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PREFACE 

The Master Plan (MP) for Wilson Lake was first approved August 22, 1962. Subsequent 
revisions were prepared with the latest revision approved in November 1984. 

In 2002 the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) developed and released a set of 
Environmental Operating Principles to instill environmental stewardship across all 
USACE business practices. As the Nation’s resource challenges and priorities have 
evolved, the principles have been refined and USACE has re-committed to adhere to 
these principles. The re-energized Environmental Operating Principles are: 

• Foster sustainability as a way of life throughout the organization. 
• Proactively consider environmental consequences of all USACE activities and 

act accordingly. 
• Create mutually supporting economic and environmentally sustainable 

solutions. 
• Continue to meet our corporate responsibility and accountability under the law 

for activities undertaken by USACE, which may impact human and natural 
environments. 

• Consider the environment in employing a risk management and systems 
approach throughout the life cycles of projects and programs. 

• Leverage scientific, economic and social knowledge to understand the 
environmental context and effects of USACE actions in a collaborative 
manner. 

• Employ an open, transparent process that respects views of individuals and 
groups interested in USACE activities 

The format utilized for this plan is outlined in Engineering Regulation/Engineer Pamphlet 
1130-2-550 (DATED 30 January 2013), which sets forth policy and procedure to be 
followed in preparation and revision of project MPs. This guidance is different from the 
original MP format which was a design memorandum. Wilson Lake’s original MP can be 
found in design memorandum 17A. A listing of all the previous MP design 
memorandums and prior supplements can be found in Chapter 1, Section e. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

a. Project Authorization
The Wilson Lake project was authorized as a part of the comprehensive plan for the 
Missouri River Basin by the Flood Control Act of 1944 (Public Law 78-534). The 
comprehensive plan for the Missouri River Basin was developed by the Corps of 
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Wilson Lake was originally authorized as a 
Bureau of Reclamation project. In May of 1956, authority for the construction, operation 
and maintenance was transferred from the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of 
the Army by Public Law 84-505. Wilson Lake was originally authorized for flood control, 
silt control, and irrigation. 

b. Project Purpose
Under the above cited authorizations, the project purposes at Wilson Lake included 
flood control, recreation, and fish & wildlife. 

c. Purpose and Scope of MP 
This revised MP replaces Design Memorandum No. 12A, MP for Wilson Lake dated 
November 1984. The MP 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 MP 
guides the efficient and cost-effective management, development, and use of project 
lands. It is a vital tool for the responsible stewardship and sustainability of project 
resources for the benefit of present and future generations. 

The MP guides and articulates U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) responsibilities 
pursuant to federal laws to preserve, conserve, restore, maintain, manage, and 
develop the project lands, waters, and associated resources. The MP is a dynamic 
operational document projecting what could and should happen over the life of the 
project and is flexible based upon changing conditions. The MP deals in concepts, not 
in details, of design or administration. Detailed management and administration 
functions are addressed in the Operational Management Plan (OMP), which implement 
the concepts of the MP into operational actions. 

The MP will be developed and kept current for Civil Works projects operated and 
maintained by USACE and will include all land (fee, easements, or other interests) 
originally acquired for the projects and any subsequent land (fee, easements, or other 
interests) acquired to support the operations and authorized missions of the project. 

The MP is not intended to address the specifics of regional water quality, shoreline 
management, or water level management; these areas are covered in a project’s 
shoreline management plan or water management plan. However, specific issues 
identified through the MP revision process can still be communicated and coordinated 
with the appropriate internal USACE resource (i.e. Operations for shoreline 
management) or external resource agency (i.e. Kansas Department of Health and 
Environment (KDHE) for water quality) responsible for that specific area. 
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d. Brief Watershed and P o~e Description 
Wilson Project is located on the Saline River in North Central Kansas. The lake 
primarily lies in eastern Russell County although a small portion extends into western 
Lincoln County. The damsite is approximately 45 miles west of Salina and 10 miles 
north of Wilson , Kansas. Towns in the vicinity of the project include Sylvan Grove, 
Lucas, Dorrance, and Bunker Hill. The area surrounding Wilson Lake is served by 
federal and state highways and a county road system. The dam crosses the Saline 
River at river mile 153.9. 

The Saline River and Hell Creek are the major sources of surface water into Wilson 
Lake. The drainage basin of the Saline River is long and narrow, with a total area of the 
basin of 3,283 square miles of which 1,917 square miles are upstream of the dam. The 
lake has a flood control pool of approximately 20,000 surface acres and a multi-purpose 
pool of 9,000 surface acres. Lake capacity for flood control is 511,000 acre-feet and 
225,000 for the multipurpose pool. 

e. Listing of Prior Design Memorandums 
Table 1.1 

Design 
Memoranda Title 

Date 
Submitted 

Date 
Approved 

1 Hydrology 31 Mar 58 23 Jul 58 

2 General Project Development 27 Feb 59 12 Jun 59 

Supp 1 Boundary Surveys and Marking 17 Jun 66 6 Oct 66 

3 Real Estate 6 Sep 60 1 Dec 60 

4 Sediment and Degradation Ranges 17 Aug 60 22 Sep 60 

5 Sources of Construction Materials 3 Nov 60 15 Dec 60 

6 Earthwork 4 Nov 60 23 Jan 61 

Supp A Earthwork 1 Feb 61 20 Feb 61 

Supp B Earthwork 5 Apr 63 8 Jul 63 

7 Access Roads 22 Jan 60 18 Apr 60 

8 Outlet Works and Spillway 22 Dec 60 18 Apr 60 

9 Administrative Facilities 29 Nov 60 21 Feb 61 

10 County Road Relocations 8 Feb 61 7 Apr 61 

Supp A County Road Relocations 19 Jun 63 19 Jul 69 
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Supp B  County Road Relocations 

11 Reservoir Clearing 

12A Master Plan 

Supp 1 

Supp 2 

Supp 3 

Supp 4 

Supp 5 

12A Operational Management Plan 

Appendix A – E 

Appendix F 

12A Master Plan 
13 Operator’s Quarters 

14 Power & Telephone Line Relocations 

Supp A Smoky Hill Electric Cooperative 
Association, Inc. Powerline Relocation 

15 Fallout Protection 

16 Cemetery Relocation Plan 

17 Landing Strip 

18 Feature DM, Shower Bldg., Otoe Park 

12 Nov 68 24 Feb 69 

9 Apr 62 20 Jun 62 

31 May 62 22 Aug 62 

116 Sep 65 21 Oct 66 

18 Dec 67 1 Mar 68 

20 Jul 70 10 Sep 70 

28 Dec 70 26 Feb 71 

14 Sep 79 18 Dec 79 

30 Jul 82 2 Nov 82 

29 Jun 76 28 Sep 76 

9 Jun 76 16 Aug76 

Nov 84 
12 Jan 62 13 Mar 62 

7 Mar 62 18 May 62 

7 Feb 63 17 Apr 63 

11 Apr 62 11 May 62 

18 Sep 62 4 Jan 63 

18 Aug 64 

Feb 81 12 Mar 81 
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f. Pertinent Project Information 
Table 1.2 

GENERAL 

Location of Dam The dam is located about 1 Omiles north 
of Wilson in Russel County, Kansas, at 
river mile 153.9 on the Saline River 

Operational and Jurisdictional Agency US Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas 
City, Missouri 

Purposes Flood control , recreation and fish and 
wildl ife 

Initial Authorization Flood Control Act of 1944 (Public Law 78-
534) , 

22 December 1944 

Date Construction Started Apri l 1961 

Closure of Dam 1964 

Date Placed in Operation December 1964 

Multipurpose Pool Initially Filled March 1973 

Project Life 100 Years 

Project Cost $20,463,500 (through FY1964) * 

Total Cost Including Maintenance $67,242,000 (through FY2017) 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.5 (1986) 

*Includes $2,089,522 for supplemental recreation development. 

RIVER BASIN 

Basin Kansas River Basin 

Stream Saline River 

Dra inage area above Dam 1,917 square miles 

Channel Capacity Below Dam 6,480 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

Start of Appreciable Damage 120 cfs 

Time of Water Travel 18 hours to the mouth 
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Fee Land 20,936 acres of Russell County 

872 acres of Lincoln County 

21 ,808 acres of total fee land 

Easement 11 ,657 acres of Russell County 

1.288 acres of Lincoln County 

12,945 acres of total easement 

Separable Recreation pAcres 

Total Acquisition 21 ,636 Acres 

Acquisition Guideline Elevation 1525 and 1,582 feet, mean sea level 
(msl) 

Fish and Wildlife General Plan 6,752 acres 
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LAKE 

Water Surface Area 

Multipurpose Pool 

Full Pool 

9,045 acres - 1,516 feet, msl 

20,000 acres - 1,554 feet, msl 

Shoreline at Multipurpose Pool Elevation 100 miles 

Storage 

Designation 

Elevation Range 

(feet, msl) 

From To 

Capacity 

(acre-feet) 

Area at 

Top of Pool 

(Acres) 

Surcharge 1,554 - 1,587.5 899,963 39,943 

Flood Control 1,516 - 1,554 530,152 19,980 

Multipurpose 1,516 - 1,516 236,188 9,040 

Gross Storage 1,437 - 1,587 1,666,303 

Sedimentation 
Reserve 

11 ,188 

(all in multipurpose 
pool, 2008) 

Annual Sediment 
Inflow 

265 
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DAM AND EMBANKMENT 

Type of Construction Rolled earth fill 

Crest Elevation (top of dam) 1,592 feet, msl 

Top Width 40 feet 

Maximum Base Width 1,750 feet 

Length 5,600 feet 

Height Above Streambed 160 feet 

Freeboard 10 feet 

SPILLWAY 

Location Right abutment 

Type Uncontrolled 

Crest Elevation 1,582 feet, msl 

Width 450 feet 
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OUTLET 

Location Right abutment 

Type 12 foot circular Tunnel 

Tunnel , Number, Diameter 1 - 12 foot circular 

Length 1,152 feet 

Capacity at Elevation 1,587.5 feet, msl 1 gate open - - 5,300 cfs 

2 gates open - - 7,420 cfs 

Capacity at Elevation 1,554 feet, msl 1 gate open - - 4,700 cfs 

2 gates open - - 6,500 cfs 

Capacity at Elevation 1,516 feet, msl 1 gate open - - 3,800 cfs 

2 gates open - - 5,300 cfs 

Capacity at Elevation 1,460 feet, msl 1 gate open - - 2,000 cfs 

2 gates open - - 2,000 cfs 

Emergency Gate, Number, Size, Type 2 - 6' x 12.0 feet hydraulically operated 
slide gates 

Control Gates, Number, Size, Type 2 - 6' x 12.0 feet hydraulically operated 
slide gates with built in low flow gates 

Low Flow Gate, Number, Size, Type 2 - 2' by 2' hydraulic gates located inside 
the service gates 
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Chapter 2 Project Setting and Factors Influencing Management and 
Development 

a. Description of Reservoir 
Wilson Project is located on the Saline River in North Central Kansas.  The lake 
primarily lies in eastern Russell County although a small portion extends into western 
Lincoln County. At multipurpose pool Wilson Lake covers 9,045 acres and can expand 
to as much as 35,670 acres during periods of heavy rain as excess runoff is impounded 
to prevent downstream flooding. Wilson Lake works in conjunction with several other 
lakes operated by USACE to provide flood protection for the Kansas River Basin and 
the lower Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. 

Wilson Lake has approximately 100 miles of mostly rocky shoreline. The Lake has 
approximately 242,528 acre-ft of storage for multipurpose and sedimentation and at 
flood control pool increases to 511,000 acre-ft of storage. There are 12,842 acres of fee 
land above the multipurpose pool of 1516.00 mean sea level (MSL). 

b. Hydrology and Groundwater 
The Saline River and Hell Creek are the major sources of surface water in the Wilson 
Lake. The Saline River basin is long and narrow with a total drainage of 1,917 square 
miles above Wilson Dam. The surface area, surface elevation, and water volume of the 
reservoir fluctuate based on inflow and local climatic conditions. 

