05
	RT15MP-OC-06
	RT15MP-OC-07
	RT15MP-OC-08
	RT15MP-OC-09
	RT15MP-OC-10
	RT15MP-OC-11
	RT15MP-OC-12
	RT15MP-OC-13
	RT15MP-OC-14
	RT15MP-OC-15

	RT15MP-OR-0A-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-0B-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-01-final-reduced-
	RT15MP-OR-02-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-03-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-04-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-05-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-06-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-07-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-08-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-09-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-10-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-11-final-reduced
	RT15MP-OR-12-final-reduced

	Final_Texoma_EA_20Dec2016
	Final_Texoma_EA_12162016-fromGSRC (002).pdf
	Compiled_Appendix_A-formatted.pdf
	Agency-Stakeholder-Letters-Combined-9Dec16.pdf
	2016.09.30 Texoma Master Plan Comment Letter FINAL-Legislators.docx
	TexomaMasterPlanUpdate_SWPAComments 092916 (006)
	WL36984USACELakeTexomaMasterPlanC09-30-2016-TPWD (004)
	[EXTERNAL] land use reclassification inquiry-TPWD
	[EXTERNAL] ODWC wildlife division comments on the Texoma Plan
	Lake Texoma MP - ODWC Comments-Mauck (002)
	OWRB
	LTA 2016 Master Plan Comments (003)
	Lake Texoma Master Plan and EA Update 2016 Draft Final Comments and Recommendations-CLT (002)



	Final_Texoma_EA_12162016-wiese-mcguire-edits-accepted.pdf
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF APPENDICES
	Section 1: INTRODUCTION
	1.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING
	1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION
	1.3 SCOPE OF THE ACTION

	Section 2: PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
	2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
	2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  PROPOSED ACTION
	2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

	Section 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES
	3.1 LAND USE
	3.1.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.1.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.2 WATER RESOURCES
	3.2.1 Hydrology and Groundwater
	3.2.2 Wetlands
	3.2.3 Water Quality
	3.2.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.2.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.3 CLIMATE
	3.3.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.3.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.4 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES
	3.4.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.4.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.5 AIR QUALITY
	3.5.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.5.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.6 TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS/PRIME FARMLANDS
	3.6.1 Topography
	3.6.2 Geology
	3.6.3 Soils/Prime Farmlands
	3.6.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.6.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.7 NATURAL RESOURCES
	3.7.1 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
	3.7.2 Wildlife
	3.7.3 Vegetative Resources
	(1) Includes open water surface of the lake and eroded shoreline
	3.7.4 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.7.5 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.8 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
	3.8.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.8.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.9 INVASIVE SPECIES
	3.9.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.9.2   Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.10 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
	3.10.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.10.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.11 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
	3.11.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.11.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.12 HEALTH AND SAFETY
	3.12.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.12.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action

	3.13 RECREATION
	3.13.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative
	3.13.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action


	Section 4: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
	4.1 CURRENT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN AND NEAR THE ZONE OF INTEREST
	4.2 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts
	4.2.1 Land Use
	4.2.2 Water Resources
	4.2.3 Air Quality
	4.2.4 Natural Resources
	4.2.5 Threatened and Endangered Species
	4.2.6 Invasive Species


	Section 5: COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS
	Section 6: Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitment of Resources
	Section 7: PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION
	Section 8: REFERENCES
	Section 9: ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS
	Section 10: LIST OF PREPARERS


	Appendix C - Trust Resources Report
	APPENDIX C - TEXOMA TRUST RESOURCES REPORT COVER.pdf
	Appendix D - IPAC Trust Resources Report-18-July-2016.pdf
	Table of Contents
	IPaC Trust Resources Report
	Project Description
	Endangered Species
	Migratory Birds
	Refuges & Hatcheries
	Wetlands


	ipacGetActivity!retrieveDocument - Arlington USFWS
	ipacGetActivity!retrieveDocument - Tulsa

	Appendix D - Lists of Special Status Species
	APPENDIX D - LISTS OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES -TEXOMA COVER.pdf
	Oklahoma-SGCN
	Conservation Landscape:  Large River
	Conservation Landscape:  Post Oak/Blackjack Oak/Hickory Woodland and Forest

	TCAP_Cross Timbers_SGCN_TPWD
	TPWD Rare Species Report for Cooke County (1)
	TPWD Rare Species Report-Grayson County

	Appendix E - Comments and Gov Response on Draft MP-Final-9Dec16
	Appendix E - Comments and Gov Response on Draft MP-Final
	Summary of Public Comment-wGovResponse-Final-15Nov16

	Appendix F - Acronyms-22Aug16

	Lake Texoma Master Plan-Final-MP-Only-12Jan17 .pdf
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page