The lake falls within the area of the Dakota Aquifer. The Dakota aquifer system consists 
of sandstone bodies deposited about 100 million years ago during the Cretaceous 
Period. The discontinuous sandstone bodies are lens shaped, rather than flat and 
continuous. Typically, the best sandstone aquifers are up to 100 feet (30 m) thick, 1.5 
miles (2.4 km) wide, and 20 miles (32 km) or more long. Outcrops of these thick, alluvial 
sandstone bodies form the bluffs and canyons along the Saline River valley in the 
vicinity and upstream of Wilson Reservoir in Russell County. Ground water from the 
Dakota aquifer is used for domestic, municipal, industrial, and agricultural purposes. 

c. Sedimentation and Shoreline Erosion 
Wilson Lake has one of the lowest sedimentation rates of any of the Corps Lakes 
located in Kansas. The annual depletion rate from sediments is just 0.09% per year 
(Rahmani et. al., 2018). The sedimentation rate is 265 acre-feet per year. Shoreline 
erosion and deposition of silt have become been an increasing concern at Wilson Lake. 
The last shoreline rock armoring on USACE managed areas was in 1992.  Much of the 
pre-existing armor between elevations 1516 and 1519 are broke down and exposing 
vulnerable soils to erosion. The wave and wind erosion from the 2019 flood caused 
significant loss of soil. The state park reported some areas in Hell Creek eroded back 
into the campsite utilities and exposed water and electric lines. KDWPT will be rock 
armoring these areas.  On USACE managed areas, A 5,700 ton rip rap contract has 
been awarded for 2020 for shoreline rock using placement with a high loader and 
excavator.  
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d. Water Quality 
The Kansas City District (District) Water Quality Program collects monthly water 
samples from standardized locations during the recreation season. Chemical, physical 
and biological parameters are measured to evaluate water quality at four lake sites and 
the outflow. These data describe conditions and changes from within the main lake, and 
outflow focusing on eutrophication, nutrients, sediment, herbicides, metals, and 
contaminants. Lake water quality improves as water moves through the lake as settling, 
dilution, and biological processes remove sediments and nutrients. Water quality at 
Wilson Lake in 2018 was beneficial to operating purposes and measured parameters 
did not exceed Kansas state water quality standards for designated uses. Seasonally 
adjusted total maximum daily load (TMDL) limits for sulfate and chloride ions are in 
effect to reduce inputs into receiving waters with elevated background concentrations. 
Water quality monitoring will continue as a critical part of a holistic, environmentally 
sound water quality management strategy for the project to continue to meet applicable 
federal and state environmental laws, criteria, and standards. 

e. Project Access 
Access to Wilson Lake is excellent. Interstate Highway 70 (I-70) is located 
approximately 10 miles south of the project, U.S. Highway 281 is approximately 7 miles 
west of the project, and Kansas State Highway 18, located 10 miles north of the lake, 
provide the primary access to the Wilson Lake area. Direct Access to the lake is 
provided by Kansas 232 which crosses over the dam and connects I-70 and Kansas 18. 
Access to the lake is also provided by Kansas 181 and numerous county roads on the 
north and south sides of the lake. The Dorrance Road, which connects I-70, and South 
Shore Drive are paved county roads that provide access to the parks on the south side 
of the lake. Other county roads are well maintained gravel roads. This system is 
expected to provide access over the life of the project. 

f. Climate 
The Saline River basin lies in the Central Great Plains climate zone. The record high 
and low temperatures are 111 degrees Fahrenheit (F) and minus 26 degrees F. Mean 
annual precipitation at Wilson Lake was 26.03 inches. Greatest daily precipitation was 
over five inches. The area receives on average about 14 inches of snowfall each year. 
Snow packs are usually short-lived and are not commonly a concern for flooding. 

The effects of climate change for this region is projected by an increase in the average 
annual temperatures; however there would be large year-to-year variations. More 
frequent high-volume rainfall events are expected along with an increase in periods of 
drought. These shifts in climate may lead to shifts in the growing season and allow 
species to shift their ranges northward. 
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Temperature (F) Precipitation (inches) 

Mean Number Means Extremes Mean # of Day Snow of Days 

Max Min 

32 32 .10 .50 1.00 
Daily Daily Record Record 90 and and and 0 and Greatest Greatest Maximum or or or 
Max Min Monthly High Low Above Below Below Below Mean Monthly Daily Mean Monthly More More More 

Jan 41.6 18.8 30.2 80 -15 0 9 29 2 0.56 1.48 1.39 3 21.5 1 0 0 

Feb 45.5 21.9 33.7 86 -17 0 6 24 2 0.76 2.08 1.29 5 17.0 2 1 0 

Mar 56.2 30.7 43.5 89 -5 0 2 18 0 1.72 8.84 3.05 2 10.5 3 1 0 

Apr 66.2 40.2 53.2 100 12 1 0 6 0 2.44 5.29 2.32 0 4.2 5 2 1 

May 75.6 51.9 63.8 100 27 2 0 0 0 3.62 9.41 4.86 0 0 7 3 1 

Jun 85.8 61.7 73.8 111 38 12 0 0 0 3.69 10.59 2.27 0 0 6 2 1 

Jul 92.3 67.1 79.7 110 46 21 0 0 0 3.79 11.56 4.70 0 0 5 2 1 

Aug 90.4 65.4 77.9 111 45 18 0 0 0 3.64 7.81 5.11 0 0 5 2 1 

Sep 81.8 55.6 68.7 105 28 8 0 0 0 2.28 7.96 3.41 0 0 4 2 1 

Oct 69.2 43.0 56.1 97 17 1 0 4 0 1.80 6.62 3.07 0 1.5 3 1 1 

Nov 55.1 30.8 42.9 87 -5 0 1 17 0 1.04 4.29 3.50 1 5.3 2 1 0 

Dec 42.6 21.0 31.8 76 -26 0 6 27 1 0.69 3.25 2.85 3 18.8 2 0 0 

Year 66.9 42.3 54.6 111 -26 61 25 122 5 26.03 40.93 5.11 14 40.7 44 16 6 

Table 2.1 Climatological Summary for Wilson Lake, Kansas Source:  National Climatic Data Center, Monthly Normals, 1981-2010 
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g. Topography, Geology, and Soils 
Wilson Lake is located in an area of well-defined hills and valleys with numerous 
sandstone outcrops. Elevation ranges from 1,440 ft. msl in the area below the dam to 
1,780 ft. msl at the western end of the project. Wilson Lake occupies a broad, flat flood 
plain that is deeply cut into the surrounding uplands.  The local geographic unit is the 
Smoky Hills. The Smoky Hills are made up of a maturely dissected belt, some 20 – 40 
miles wide, lying on the eastern border of the dissected High Plains province which 
forms the eastern edge of the High Plains. Much of the area around Wilson Lake is 
characterized by relatively high hills with steep foot slopes to the shoreline. Away from 
the river valley, the topography is less severe with indistinct terraces, dissected 
escarpments and rolling hills. 

The lake area is characterized by sandstone outcroppings of the Dakota formation. This 
formation of the Cretaceous Age is the oldest bedrock exposed in the lake area. The 
sandstone appears in most cases to weather rapidly, but in some instances has 
become case hardened and quite resistant to weathering. The Saline River has in the 
past, undercut the channel sandstone causing massive blocks of the sandstone to 
separate along the vertical jointing and to slump toward the river. Steep sandstone walls 
and ledges line the valley and adjoining canyons throughout this part of the Saline 
Valley. On the Western Edge of Lucas Park is an interesting concentration of rock 
formations resembling a small scale city. These formations, known as Rocktown, are 
comprised of a soft sandstone ranging in color from white to bright red. In the lake areas 
there are also deposits of limestone, gravel, lignite, and various clays. For the most part, 
these deposits are buried beneath overburden or water and so are not readily 
observable. 

Figure ?. Rock Formations in Water 

2-4 



Soils in the lake area are generally considered to be of the Chernozem and Chestnut 
Great Soil Group.  These soils are generally shallow and have developed under prairie 
conditions associated with relatively low rainfall. 

h. Resource Analysis (Level One Inventory Data)
Operational civil works projects administered by USACE are required, with few 
exceptions, to prepare an inventory of natural resources. The basic inventory required is 
referred to within USACE regulations (ER and Engineering Pamphlet [EP] 1130-2-540) 
as a Level One Inventory. This inventory includes the following:  vegetation in 
accordance with the National Vegetation Classification System through the sub-class 
level; assessment of the potential presence of special status species including but not 
limited to federal and state listed endangered and threatened species, migratory 
species, and birds of conservation concern listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS); land (soils) capability classes in accordance with the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) criteria; and wetlands in accordance with the USFWS’ 
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States. This basic 
inventory information is used in preparing project MPs and Operation Management 
Plans (OMP). The OMP is a five-year management plan setting forth detailed 
information required to implement the concepts set forth in the MP. An overview of the 
natural resources and related management actions at the project is provided in the 
following sections and paragraphs. 

1) Fish and Wildlife Resources 
The impoundment of the Saline River and other tributary streams, which form Wilson 
Lake, changed it from a riverine to a lake system. Fisheries in Wilson Lake are 
managed by the fisheries division of the Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and 
Tourism (KDWPT). Fisheries management activities include fish sampling, creel 
surveys, habitat work, aquatic vegetation enhancement, fish stocking, and special 
studies to monitor fish populations and improve fishing opportunities. A fisheries habitat 
improvement plan has been established and each year fish habitat (Georgia Cubes) is 
placed in a variety of spots around the lake to provide cover. A variety of sport and non-
sport fish species are found in the lake. A list of fish species in the lake can be found in 
Appendix C. 

Figure ?. Placement of Georgia Cube for Fish Habitat Improvement 
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The project lands with its variety of habitats supports a number of game animal, 
furbearers, and other mammal species. A wide variety of resident and migratory bird 
species utilize the project lands and water for at least a portion of the year. These 
provide visitors with both consumptive and non-consumptive uses. Reptiles and 
amphibians typical of the Smoky Hill region are also located on Wilson Lake project 
lands. 

Figure ?. Hen Turkey with Poults 

2) Vegetative Resources 
As part of the Level I inventory the project lands were classified according to the 
National Vegetation Classification System down to the sub-class level. In addition, an 
assessment was made as to the condition of those lands to determine if they are 
sustainable. 

Description of each of the assessment categories: 

Sustainable – Meeting the desired state. The acreage is not significantly impacted by 
any factors that can be managed and does not require intensive management. The 
acreage also meets operational goals and objectives set out in the project OMP or other 
applicable management document. These acres are considered healthy and 
sustainable for future generations. Only minor management practices may be required 
to maintain the health. 
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Transitioning – Managed to meet desired goals. The acreage is impacted by human or 
other environmental factors that require management of the acreage to meet goals and 
objectives outlined in the project OMP or other applicable management document. 

Degraded – Does not meet desired goals. The acreage is significantly impacted by 
human or other environmental factors that prevent the acreage from meeting desired 
goals outlined in the project OMP or other management documents. The acreage is not 
considered healthy. Intense management may be required to meet desired goals. 

Figure ?. Coneflowers 
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Project Site Vegetation Classification and Condition Records for 

Fiscal Year 2017 

... THE FOLLOWING CLASSIFICATION INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE NATIONAL VEGETATION CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM ... 

Division NORTHWESTERN DIVISION 
District KANSAS CITY 
Project Site WILSON LAKE KANSAS 

Fiscal Year 2017 
Project Fee-Owned Area 21796 

Division Order Class Sub-Class Total Sub-Class Sustainable Transitioning 
Acreage Acres Acres 

NON- Non-Vegetated Non-Vegetated Non-Vegetated 9884 0 9884 
VEGETATED 

VEGETATED Herb Dominated Herbaceous Annual graminoid or forb 636 0 636 
Vegetation vegetation 

VEGETATED Herb Dominated Herbaceous Perennial gramimoid vegetation 9800 2000 7500 
Vegetation (grasslands) 

VEGETATED Shrub Dominated Shrubland (Scrub) Deciduous shrubland (scrub) 380 300 80 

VEGETATED Tree Dominated Closed Tree Canopy Deciduous closed tree canopy 600 350 200 

VEGETATED Tree Dominated Open Tree Canopy Deciduous open tree canopy 496 100 200 

WILSON LAKE KANSAS Totals 21796 2750 18500 

Version 9 

Degraded Total Condition 
Acres Acres 

0 9884 

0 636 

300 9800 

0 380 

50 600 

196 496 

546 21796 

Table 2.2 
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3) Threatened and Endangered Species 
The USFWS maintains the list of federally listed threatened or endangered species, and 
their designated critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act. MDC is responsible 
for maintaining the state listed species. The state Endangered Species Act and Missouri 
Wildlife Code are the guiding legislation for the state . A table of federal and state listed 
species believed to occupy Russell and/or Lincoln County is found below. 

Table 2.3 

Name State 
Status 

Federal 
Status 

Habitat 

Northern Long-
Eared Bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis) 

Threatened Hibernates in caves and mines -
swarming in surrounding 
wooded areas in autumn. 
Roosts and forages in upland 
forests during spring and 
summer. 

Whooping Crane 
(Grus americana) 

Endangered During migration they tend to 
stop over on wide shallow river 
flats, along with shallow areas of 
lakes and Marshes 

4) Invasive Species 
Invasive species have been introduced for a specific purpose such as wild life habitat or 
erosion control without realizing the ful l ecological impacts. The invasive species known 
to occur on project lands includes autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbel/ate) , Johnson grass 
(Sorghum halepense), musk thistle (Carduus nutans) , field bindweed (Convolvulus 
arvensis), and phragmites (Phragmites australis) . Out of these the Johnson grass, 
phragmites and musk thistle are the most prolific. The project staff has done some 
limited treatment of these species. Control of invasive species is guided by the 
Operations Management Plan in conjunction with KDWPT and the KS dept. of ag. 

Within the last two decades zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) have been 
identified within Kansas waterbodies. They can spread by moving off a contaminated 
boat to an uninfected waterway. They can be transported by infected water that may be 
within bilge, livewells, or motor water intakes. The project has had zebra mussels 
discovered first in October 2009. A large education effort by both state and federal 
agencies about zebra mussels and their mechanism of spread has potentially slowed 
the spread of this species. Once a waterbody becomes infested the mussels clump 
together and can cover power plants, industrial and public water intakes. They can also 
fowl boat hulls, cover docks and other structures, and decimate native mussel 
populations. 
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5) Ecological Setting 
Wilson Lake occupies a broad, flat flood plain that is deeply cut into the surrounding 
uplands.  The local geographic unit is the Smoky Hills.  The Smoky Hills are made up of a 
maturely dissected belt, some 20 – 40 miles wide, lying on the eastern border of the 
dissected High Plains province which forms the eastern edge of the High Plains.  Much of 
the area around Wilson Lake is characterized by relatively high hills with steep foot slopes 
to the shoreline.  Away from the river valley, the topography is less severe with indistinct 
terraces, dissected escarpments and rolling hills. 

Tree cover historically was sparse with most timber limited to narrow strips adjacent to the 
Saline River and smaller tributaries.  Stands of cottonwood, willows and tamarisks can be 
found along the shoreline.  After the record pool level of 1993 and the long draw down 
experienced thereafter, low lying vegetation died off.  The old tree stands remain and 
through natural decay will eventually fall and decompose. 

Majority of the grasslands at Wilson Lake can be classified as natural prairie. Many of the 
fields which were improved pastures before the dam was constructed. Open areas which 
were once cultivated continue to be cultivated under agriculture leases or have been re-
vegetated by prairie species. 
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6) Wetlands 
Much of the wetland systems classified at the project are associated with the lake and 
the tributaries feeding into the lake. Classification of the wetlands was derived from the 
USFWS Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States. A 
table listing the wetland systems and acreages is found below. 

Table 2.4 

System Sub-System Class Class Acres 

Lacustrine Limnetic Unconsolidated Bottom 8820 

Lacustrine Littoral Unconsolidated Bottom 180 

Palustrine Emergent Wetland 12 

Palustrine Forested Wetland 12 

Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 62 

Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom 2.5 

Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom 221 

Figure ?. Emergent Wetland on the Periphery of the Lake 
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i. Borrow Areas and Utilities 
Borrow area for fill utilized by the project is located below the dam. This area is less 
than one- half acre in size. There are no other active borrow areas on the project. 

The project has 63 utility easements for electric, water, fiber optic, antennas, telephone, 
petroleum, and road rights-of-way. 

j. Mineral and Timber Resources 
No oil and Gas, Sand & gravel, or commercial tree harvest. If grants are issued 
authorizing extraction of mineral resources from the project, the grant would contain 
special conditions, and stipulations for protecting the natural, physical, structural, and 
cultural aspects of the project for its authorized purposes. 
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k. Cultural Resources 

1) Background 
Numerous cultural resources have been recorded on Wilson project lands. Cultural 
resources are the physical remains of past human activity and occupation and include 
prehistoric and historic archeological sites, artifacts, features, burial sites including 
mounds and cairns, structures, landscapes, and traditional cultural places. In Kansas, 
including the Wilson Lake area, past periods of human occupation have been divided 
into broad time periods including the Paleoarchaic (10,000-1 B.C.), Early Ceramic (A.D. 
1-1000 A.D.), Middle Ceramic (A.D. 1000-1500), Late Ceramic (A.D. 1500-1800), and 
Historic (A.D. 1800 to present). Each of these time periods is represented by diagnostic 
remains that represent cultural practices and adaptation to environmental factors. 

2) Previous Investigations 
Initial archeological investigations for the Wilson Lake Project began shortly following its 
authorization under the Flood Control Act of 1944. The project was transferred from the 
Bureau of Reclamation to the Corps in 1956. Construction of the lake began in 1961 
and was completed in 1964. The National Park Service conducted archeological field 
reconnaissance of the proposed reservoir area between 1948 and 1960. Sites found 
during the earlier surveys were excavated and tested in 1960 by Kansas State Historical 
Society (KSHS). In 1981, a statewide rock art study was performed by the Department 
of the Interior Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service and the KSHS. A 
preliminary cultural resources plan was developed in 1978 by Kansas State University 
archaeologists. Following development of the management plan, Corps has funded two 
large cultural resource projects as part of its obligations under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). A survey of the public use areas was published by KSHS in 
1982. Archeologists from Wichita State University surveyed and tested sites along the 
lake edge in 1986 and documented the Pawnee Trail. Since these large projects, 
smaller scale archeological investigations have been conducted by the Kansas 
Department of Transportation project on Corps land in 2004 and by Corps archeologists 
for specific real estate and lake project undertakings. In 1997 a new and updated 
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was completed for Wilson Lake. 

3) Recorded Sites 
The Wilson Lake Project consists of 12,796 acres of USACE fee-owned land above the 
multipurpose pool, of which about 60 percent has been professionally surveyed for 
archeological sites. A total of 101 cultural resource sites have been recorded on the fee-
owned land and another 11 sites are recorded on easement land. Of these, there are 
three sites, all petroglyphs, that are listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). One is on fee land and two are on easement land. An additional 37 sites on 
fee land and 5 sites on easement land are potentially eligible for the NRHP and need to 
be evaluated for listing on the NRHP. Fifteen sites on fee land were inundated before 
they were evaluated. Forty-eight sites on fee land and 4 on easement land need to be 
re-surveyed and evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP. Since only 62 percent of USACE-
owned lands have been surveyed at the lake, it is likely that many as of yet unrecorded 
sites are present in the areas that have not been surveyed. 
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4) Cultural Resources Management 
The cultural resources management policy of the District is to preserve and protect 
significant cultural resources in a spirit of stewardship for the nation. Federal law and 
USACE regulations require USACE to identify, evaluate, and provide stewardship for 
cultural resource sites on USACE land at Wilson Lake. These laws include but are not 
limited to the NHPA, Archeological Resource Protection Act, and the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 

5) Historic Properties Management Plan 
The HPMP for Wilson Lake is the primary tool used to provide proper stewardship for 
cultural resources on project lands. The HPMP specifies the appropriate management 
of cultural resources and serves as an appendix to the lake Operation Management 
plan. All organizational elements that have administrative and management 
responsibilities for Wilson Lake have access to the plan. The HPMP is an effective way 
of identifying and meeting the District’s cultural resource stewardship needs and 
requirements. HPMPs provide comprehensive overviews of all cultural resources on 
USACE-owned property and easement lands; information on current and future required 
stewardship actions; information on eligibility status of all known sites at the project; 
information on past investigations; information on land use restrictions; updates from 
site monitoring; future budget needs for specific actions; and an overview of current 
laws and regulations. 

6) Standard Guidelines 
All real estate actions or other undertakings that include ground disturbing activity 
require a cultural resource review to determine if the activity could impact cultural 
resource sites. The District Archeologist reviews project plans, makes determinations on 
the necessity for field investigations, coordinates the undertaking with the Kansas State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and consults with appropriate federally recognized Native 
American tribes. 

Sites listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP are required to be monitored and 
protected from destruction or looting activity. For undertakings that have the potential to 
impact NRHP properties, avoidance is the preferred alternative. If avoidance is not 
possible, any disturbance would require SHPO and Tribal consultation. Mitigation 
measures would also be required for such disturbances. In the case of archeological 
sites, mitigation typically consists of intensive excavations. Unevaluated sites that could 
be impacted would require an NRHP eligibility determination prior to the undertaking. 
Sites determined not eligible for the NRHP can be modified in a manner consistent with 
land use classifications, resource management objectives, and environmental laws. 
Detailed guidance on land use is contained in the HPMP. 

I. Interpretation & Visual Qualities 
Wilson Lake is located in the natural division of Kansas identified as the Smoky Hills. 
The Smoky Hills natural division is composed largely of sandstone, limestone, and 
chalk. Although visibly different, they were all formed from sediment in the Cretaceous 
Period which lasted from 145 to 66 million years ago. Over millions of years, rivers and 
streams flowing through the region carved the rock layers into hills and created wide 
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and flat river valleys. Sediment carried in and deposited by the streams in the river 
valleys is younger than the rock making up the surrounding hills (Kansas Geological 
Survey. 2019). 

Wilson Lake is a popular recreation spot in this regional division. The Wilson Lake 
Valley has a maximum relief in the area of about 250 feet along the meandering stream 
and lake. The surrounding upland areas are gently rolling. The native woodlands on the 
ridge tops and prairie border areas are of the post oak-blackjack oak type. It has 
estimated that over 50 percent of the fee-owned land at the project is in native 
woodlands. 

Rocktown Natural Area is a site comprising 305 acres in Lucas Park. It is named for the 
sandstone pillars, ranging in height from 15 feet to 30 feet that occupy its landscape. It 
is also home to a number of plant species uncommon to the region: Fremont's clematis, 
shortstem spiderwort, and Maryland senna among others. 

l. Demographics
The population of Kansas is just shy of three million people. According to the Kansas 
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), the population density in 
Kansas has steadily shifted from rural agricultural regions to urban areas and to rural 
areas that are rich in recreational amenities. The overall population of Kansas has been 
growing steadily at 2% per decade, which is lagging behind the national growth 
projection of 10% per decade. Kansas’s population is aging and the number of people 
65 and older is projected to become a larger proportion of the total population. Following 
another national trend, Kansas has become more racially and ethnically diverse over 
the course of the last decade. Minority populations in Kansas are growing faster than 
the general population, increasing over the past decade three times as fast as the state 
population as a whole. 

The project is located within Russell and Lincoln Counties. A summary of the 
demographic information and projections are as follows: 

Russell County 

• Population estimates for Russell County shows a slow decline (-0.8%) in 
population until since 2010 Census as compared to the state average of 2% growth 
during that same period. 

• Russell County has one of the largest proportions of persons age 65 and over 
(24.17%) within the region and is greater than the statewide percentage (15.4%). 

• Russell County is much less diverse compared to the statewide demographics. 
White or Caucasian comprises 95.2% of the population compared to 86.5% statewide. 
Hispanic or Latino was the next largest ethnic group comprising 3.3% as compared to 
12.1% statewide. Black or African Americans represented only 1.3% of the Russell 
County Population as compared to 6.2% statewide population 

Lincoln County 
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• Population estimates for Lincoln County shows a sharp decline (-6.7%) in 
population until since 2010 Census as compared to the state average of 2% growth 
during that same period. 

• Lincoln County is much less diverse compared to the statewide demographics. 
White or Caucasian comprises 96.8% of the population compared to 86.5% statewide. 
Hispanic or Latino was the next largest ethnic group comprising 3.4% as compared to 
12.1% statewide. Black or African Americans represented only 0.8% of the Lincoln 
County Population as compared to 6.2% statewide population. 

• Lincoln County had a similar proportion of the population below the poverty level 
11.8% versus 11.9% statewide. 

m. Economics 
The money spent by visitors to USACE lakes on trip expenses adds to the local and 
national economies by supporting jobs and generating income. Visitor spending 
represents a sizable component of the economy in many communities around USACE 
lakes. Wilson Lake Project contributed the below to the economy. 

287,254 visits per year (FY 2016) resulted in: 

• $10,768,969 in visitor spending within 30 miles of the lake 
• $7,781,942 in sales within 30 miles of the lake 
• 99 jobs within 30 miles of the lake 
• $2,364,071 in labor income within 30 miles of the lake 
• $3,537,128 in value added within 30 miles of the lake 
• $3,492,763 in National Economic Development Benefits 

With multiplier effect, visitor trip spending resulted in: 

• $11,642,545 in total sales 
• 129 jobs 
• $3,492,605 in labor income 
• $5,374,180 in value added (wages & salaries, payroll benefits, profits, rents, and 

indirect business taxes) 

Cumulative damages prevented from project implementation through FY 2016 totaled 
$1,602,629,200. 

n. Recreation Facilities, Activities and Needs 

1) Zones of Influence 
The zones of influence for Wilson Lake include the metropolitan areas of Hays, Salina, 
and Great Bend, as well as towns and communities within a relatively short distance 
from the lake. 

2) Visitation Profile 
During the period of fiscal year (FY) 2002 – FY 2012 ranged from 169 thousand to over 
325 thousand visits with an average of 220,795 total visits. Total overnight visits during 
this time period ranged from about 73,771 to 126,434 with an average of 95,594 
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overnight visits per FY. Day-use visits accounted for between 1.2 million to 1.9 million 
with an average of 1.47 million day-use visits per FY during FY 2002 – 2012. 

Table 2.5. Total Visitation and Recreation Day Equivalents 

Year Visitation Total Recreation Days 

2002 281,545 970,794 

2003 325,480 1,242,589 

2004 183,970 1,294,780 

2005 169,336 1,580,211 

2006 187,669 1,360,172 

2007 212,297 1,079,332 

2008 211,137 1,035,609 

2009 205,869 1,037,419 

2010 232,562 1,187,816 

2011 217,949 1,096,533 

2012 200,926 1,107,118 

Average over this period is 220,795 Visits & 1,069,307 Recreation Days 

3) Recreation Analysis 
By providing opportunities for active recreation, USACE lakes help combat one of the 
most significant of the nation’s health problems:  lack of physical activity. Recreational 
programs and activities at USACE lakes also help strengthen family ties and 
friendships; provide opportunities for children to develop personal skills, social values, 
and self-esteem; and increase water safety and awareness. The programs also 
increase community involvement and ownership of shared resources. Physical 
recreation contributes to a full and meaningful life, which is good for the mind and body, 
good for the economy, and great for the outdoors. 

Wilson Lake’s recreation areas, trails, and water add to the attractiveness, vitality, and 
appreciation for the outdoors. These areas provide a sense of place and allow a 
growing population to enjoy outdoor recreation opportunities in an ever growing 
landscape. While visitation in recreation areas remains strong, there are indications that 
there is new demand for upgraded facilities and non-traditional recreation opportunities. 
Recreation has evolved into a modernized and high-tech activity since the construction 
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of Wilson Lake’s recreation areas. The popularity of campsites, cabins, and, hiking and 
biking trails, have also become apparent in other federal, and state parks in the region. 

Recreational Facilities as of 2016 

• 5 recreation areas 
• 507 picnic sites 
• 473 camping sites 
• 14 playgrounds 
• 4 swimming areas 
• 6 number of trails 
• 25.8 trail miles 
• 9 boat ramps – 22 Launch Lanes 
• 187 marina wet slips 
• 45 dry storage slips 

Visits (person-trips) in FY16 

• 287,254 in total 
• 26,763 picnickers 
• 37,028 campers 
• 64,828 swimmers 
• 20,671 water skiers 
• 93,990 boaters 
• 61,328 sightseers 
• 110,548 fishermen 
• 27,698 hunters 
• 95,870 others 

4) Recreational Carrying Capacity 
No formal recreational carrying capacity study has been conducted for Wilson Lake. 
The below table and discussion provide a look at recent occupancy data. 

Table 2.6 

Wilson Project Occupancy 
AVERAGE OF FISCAL YEAR 2015-2019 

# of Total 
Days Percent 

Park Name Available Occupancy Walk-ins Reservations Usage 
LUCAS 20,231 3,154 397 922 21.42% 
MINOOKA 32,644 5,480 576 1,666 21.58% 
SYLVAN 6,421 1,543 149 456 29.47% 

Total: 59,295 10,178 1,122 3,043 23.46% 
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The total walk-in transactions represent a much lower number than the reservations 
made in advance. The total occupancy of 23 percent is somewhat lower than the 
national average of USACE facilities at 29 percent. In addition, Lucas Park was closed 
for part of 2018 and all of 2019 for road work 

o. Related Recreational, Historical, and Cultural Areas 
Several of the surrounding towns such as Ellsworth, Russell, Wilson and Lucas hold 
several festivals annually. 

Garden of Eden 

Post Rock Scenic Byway 

Sternberg Museum of Natural History (Hays) 

Rolling Hills Wildlife Refuge (Salina) 

p. Real Estate Acquisition Policy
Acquisition policy for Wilson Lake was established in 1953 in the Design Manual 
Memorandum number five which was revised in 1956. 

Lands to be acquired in fee are described as those lands: (1) Required for the dam site 
spillway control structure, construction areas, and other permanent structures; (2) 
Frequently used operational areas and access thereto; (3) Required for public access; 
(4) Subject to frequent inundation (below elevation 1,525,the 5-year flood-frequency 
contour, blocked out), (5) Areas wherein excessive erosion is anticipated, (6) Borrow 
area (downstream of Dam), and (7) Quarry sites (not established as of this date) outside 
of the reservoir, as required, (a lesser interest will be acquired if, during negotiatons with 
the owners, it is determined to be to the financial advantage to the Government.)Flood 
easements on adjacent private property are monitored from construction of habitable 
structures below elevation 1582 (emergency spillway elevation).. 

q. Pertinent Public Laws 

(1) Application of Public Laws. 
Development and management of federal reservoirs are regulated by a number of 
statutes and guided by USACE documents. The following sections provide a summary 
of the relevant policies and federal statutes. 

(2) Recreation 
The policies and public laws listed below address development and management of 
recreational facilities on public lands and are pertinent to the Wilson Lake Project. 

PL 78-534, Flood Control Act of 1944 (22 December 1944), authorized the Chief of 
Engineers to provide facilities in reservoir areas for public use, including recreation and 
conservation of fish and wildlife. 
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PL 79-526, Flood Control Act of 1946 (24 July 1946), amends PL 78-534 to include 
authority to grant leases to nonprofit organizations at recreational facilities in reservoir 
areas at reduced or nominal charges. 

PL 83-780, Flood Control Act of 1954 (3 September 1954), further amends PL 78-534 
and authorizes the Secretary of the Army to grant leases to federal, state, or 
governmental agencies without monetary considerations for use and occupation of land 
and water areas under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army for park and 
recreational purposes when in the public interest. 

PL 87-874, Flood Control Act of 1962, broadened the authority under PL 78-534 to 
include all water resource projects. 

Joint Land Acquisition Policy for Reservoir Projects (Federal Register, Volume 27, 22 
February 1962) allows the Department of the Army to acquire additional lands 
necessary for the realization of potential outdoor recreational resources of a reservoir. 

PL 88-578, Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (1 September 1964), 
prescribes conditions under which USACE may charge for admission and use of its 
recreational areas. 

PL 89-72, Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 (9 July 1965), requires sharing 
of financial responsibilities in joint federal and non-federal recreational and fish and 
wildlife resources with no more than half the cost borne by the federal government. 

PL 90-480, Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (12 August 1968), as amended, requires 
access for persons with disabilities to facilities designed, built, altered, or leased with 
federal funds. 

PL 101-336, Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (26 July 1990), as amended 
by the ADA Amendments Act of 2008 (PL 110-325), prohibits discrimination based on 
disabilities in, among others, the area of public accommodations and requires 
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities. 

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

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

PL 104-333, Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996 (12 November 
1996), created an advisory commission to review the current and anticipated demand 
for recreational opportunities at lakes and reservoirs managed by the federal 
government and to develop alternatives to enhance the opportunities for such use by 
the public. 
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PL 104-303 (the Water Resources Development Act of 1996), authorizes recreation and 
fish and wildlife mitigation as purposes of the project, to the extent that the additional 
purposes do not adversely affect flood control, power generation, or other authorized 
purposes of the project. 

(3) Water Resource Protection and Flood Risk Management 
A number of public laws address water resources protection and flood risk management 
and integration of these goals with other Project purposes such as recreation. The 
following are pertinent to Wilson Lake: 

PL 75-761, Flood Control Act of 1938 (28 June 1938), authorizes the construction of 
civil engineering projects such as dams, levees, dikes, and other flood risk management 
measures through USACE. 

PL 78-534, Flood Control Act of 1944 (22 December 1944), specifies the rights and 
interests of the states in water resources development and requires cooperation and 
consultation with State agencies in planning for flood risk management. 

PL 79-14, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 specifies the rights and interests of the states 
in watershed development and water utilization and control, and the requirements for 
cooperation with state agencies in planning for flood control and navigation 
improvements. 

PL 85-500, Water Supply Act of 1958 (3 July 1958), authorizes USACE to include 
municipal and industrial water supply storage in multiple-purpose reservoir projects. 

PL 87-88, Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1961 (20 July 1961), 
requires federal agencies to address the potential for pollution of interstate or navigable 
waters when planning a reservoir project. 

PL 89-80, Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 (22 July 1965), provides for the 
optimum development of the Nation’s natural resources through coordinated planning of 
water and related land resources. It provides authority for the establishment of a water 
resources council and river basin commission. 

PL 89-298, Flood Control Act of 1965 (27 October 1965), authorizes the Secretary of 
the Army to design and construct navigation, flood risk management, and shore 
protection projects if the cost of any single project does not exceed $10 million. 

PL 92-500, Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) (October 18, 1972) 
Establishes a national goal of eliminating all discharges into U.S. waters by 1985 and an 
interim goal of making the waters safe for fish, shellfish, wildlife and people by July 1, 
1983. Also provides that in the planning of any USACE reservoir consideration shall be 
given to inclusion of storage for regulation of stream flow. PL 95-217, Clean Water Act 
of 1977 (15December 1977), amends PL 87-88 and requires the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to enter into written agreements with the Secretaries of 
Agriculture, the Army, and the Interior to provide maximum utilization of the laws and 
programs to maintain water quality. 
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PL 99-662, Water Resource Development Act of 1986 (17 November 1986), establishes 
cost sharing formulas for the construction of harbors, inland waterway transportation, 
and flood risk management projects. 

(4) Fish and Wildlife Resources 
A number of public laws address protection and maintenance of fish and wildlife 
resources. The following are pertinent to the Wilson Lake project: 

PL 79-732, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (10 March 1934), provides authority for 
making project lands available for management by interested State agencies for wildlife 
purposes. 

Title 16 U.S. Code (U.S.C.) §§ 668-668a-d, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 
1940 (8 June 1940) as amended, prohibits anyone, without a permit issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior, from taking bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), including 
their nests or eggs. 

PL 85-624, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (12 August 1958), states that fish and 
wildlife conservation will receive equal consideration with other project purposes and be 
coordinated with other features of water resources development programs. 

The Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 (PL 89-72) requires consideration of 
opportunities for fish and wildlife enhancement in planning water resources projects. 
Non-federal bodies are encouraged to operate and maintain the project fish and wildlife 
enhancement facilities. If non-federal bodies agree in writing to administer the facilities 
at their expense, the fish and wildlife benefits are included in the project benefits and 
project cost allocated to fish and wildlife. Fees may be charged by the non-federal 
bodies to repay their costs. If non-federal bodies do not so agree, no facilities for fish 
and wildlife may be provided. 

PL 91-190, National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (1 January 1970), 
establishes a broad federal policy on environmental quality stating that the federal 
government will assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically 
and culturally pleasing surroundings, and preserve important historic, cultural, and 
natural aspects of our national heritage. 

PL 93-205, Conservation, Protection, and Propagation of Endangered Species (28 
December 1973), requires that federal agencies will, in consultation with the USFWS, 
further conservation of endangered and threatened species and ensure that their 
actions are not likely to jeopardize such species or destroy or modify their critical 
habitat. 

PL 95-632, Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1978 (10 November 1978), 
specifies a consultation process between federal agencies and the Secretaries of the 
Interior, Commerce, or Agriculture for carrying out programs for the conservation of 
endangered and threatened species. 

PL 101-233, North American Wetland Conservation Act (13 December 1989), directs 
the conservation of North America wetland ecosystems and requires agencies to 
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manage their lands for wetland/waterfowl purposes to the extent consistent with 
missions. 

PL 104-303, The Water Resources Development Act of 1996, authorized recreation and 
fish and wildlife mitigation as purposes of the project, to the extent that the additional 
purposes do not adversely affect flood control, power generation, or other authorized 
purposes of the project. 

PL 106-147, Neo-tropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act (20 July 2000) promotes the 
conservation of habitat for neo-tropical migratory birds. 

(5) Forest Resources 
The following law pertains to management of forested lands and is pertinent to the 
Wilson Lake project: 

PL 86-717, Conservation of Forest Land Act of 1960 (6 September 1960), provides for 
the protection of forest cover in reservoir areas and specifies that reservoir areas of 
projects developed for flood risk management or other purposes that are owned in fee 
and under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers will 
be developed and maintained so as to encourage, promote, and ensure fully adequate 
and dependable future resources of readily available timber through sustained yield 
programs, reforestation, and accepted conservation practices. 

(6) Cultural Resources 
A number of public laws mandate protection of cultural resources on public lands. The 
following are pertinent to USACE project lands at the Wilson Lake project: 

PL 59-209, Antiquities Act of 1906 (8 June 1906), applies to the appropriation or 
destruction of antiquities on federally owned or controlled lands and has served as the 
precedent for subsequent legislation. 

PL 74-292, Historic Sites Act of 1935 (21 August 1935), declares that it is a national 
policy to preserve for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects of national 
significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people of the United States. 

PL 86-523, Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 (27 June 1960), provides for the preservation 
of historical and archaeological data that might otherwise be lost as the result of the 
construction of a dam and attendant facilities and activities. 

PL 89-665, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (15 October 1966), establishes a 
national policy of preserving, restoring, and maintaining cultural resources. It requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effect an action may have on sites that may be 
eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. 

PL 93-291, Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (24 May 1974), 
amends PL 86-523 and provides for the Secretary of Interior to coordinate all federal 
survey and recovery activities authorized under this expansion of the Reservoir Salvage 
Act of 1960. The federal construction agency may expend up to one percent of project 
funds on cultural resource surveys. 
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PL 96-95, Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (31 October 1979), updates 
PL 59-209 and protects archaeological resources and sites on public lands and fosters 
increased cooperation and exchange of information among governmental authorities, 
the professional archaeological community, and private individuals. 

PL 101-601, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (16 November 
1990), requires federal agencies to return Native American human remains and cultural 
items, including funerary objects and sacred objects, to their respective peoples. 

(7) Leases, Easements, and Rights-of-Way 
A number of laws and regulations govern the granting of leases, easements, and rights-
of-way on federal lands. The following are pertinent to USACE project lands at the 
Wilson Lake project: 

16 U.S.C. § 663, Impoundment or Diversion of Waters (10 March 1934), for wildlife 
resources management in accordance with the approved general plan. 

10 U.S.C. § 2667, Leases:  Non-excess Property of Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies (10 August 1956), authorizes the lease of land at water resource projects for 
any commercial or private purpose not inconsistent with other authorized project 
purposes. U.S.C. Titles 10, 16, 30, 32, and 43 address easements and licenses for 
project lands; 

16 U.S.C. § 460d authorizes use of public lands for any public purpose, including fish 
and wildlife, if it is in the public interest. 

16 U.S.C. §§ 470h-3, Lease or Exchange of Historic Property (15 October 1966), for 
historic properties. 

PL 91-646, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970 (2 January 1971), establishes a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of 
persons displaced as a result of federal or federally assisted programs. 

PL 94-579, Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (21 October 1976) 
establishes a policy that the federal government receives fair market value for the use of 
the public lands and their resources unless otherwise provided for by statute. It also 
provides for the inventory of public land and land use planning and establishes the 
extent to which the executive branch may withdraw lands without legislative action. 

r. Management Plans 

1) Operations Management Plan 
Whereas the MP is a more conceptual framework to guide the park, the Operational 
Management Plan (OMP) gives more specificity to what work will be accomplished over 
the next two to three years. The OMP is updated on a frequent basis. Several other 
plans have been incorporated into the OMP and are listed below. 

2) Natural Resources Management Plan 
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This plan describes the overall goals and actions needed for all natural resources on the 
project land and waters. 

3) Shoreline Management Plan 
Establishes policy, provide guidance for the management of the shoreline; establish and 
maintain acceptable fish and wildlife habitats; maintain aesthetic quality and natural 
environmental conditions; promote the safe, healthful use of the shoreline for 
recreational purposes; and achieve a balance between permitted private use and 
resource protection for general public use. 

4) Restricted Area Plan 
Uses a series of criteria to determine buffer area around operations structures. 
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Chapter 3 Resource Objectives 

a. Recreation Objectives 
1) Providing a quality recreational experience to the visiting public 
2) Insuring visitor safety. 
3) Minimize visitor impact on project resources. 
4) Provide environmental education opportunities. 
5) Consider Environmental Operating Procedures (EOPs) in all aspects of the 

project management. 

b. Natural Resource Objectives 
1) Control noxious weeds and invasive plants and wildlife in selected areas. 
2) Providing habitat types conducive to sustaining wildlife populations. 
3) Providing high energy wildlife food sources. 
4) Soil conservation 
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Chapter 4 Land Allocation, Land Classification, Water Surface, and Project 
Easement Lands 

a. Land Allocation 
Lands are allocated by their congressionally authorized purposes for which the project 
lands were acquired. There are four land allocation categories applicable to USACE 
projects: 

1) Operations (i.e., flood control, hydropower, etc.) 
Lands acquired for the congressionally authorized purpose of constructing and 
operating the project. Most project lands are included in this allocation. 

2) Recreation 
Lands acquired specifically for the congressionally authorized purpose of recreation. 
These are referred to as separable recreation lands. Recreation lands in this allocation 
can only be given a land classification of “Recreation.” 

3) Fish and Wildlife 
Lands acquired specifically for the congressionally authorized purpose of fish and 
wildlife management. These are referred to as separable fish and wildlife lands. Lands 
under this allocation can only be given a land classification of “Wildlife Management.” 

4) Mitigation 
Lands acquired or designated specifically for the congressionally authorized purpose of 
offsetting losses associated losses associated with development of the project. These 
are referred to separable mitigation lands. Lands under this allocation can only be given 
a land classification of “Mitigation.” 
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Table 4.1 

Land Use Allocations 

Allocation Acres 

Operations 667 

Recreation 4,764 

Fish and Wildlife 6,752 

Mitigation 420 

Total Land Use Allocations 12,603 

Water 9,000 

Total Fee Acquisitions 21,603 

b. Land Classification 
Land classification designates the primary use for which the lands are managed. 
Project lands are zoned for development and resource management consistent with 
authorized project purposes and the provisions of the NEPA and other federal laws. 
The land classifications in this MP are found in EP 1130-2-500 dated June 2013 and 
differ from those found in the previous 1988 version of the MP which was a design 
memorandum. The classification names vary only slightly from the previous 
classification system and do not result in any direct changes to the way the land is 
managed. 

1) Project Operations 
This category includes those lands required for the dam, spillway, switchyard, levees, 
dikes, offices, maintenance facilities, and other areas that are used solely for the 
operation of the project. 

2) High-Density Recreation 
Lands developed for intensive recreational activities for the visiting public including day-
use areas and/or campgrounds. These could include areas for concessions (marinas, 
comprehensive resorts, etc.), and quasi-public development. 

3) Mitigation 
This classification will only be used for lands with an allocation of Mitigation and that 
were acquired specifically for the purposes of offsetting losses associated with 
development of the project. 
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4) Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
These are areas where scientific, ecological, cultural or 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 NHPA or applicable State 
statues. These areas must be considered by management to ensure they are not 
adversely impacted. Typically, limited or no development of public use is allowed on 
these lands. No agricultural or grazing uses are permitted on these lands unless 
necessary for a specific resource management benefit, such as prairie restoration. 
These areas are typically distinct parcels located within another, and perhaps larger, 
land classification, area. 

5) Multiple Resource Management Lands 
This classification allows for the designation of a predominate use as described below, 
with the understanding that other compatible uses described below may also occur on 
these lands (e.g. a trail through an area designated as Wildlife Management.) Land 
classification maps must reflect the predominant sub-classification, rather than just 
Multiple Resource Management. 

a) Low Density Recreation 
Lands with minimal development or infrastructure that support passive public 
recreational use (e.g. primitive camping, fishing, hunting, trails, wildlife viewing, etc.) 

b) Wildlife Management 
Lands designated for stewardship of fish and wildlife resources. 

c) Vegetative Management 
Lands designated for stewardship of forest, prairie, and other native vegetative cover. 

d) Future/ Inactive Recreation Areas 
Areas with site characteristics compatible with potential future recreational development 
or recreation areas that are closed. Until there is an opportunity to develop or reopen 
these areas, they will be managed for multiple resources. 

6) Water Surface 
The Wilson project does not administer an official surface water zoning program, 
however, there are various areas on the project waters that contain several types of 
marker buoys. 

a) Restricted 
Water areas restricted for project operations, safety, and security purposes. 

b) Designated No-Wake 
To protect environmentally sensitive shoreline areas, recreational water access areas 
from disturbance, and for public safety. 

c) Fish and Wildlife Sanctuary 
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Annual or seasonal restrictions on areas to protect fish and wildlife species during 
periods of migration, resting, feeding, nesting, and/or spawning. There currently are no 
areas with this designation at the Wilson project. 

d) Open Recreation 
Those waters available for year round or seasonal water-based recreational use. 

c. Project Easement Lands 
Project easement land classification is for those lands for which USACE holds an 
easement interest, but not fee title. Planned use and management of easement lands 
will be in strict accordance with the terms and conditions of the easement estate 
acquired for the project. Easements were acquired for specific purposes and do not 
convey the same rights of ownership to USACE as other lands. 

1) Operations Easement 
USACE retains rights to these lands necessary for project operations (access, etc.). 
USACE retains no Operations Easements at Wilson Lake. 

2) Flowage Easement 
Flowage easement acquired for the operation of Wilson Lake is typically applicable to 
that portion of the described property laying between elevation 879 feet National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum, and the Government Fee Take Line. The typical flowage 
easement estate grants the Government the perpetual right to occasionally overflow the 
easement area, if necessary, for the operation of the reservoir; and specifically provides 
that, “No structure for human habitation shall be constructed or maintained on the land 
[…]; and provided further that, “No other structures of any type shall be constructed or 
maintained on the land except as may be approved in writing by the representative of 
the United States in charge of the project.” All flowage easement deeds should be 
checked for exact rights acquired prior to proceeding on any action on the easement. 
Tree cover historically was sparse with most timber limited to narrow strips adjacent to 
the Saline River and smaller tributaries. Stands of cottonwood, willows and tamarisks 
can be found along the shoreline.  After the record pool level of 1993 and the long draw 
down experienced thereafter, low lying vegetation died off.  The old tree stands remain 
and through natural decay will eventually fall and decompose of flowage easement at 
Wilson Lake. 

3) Conservation Easement 
USACE retains the rights to lands for aesthetic, recreation, and environmental benefits. 
There are currently no lands classified as Conservation Easement lands on Wilson 
Lake. 
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Chapter 5 Resource Plan 

Unit 1 – Wildlife Refuge
1) Classification and Justification: Wildlife Management 

2) Management Agency: KDWPT 

3)Location/Acreage: This 2,547.8 acre unit marks the western edge of USACE Property 
and is bound by Angle Point 171 to the West.  The south edge of this unit is marked by 
the Saline River and lake.  The eastern edge of this unit is delineated by 197th (Duvall 
Road).   There are several access points throughout this unit including Mellard Rd, 
197th Rd, and the Bunker Hill Blacktop.  All of these are maintained by Russell County. 

4) Description and Use: A variety of soil types including Lancaster Hedville Loam, Armo-
loam, and Roxburg Silt Loam can be found throughout this unit.  Grasslands, crop 
ground, canyons, and rock outcroppings can all be found in this unit. Due to the large 
acreage, the terrain varies greatly.  This unit is primarily accessible by ATV/UTV during 
normal pool years. 

Eastern red cedar continues to be a nuisance throughout this unit and mechanical 
control efforts have been implemented by KDWPT.  Musk Thistle and Johnson grass 
also continue to be a management concern.  Phragmites continues to expand 
throughout the wetland and riparian zones. 

The crop lands are under a lease program with local farmers managed by KDWPT.  In 
2019, KDWPT elected to develop a grazing lease on the eastern edge of this unit. A 
fence was constructed and a water source was developed prior to advertisement.  The 
lease was awarded in the spring of 2019 on a 3 year term.  Further grazing lease 
developments are in future plans. 

A 1,000 acre Wildlife Refuge is included in this unit.  The refuge is restricted to public 
access (special draw only) during certain hunting seasons. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Optimize public access for hunters, anglers, and other compatible 
recreational opportunities. 

(b) Conserve, manage and optimize wildlife and their habitats. 

(c) Support and expand hunter/angler recruitment and retention efforts. 

(d) Provide public, health and safety for all public lands users through pro-active 
management and law enforcement. 
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(e) Effectively coordinate with other sections, divisions, and agencies. 

(f) Utilize sound business intelligence information. 

(g) Market public lands opportunities. 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) Expand public access by opening/improving 193rd Rd leading to wildlife 
refuge.  A new parking lot and approximately 0.8 mile of road would be improved 
to allow better public/hunter access. 

(b) Identify and improve infrastructure to expand grazing management 
opportunities to improve rangeland health and wildlife habitat. 

7) Special Considerations: 

(a) Project are contingent on funding opportunities. 

(b) All management activities should take special consideration for effects on 
Endangered Whooping Cranes. 
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Unit 2 – Public Use 
1) Classification and Justification: Low Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3)Location/Acreage: This 628.1 acre unit is bound by Duvall Road (Angle Point 105) to 
the West and the western edge of Rocktown natural area (Angle Point 20) to the East. 
Primary access to this unit is provided by Mellard Road to the North accessing 197th Rd 
(Duvall Rd), 199th Rd (Sawhill Rd), and 200th Rd (Fenceline Rd).  Russell County 
maintains all of the gravel road access points. 

4) Description and Use: Lancaster Hedville Loam is the predominant soil type located 
throughout the unit, though Roxburg Silt Loam and Armo loam can also be found on the 
foot slopes.  These soils are best suited for the native grasses that constitute the major 
vegetation type found throughout this unit. 

This unit is primarily accessible by ATV/UTV during normal pool years.  The terrain 
around Duvall Cove is steep and vehicle accessibility is inaccessible through 
government property. The eastern edge of this unit, around Rocktown Cove, is 
inaccessible by vehicle due to rock formations and steep hillsides. 

Willows, Tamarisks, and Cottonwoods had invaded a narrow band along the shoreline 
and were killed during periods of prolonged inundation during 1993, including a five-row 
shelterbelt that was planted in 1979.  A three-row shelterbelt consisting of cedar and 
plum seedlings was planted in 1999, though the planting failed. Eastern red cedar 
continues to be a nuisance throughout this unit and mechanical control efforts have 
been implemented.  Musk Thistle is also a management concern throughout this unit, 
though it is particularly difficult around the Duvall Cove area due to terrain issues. 
Aerial spraying, constant digging and spot spraying has historically been done for 
control of Musk Thistle and will be a continuing effort for years to come.  Johnson grass 
is also a management concern, particularly around Fenceline Road access. Spot 
spraying has been the most effective control method. 

A small pond is located near Angle Point #85 that may be subject to damage from 
unauthorized livestock grazing.  The field area of this unit located east of 199th Rd, was 
in a five-year lease for alfalfa production.  Due to non-compliance of the lease terms, 
the lease was allowed to expire in 2007 and further advertisement was completed.  The 
fields were planted to native grass in 2008.  In 2015, the native grass plots (total of 53 
acres bordering 199th Rd) were advertised and awarded on a 5 year hay lease. 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service provided a written plan for this area to 
control erosion, improve water quality, and provide upland game habitat.  This unit has 
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been evaluated for Ring-Necked Pheasant using the Wildlife Habitat Appraisal Guide 
(WHAG). 

Historically, the area known as Duvall Cove was housed by several private docks. 
Following the high pool level of 1993, only one boat dock remains in this area.  The 2-
track access road to the one boat dock is minimal maintenance and difficult to traverse. 
High pool levels deem the road impassable. Past inspection of the unit indicates a need 
for detailed encroachment detection and fence repair needs. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Maintain the native grass rangeland ecosystem and prevent the invasion of 
noxious weed species. 

(b) Maintain the existing farm pond and project boundary.  History indicates the 
need for detailed encroachment detection and fence repairs. 

(c) Maintain wildlife habitat diversity in order to benefit area wildlife populations 
and encourage public use of the resource. 

(d) Allow natural succession to continue on the eastern portion of the unit due to 
rugged terrain and inaccessibility.  A rocky prairie climax community should 
remain for many years. 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) Improve Road Access to Duvall Cove 

7) Special Considerations: 

(a) Road access obligations to private dock owner in Duvall Cove. 
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Unit 3 – Rocktown Area 
1) Classification and Justification: Mitigation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 419.7 acre unit is located on the western edge of Lucas Park, 
bound by Angle Point 20 to the West, Lucas Point road to the East, and the Lucas swim 
beach road delineates the southern edge. Access to this unit is provided exclusively 
through Lucas Park by utilizing the Lucas Point road.  No public vehicle access is 
authorized. 

4) Description and Use: The Rocktown Natural Area located in this unit has been 
registered as a natural and scientific area by the Kansas Biological Survey due to its 
geological features and plant diversity.  This area is maintained in its natural condition. 
Following the 1984 Master Plan Update, the gravel road leading to Rocktown Cove was 
closed to public access.  No camping or motor vehicles are allowed and the only 
improvements have been the creation and maintenance of a 3 mile hiking trail and 
parking area at the trailhead.  Two culverts were installed and maintained for mowing 
firebreaks and vehicle access on the North side. 

The area is comprised of rugged terrain that includes Dakota sandstone and limestone 
outcrops with mixed prairie plants being the major vegetation. Lancaster Hedville Loam 
(8 25% slopes) and Armo Loam (7 15% slopes) are the major soil types. 

This unit is primarily accessible by ATV/UTV during normal pool years.  The terrain 
around Rocktown Cove is steep and vehicle accessibility becomes difficult. 

Large Bur Oaks are scattered along the shoreline throughout this unit, many of which 
were killed during prolonged inundation sustained in 1993.  Eastern Red Cedar trees 
are invading the native grassland. Sumac and buck brush have become a management 
concern over recent years.  Chemical and mechanical methods have been utilized to 
control. Prescribed burning is an important management tool used to maintain natural 
conditions in this unit. 

Portions of the shoreline in this unit are sandy and gently sloping.  This makes them 
popular day use areas for visitors that boat into the area 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Maintain diverse mix of prairie plant species and control woody species 
invasion. 

(b) Maintain area in its natural condition. 
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(c) Maintain public access use facilities in the area to ensure that visiting public 
may enjoy the natural resource. 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) No developmental needs due to area being a registered natural area. 

7) Special Considerations: 

(a) Rocktown is a registered natural area and all management activities should 
reflect that. 
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Unit 4 – Lucas Park 
1) Classification and Justification: High Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 1,085.2 acre unit is comprised mostly of Lucas Park, bound 
by Lucas Point Road and Lucas swim beach road to the West and Highway 232 to the 
East.  Access to this unit is provided by way of Highway 232 and 203rd Road. 

4) Description and use: The terrain varies from hilly, rugged slopes with generally flat 
plains nearest the lake.  Lancaster Hedville (8 25% slopes) and Armo Loam (7 15% 
slopes) are the major soil types with Nibson Silt Loam (5 25% slopes) found along the 
limestone outcrop areas and the abandoned airstrip area. 

Native grasses constitute the predominant vegetation.  Several trees and shrubs have 
been planted throughout the unit for shade and landscaping.  Cedar and Russian Olive 
glades have developed throughout the area and invasion by these species into the 
native grassland should be a management concern. Scattered stands of hardwoods 
and brushy vegetation can be found in the draws. 

An abandoned airstrip is located on the flat hilltop area overlooking the main 
campground. 

A controlled burn was conducted in 1998 and has been a regular management tool 
since.  Rotational hay sales were abandoned in 2014 in favor of a 3 year rotational hay 
lease.  Each field was to be hayed once during the 3 year lease.  Due to limited interest 
in the hay lease, the lease was changed to a 5 year lease with each field being hayed 
on an “every other year” basis.  Purpose of the change was to increase annual acreage 
and potentially increase interest.  Interest was still difficult to come by, so North Otoe 
hay lease was added. 

A land slide occurred along the main entrance road in 2016 that impacted access. 
Access to the campground required a detour for exiting traffic utilizing the old Lucas 
Park entrance road.  A contract was awarded for road repairs in 2019.  The park was 
closed for the majority of the 2019 recreational season due to road repairs and flooding. 
The road construction was completed in November of 2019 and access was restored. 

High pool levels in 2019 caused concern due to the amount of shoreline erosion that 
occurred, particularly in the North Lucas area (south of the water-borne restroom), 
around sites 51-57, and the old Marina cove area (sites 86-95).  As a result, shoreline 
stabilization efforts are a management concern.  Rip rap placement is a priority to 
slow/eliminate erosion concerns. 
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In 1992, Congressional Add funding provided additions to Lucas Point consisting of two 
breakwater jetties at the boat ramp, the installation of an ADA accessible fishing dock 
and updated signage. In 1997, random camping was eliminated from Lucas Point and 
designated sites were established; a volleyball court was also added in the group 
campground.  In 2006 the waterborne restrooms at the group camp were replaced with 
new CXT concrete waterborne facility which is ADA accessible.  In 2007 the vault toilet 
at the boat ramp was replaced with a new ADA accessible CXT concrete vault toilet. 

The Lower Lucas area provides 63 electrical sites, 21 primitive campsites, two 
playgrounds, potable water, one vault toilet and a shower building/comfort station.  1992 
additions to this area included construction of 36 electrical sites, installation of fire rings 
and picnic tables and a substantial tree planting effort.  A shower building, sanitary 
dump station and an additional 19 electrical hookups were completed in the summer of 
1994.  In 1997, renovation of one camping loop with 15 sites was completed, 8 sites 
include both electric and water.  A new playground was also constructed and bank 
stabilization was also completed.  In 2004, approximately 1 mile of road received a 4” 
overlay which extended from the park entrance to the dump station.  The fee booth was 
also painted. 

The Lucas Overlook and West Dam Access day use areas are located on the 
northeastern edge of Lucas Park just off Highway 232.  The overlook area consists of a 
paved parking lot, a set of two vault toilet buildings and a canopied viewing area.  The 
West Dam Access area is quite popular with fishermen and is just below the overlook. 
This access point consists of a hard surfaced parking lot and vault toilet building. 

During the summer and fall of 1993, Wilson Lake experienced a 32 foot above normal 
pool level.  This significant rise, associated with the amount of time necessary to draw 
the level down to conservation pool, resulted in the loss of nearly 90% of the landscape 
plantings throughout Lucas Park.  17 Cottonwoods and Silver Maples were planted in 
the spring of 1994.  Another 70 thornless Honey Locusts, Hackberry and Sycamore 
were added in the fall of 1994.  In the spring of 1996,  28 balled and burlaped trees 
were planted in the campground in addition to the 2 balled and burlaped trees and 34 
cedar seedlings planted at the Park Attendant site.  In 1997, 55 bare root Cottonwoods 
and 6 balled and burlapped Maples were planted.  Cottonwood seedlings have been 
planted and many others voluntarily sprouted throughout the campground. Weed 
barrier fabric and wood chip mulch were added to all plantings. 

Throughout the years of 2005 and 2006, the Wilson Lake area experienced drought 
conditions.  The lake continued to decline in elevation throughout 2006 and reached an 
all time record low of 1508.75 on December 19, 2006, 7.25 feet below normal pool.  The 
record low was further reduced during the drought of 2012-2014.  Record low at 
publication in December 2014 was 1507.8, 8.2 feet below normal pool.  At the lake 
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levels of 1508.00 and below, the boat ramp at Lucas Park became very difficult to 
access. Some smaller flat-bottom boats were still capable of launching, but not easily. 

Following the prolonged drought years, Lucas Park experienced a land slide that 
impacted the entry/exit road.  Traffic was reduced to 1-lane (entry only) for the 
recreation seasons of 2017 and 2018 as funding options were researched.  Finally, in 
late 2018 funding was located and a repair strategy began.  To reduce potential 
cancellations of reservations, Lucas Park was converted to “walk-in” only camping for 
2019 until road repairs are completed.  Lucas Park is set to be converted to a “cashless” 
park in an attempt to reduce management cost of having an on-site park attendant in 
future.  Plans to begin change to cashless are set to begin in May of 2020. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Manage the park’s natural resources to allow for safe recreational use by the 
visiting public. 

(b) Maintain habitat diversity for the benefit of local wildlife populations. 

(c) Provide a safe, high quality and aesthetically pleasing recreational area for 
the public to enjoy while conserving the natural resources of the area. 

6) Development Needs 

(a) Due to rising utility costs, sustainability projects including solar power, have 
been proposed to offset electric costs. 

(b) Anticipating catastrophic culvert failure and full replacement on main park. 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Continue to adopt substantial changes on how we operate to adapt to budget 
that is trending less every year. 
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Unit 5 – Project Operations Spillway 
1) Classification and Justification: Project Operations 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 666.7 acre unit comprises all of the project operations area, 
including the dam, control tower, emergency spillway, spillway boat ramp, radio tower, 
and the project office. The unit is bound by Highway 232 to the west, Angle Point 455 
to the northeast, and Angle Point 444 to the south.  Sylvan Park sits between the Saline 
River outflow and the seep stream and is excluded from this management unit. Access 
is available through State Highways 232 and 181 along with Outlet Boulevard.  This unit 
sits in both Russell and Lincoln Counties. 

4) Description and Use: Soil types consist of Lancaster Hedville Loam (8 25% slopes) 
along the western edge of the unit and dam area, McCook Silt Loam throughout the 
majority of the area including the agricultural lands, Armo loam (3   7% slope), and 
Geary Lancaster (5   10% slope). 

Vegetation varies from native grasses, dense hardwood stands, and a sizable riparian 
corridor.  Vegetation is predominately native grass and smooth brome with mixed 
hardwoods located along the outlet channel. Several Cedar shelterbelts were 
established throughout this unit in order to restrict wind and visibility.  The lakeside 
portion of this unit has a long draw with large cottonwoods and scattered plum thickets. 
The majority of the lakeside woody vegetation was killed during the prolonged 
inundation of 1993.   Invading eastern red cedars have continue to be a concern 
through the emergency spillway areas despite efforts to mechanically remove. 

The Bur Oak Nature Trail is located within this unit.  The native grasses within the Bur 
Oak Trail were burned in 1992 and 2005.  Prescribed burning has become a difficult 
task due to the risk involved with housing developments south of the emergency 
spillway and the State Highways proximity.  Johnson grass has spread south from the 
KDWPT lease area and is competing with the native grass stands in the Bur Oak Nature 
Trail area. 

The back slope of the dam was historically mowed by project personnel to increase 
visibility and reduce woody vegetation.  In 2014, a 3 year mandatory hay lease was 
advertised and awarded.  Due to costly damages to several piezometers (caused by 
lessee’s equipment) the lease was abandoned in 2016.  Project personnel resumed 
mowing the back slope periodically. 

Hay sales were abandoned in 2014 in favor of a multi-year hay lease in combination 
with Lucas Park hay lease. After one haying in 2014, the area near the volunteer village 
was converted to a grazing lease.  Rental abatement funds were utilized in 2014 to add 

5-10 



a solar well, a tire tank, and construct a 4-strand barbed wire fence. The grazing lease 
was advertised and awarded in December of 2014.  The emergency spillway remained 
in a hay lease until 2017 when it was also converted to a grazing lease.  A perimeter 
fence was constructed over 2 years utilizing rental abatement funds.  A solar well and 
tire tank system was installed on an existing well head near Highway 181.  This 5-year 
lease was first advertised and awarded in 2017. 

Two food plots were historically maintained on each side of the cedar and Osage-
orange tree row in the Admin Grazing Lease.  Those food plots were abandoned in 
2013, when the grazing lease was being developed. A small food plot located in the 
Spillway Grazing lease on the west side of the drainage was abandoned in 2016 due to 
the pending grazing lease development. 

A land slide occurred along the downstream embankment (west portion of the dam 
south of the Bur Oak Trail parking lot) in 2016 that required immediate attention.  The 
Napoleon River Office completed repairs that summer. 

An encroachment has been long standing on this unit.  A private driveway off of 
Highway 181 crosses Corps property on its way to private land.  Several efforts have 
been made to resolve with no success.  Efforts will continue to resolve this 
encroachment in accordance with district guidelines. 

The Spillway Boat Ramp is also present in this unit.  The boat ramp is comprised of 2 
lanes and also includes a concrete low-water ramp.  The low-water ramp is heavily used 
during drought years. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Maintain wildlife management areas to provide a diversity of habitat for our 
area wildlife populations. 

(b) Control the spread of noxious weeds throughout the management unit and 
encourage the establishment of native grass stands. 

(c) Resolve boundary encroachment concerns 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) N/A 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Continue to adopt substantial changes on how we operate to adapt to budget 
that is trending less every year. 
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(b) Invasive zebra mussels and their effect on the control tower eductor pipes is 
an engineering concern 
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Unit 6 – Sylvan Park 
1) Classification and Justification: High Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 41.5-acre unit is located north of the dam.  The area is 
completely within the boundaries of Sylvan Park and is bordered on the west by the old 
river channel and on the east side by the outlet channel. 

4) Description and Use: McCook Silt Loam is the predominant soil type throughout this 
unit. 

Vegetation consists of a variety of native and non-native grasses with mixed hardwoods 
throughout. A die off of elms occurred during 1992 and 15 trees were removed from the 
campground area.  An additional 14 elms were removed from around the stilling basin. 
A tree trimming contractor was hired in 2018 to remove dead limbs and clean up the 
cottonwoods within the campground.  Due to their sheer size, a bucket truck is required. 

In 1997, 9 of the 15 individual campsites were renovated to include the addition of 
water/electric hookups.  In 2000 further renovation included the addition of the Sylvan 
Group camp area.  This area includes 8 electric/water campsites and a large group 
shelter. In 2001 the park again went through a major rehab in which 12 additional 
water/electric sites, a gatehouse, playground and waterborne restroom/shower was 
added. Beginning with the 2004 recreation season, the park was included in the NRRS 
(National Recreation Reservation System).  In the fall of 2004, the 2 original vault toilets 
were removed as they had fallen into disrepair. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Manage the parks natural resources to allow for safe recreational use by the 
visiting public 

(b) Provide a safe, high quality and aesthetically pleasing recreational area for 
the public to enjoy while conserving the natural resources of the area. 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) Install vault toilet in park to meet campground standards during times of 
water-borne facility failure. 

7) Special Considerations; 

(a) Continue to adopt substantial changes on how we operate to adapt to budget 
that is trending less every year. 
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(b) Mill the interior asphalt roads and convert to gravel due to budget concerns 
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Unit 7 – Public Use 
1) Classification and Justification: Wildlife Management 

2) Management Agency: KDWPT 

3) Location/Acreage: This 426.8 acre unit is located on the northeast edge of the 
property.  It is bound by Angle Point 6 to the West and Angle Point 455 to the East. 
This unit contains 165 acres of crop ground that is under KDWPT agricultural lease 
management. 

4) Description and Use: A variety of soil types including Lancaster Hedville Loam, Armo-
loam, and Roxburg Silt Loam can be found throughout this unit.  Grasslands, crop 
ground, and a mature stand of cottonwood with significant eastern red cedar understory 
are present in this unit.  This nit is primarily accessible by ATV/UTV during normal pool 
years. 

A 2-acre sand borrow pit is located on the southeast quadrant of this unit.  Access had 
become difficult due to overgrowth of access road. In 2017, the road was cleared out 
by USACE personnel and a cable gate was installed to provide better access. 

The northeast corner of this unit contains a 4-acre landlocked crop field that is currently 
utilized under the agricultural lease program. The adjacent land-owner is the current 
lease holder due to exclusive access 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Optimize public access for hunters, anglers, and other compatible 
recreational opportunities 

(b) Conserve, manage and optimize wildlife and their habitats 

(c) Support and expand hunter/angler recruitment and retention efforts 

(d) Provide public health and safety for all public lands users through pro-active 
management and law enforcement 

(e) Effectively coordinate with other Sections, Divisions, and Agencies 

(f) Utilize sound business intelligence information 

(g) Market public lands opportunities 

6) Developmental Needs 

(a) N/A 
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7) Special Considerations: 

(a) If/when this landowner no longer maintains this lease, this 4-acre landlocked 
crop field will be converted to native grass. 
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Unit 8 – North Otoe 
1) Classification and Justification: Low Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 195.7 acre unit forms the majority of the east shoreline of the 
lake. The area starts with AP 444 at the north and ends at AP 433; the area between 
Spillway boat ramp and north of Otoe Park. 

4) Description and Use: The unit hosts a series of soils from Armo loam on the top of 
the sloping Lancaster Hedville soils and two fingers of Nuckolls silt loam on the 
southern portions. 

The grassland vegetation has a few isolated pockets of willows and cottonwoods, of 
which were killed during the prolonged inundation of 1993.  Prior to the high pool levels 
of 1993, the majority of this unit was native grass cover.  Much of the native grass was 
lost due to the prolonged inundation and invasion of annual weeds occurred. 

Two food plots were located in this unit but have not been maintained since 1993. 
Between 1976 and 1980, this area was utilized in a hay production lease.  Following 
1980, no active grassland management was accomplished.  In 2013, access to a 70-
acre tract on the southern edge of this unit was restored in an attempt to create a hay 
lease to limit woody species invasion.  Utilizing rental abatement funds, North Otoe hay 
lease was aerial sprayed to kill brush in the area.  Much caution was exercised during 
the aerial spraying due to the housing development to the east.  A contractor came in to 
remove the standing brush in early 2015 as well.  The area was advertised and 
awarded in 2014 for a 5 year hay lease (North Otoe) but was ultimately cancelled due to 
the lessee’s request (rough terrain concerns).  The area was re-advertised again in 
2015 with no interest. In an attempt to prevent losing the area to woody species 
takeover, the 70-acre tract was added to the existing Lucas Hay Lease.  The area is to 
be hayed on an every-other year basis. 

Prescribed burning is not a feasible management tool due to the high risk of property 
damage on adjacent lands. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Allow for natural reestablishment of the previous native grass stand. 

(b) Manage the unit’s vegetative resources in order to provide habitat diversity for 
area wildlife populations. 

(c) Maintain access road to hay field so hay lease can continue 
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6) Development Needs: 

(a) N/A 

7) Special Considerations: 

(a) Prescribed burning is not a viable management tool due to housing 
developments on adjacent property. 
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Unit 9 – Otoe State Park 
1) Classification and Justification: High Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: KDWPT 

3) Location/Acreage: This 161.3 acre unit is comprised of Otoe State Park.  The unit is 
bound by Angle Point 435 to the North and Angle Point 429 to the South.  Unit is 
accessible by 15th Street (Shoreline Drive) managed by Russell County.  A black top 
road wraps around the underside of Hell Creek Bridge to provide access to the 
campground. 

4) Description and Use: This unit includes campground facilities, boat ramp, swim 
beach, walking trail, and cabins for public use.  KDWPT also has several storage 
buildings constructed on this unit.  Access to North Otoe hay lease is accomplished 
through a gate located on this unit.  Myrtle’s Cove is located on the southeast side of 
Hell Creek Bridge and is a popular kayak launch and fishing location. 

The park was previously operated by USACE until 1984 when management was 
transferred to KDWPT. 

During the 2019 high water events, Otoe State Park was forced to close down entirely 
due to water over the entrance road.  This will continue to be a management concern 
for KDWPT during periods of high lake elevations. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Continue inmate program with Ellsworth Correctional Facility. 

(b) Continue AmeriCorps program and recruit qualified members. 

(c) Continue park maintenance at current levels as Operations and Maintenance 
budget allows to provide recreational opportunities to public. 

(d) Continue relationships with Kansas Trails Council and their trail coordinator 

(e) Maintain cabin facilities and continue to promote cabin rentals for public 
usage. 

6) Development Needs 

(a) Replace/update two shower buildings with modern ADA compliant facilities. 

(b) Upgrade Coneflower, Yucca, and Sunflower campgrounds from primitive to 
50 amp and water campsites. 
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(c) Upgrade Yarrow campground from 30 amp to 50 amp service 

7) Special Considerations: 

(a) N/A 
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Unit 10 – Hell Creek NRM 
1) Classification and Justification: Low Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 239.5 acre unit encompasses government ground on either 
side of Hell Creek.  Unit includes AP 395 on the south side of the lake to AP 428 on the 
north line adjacent to Otoe Park. 

4) Description and Use: The vegetation is native grass dominated by big and little 
bluestem on the hills and slopes of the south side of the unit while the lowlands are 
dominated by smooth brome and giant ragweed. 

Dense stands of Cottonwood and Willow had voluntarily established themselves along 
the banks of Hell Creek.  Nearly all of these trees were killed during the prolonged 
inundation of 1993.  The area east of highway 232 contains a dead stand of 
cottonwoods also inundated by the flood of 1993.  A shelterbelt consisting of 800 cedar 
and 700 American Plum seedlings was planted in the spring of 1996.  Several stratified 
walnuts were planted adjacent to the shelterbelt. 

A 2.5-acre food plot was developed but has not been maintained since 2007. Three 
areas that were in the prolonged inundation of 1993 were developed into food plots from 
2004 – 2006.  The two areas east of Hell Creek were planted back into native grasses 
in 2006.  The third plot west of Hell Creek was planted to native grasses in 2008.  A part 
of one plot east of Hell Creek was not planted to native grasses and will remain as a 
food plot.  As of 2019, approximately 20 acres of food plots are still managed around 
Highway 232.  This unit was evaluated for pheasants using the Wildlife Habitat 
Appraisal Guide (WHAG) during FY97. 

A public fishing access, Deer Drive, was utilized for many years that crossed public 
property before entering back onto Corps property. In 2012, the crossing of public 
property was put to an end by the landowner.  As a result, the road was redirected 
around the private property. Public access is still allowed in that area. 

5) Resource Objectives 

(a) Restrict off road vehicle use and prevent the degradation of natural 
resources. 

(b) Manage the unit’s vegetative resources in order to provide habitat diversity for 
area wildlife populations. 

6) Development Needs 
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(a) N/A 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Access to the food plot on the east side of Hwy 232 is limited due to spring on 
county roadway.  It becomes inaccessible at certain times of the year. 
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Unit 11 – Hell Creek State Park 
1) Classification and Justification: High Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: KDWPT 

3) Location/Acreage: This 795.9 acre unit comprises Hell Creek State Park.  This unit is 
bound by Angle Point 380 to the West and Angle Point 394 to the East. 15th Street 
(Shoreline Drive) is the primary access road for all of this unit. 

4) Description and Use:  This unit includes campground facilities, boat ramp, swim 
beach, and cabins for public use. KDWPT also has their area office and park office 
located on this unit.  The Lake Wilson Marina concessionaire is housed here as well. 
Switchgrass Mountain Biking Trail, a 26 mile is located within this unit and is extremely 
popular amongst the biking community. 

During the 2019 high water event, KDWPT experienced some heavy erosion concerns 
particularly along the Big Bluestem campground shoreline. 

5) Resource Objectives 

(a)   Continue inmate program with Ellsworth Correctional Facility. 

(b)   Continue AmeriCorps program and recruit qualified members. 

(c) Continue park maintenance at current levels as Operations and  
Maintenance budget allows to provide recreational opportunities to public. 

(d) Continue relationships with Kansas Trails Council and their trail coordinator 

(e) Maintain cabin facilities and continue to promote cabin rentals for public 
usage. 

6) Development Needs: 

(a) Replace/update shower building with modern ADA compliant facility. 

(b) Construct new permit office. 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Lake’s only concessionaire, Lake Wilson Marina, is located in this unit. 
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Unit 12 – One Horse Canyon/Deer Drive 
1) Classification and Justification: Low Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 580.5 acre unit is bound by angle points AP 381 on the east 
and to AP 34 on the west.  The western edge of this unit is adjacent to Minooka Park. 
Access to this unit by vehicle is possible only across private property at two openings 
along Shoreline Drive.  A written agreement is in place with the adjacent landowner to 
allow access across private property. 

4) Description and Use: The soils are moderately deep to shallow, moderately to steeply 
sloping, well to excessively drained. Lancaster Hedville loams (8 to 24% slopes) 
dominate with significant areas of Nuckolls silty loams on (3 to 7% slopes) with some 
Armo loam on (3 to 7% slopes). 

The vegetation in this unit is predominately native grass with Big Bluestem, Indian 
Grass, Switch Grass, and Little Bluestem.  The high pool level of 1993 inundated the 
majority of this management area and annual weeds have invaded where the native 
grasses had previously dominated. 

Scattered throughout the upper ends of the draws are dense stands of cottonwood, 
willow and bur oaks up to sixty feet in height intermixed with chokecherry, elm and 
cedar. The standing dead cottonwoods in Deer Run Cove provide roosting habitat for 
wintering bald eagles. There are no established tree plots or food plots on this largely 
rangeland management unit. 

One Horse Canyon is a land-locked tract which can only be accessed through private 
property, owned by CK Ranch.  Due to the inaccessibility of the property, a grazing 
lease agreement was negotiated with the adjacent private land owner in 2014.  Lease 
holder is required to provide temporary fencing (hot wire) to prevent cattle from 
accessing the lake directly.  Aerial spraying to kill brush was completed in 2014 utilizing 
rental abatement funds.  A wildfire in March of 2017 burned this entire unit.  The wildfire 
yielded positive results from a brush/woody management control perspective but 
extensive fence damages were incurred.  The adjacent landowner, CK Ranch, hired a 
fence contractor to complete the necessary repairs.  Due to timeframe, no agricultural 
lease funds were available but early expenditures were authorized on the lease held by 
the adjacent landowner. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Maintain integrity of government boundary line. 

5-24 



(b) Manage vegetation in order to provide habitat diversity for area wildlife 
populations. 

(c) Maintain record of conditions of cultural resource sites. 

6) Development Needs 

(a) Develop a viable water source for grazing lease to reduce erosion concerns 
due to cattle traffic. 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Maintain good communication and relationship with adjacent landowner who 
provides access. 
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Unit 13 – Minooka Park 
1) Classification and Justification: High Density Recreation 

2) Management Agency: USACE 

3) Location/Acreage: This 580.5 acre unit is bound by angle points AP 342 on the east 
and to AP 329 on the west.  Minooka Park located on the south shore of the lake is the 
most heavily visited Federal Park.  The west portion of the park contains day use 
facilities, a boat ramp, and group camp area. 

4) Description and Use: The natural resources surrounding the day use area to the 
south and east include the deep and strongly sloping soils of Armo loam to the south 
and east of the main road.  The north shore is composed of Lancaster loamy upland 
with similar native grass and smaller portions of Indian grass and Switch grass.  The 
area south of the original shower building is composed of Nuckolls and Armo loam. The 
area south of the road leading to the east boat ramp is primarily Lancaster loam. 

Scattered cedars and block cedar plantings surround the group camp area. With the 
reduction in recreation mowing, the overgrown native grass has grown adjacent to these 
block plantings leaving not only a potential fire hazard but also an un-kept appearance 
to the group area.  The group area has had extensive landscape plantings.  Pruning and 
maintenance, including protection from fire by mowing, needs to be directed to this 
area. A one-acre foodplot/firebreak was established near the cedar block plantings in 
1998. 

The area west of the old shower building is part of the hay lease as well. Its native 
grasses include cool season brome.  Burned in the spring of 1992 to reduce cool 
season grasses, the area should continue to be burned prior to spring green-up.  The 
abandoned peninsula called Alcohol Point is steadily getting narrower due to the 
erosion caused by wave action. Shoreline vegetation was an erosion control option but 
disregarded due to the limited land size and the history of unstructured camping in the 
area. Alcohol Point was closed during the spring of 1994 due to the damage inflicted by 
the 1993 pool level.  Plans are to allow this area to return to a native grass rangeland 
ecosystem. In the spring of 1994 an uncontrolled fire swept through the southeast 
corner of this tract destroying a cedar pine block planting. 

Middle Minooka includes the major campground, the middle and east boat ramp, and 
the area south of the shower buildings.  Renovation of the campground occurred in 
1987.  Both rock rip rap and tire bank stabilization was placed on the east shore of the 
Minooka Point in 1982.  Tracts 309, 309A, and 305C & D are located south of the 
original shower building and south of the park road leading to the east boat ramp.  The 
west side of this area has had an invasion of Siberian elms which are 15 feet or taller. 
Controlled burns have been conducted in 1990 and 1992 to encourage native grass 

5-26 



growth and to kill out the elm invasion.  Two food plots are located on the east portion. 
In 1991, a 2.62-acre food plot was established on the former roadbed connecting the 
entrance road to the Marshall Cove area.  Cedar trees were tree spaded at both the 
east and west ends of the food plot during the spring of 1991.  Tree seedlings of 
cotoneaster, lilac, and cedar were planted on the north and south sides of the foodplot 
in spring of 1992.  The second food plot of 1.4 acres was established in 1992 and is 
located south of the storage area.  An uncontrolled fire swept throughout a portion of 
this tract during the spring of 1994 that killed off many invading cedars along with 
several elms. 

This area is also in the hay lease.   Former farming practices included terraces.  The 
area provides two food plots of 1.2 acres located in the middle of the hayfield and 1.2 
acres located southwest of the boat ramp.  The mixed shrub/tree area that is north of 
both food plots and protected by a firebreak offers shelter to not only smaller wildlife but 
to wild turkey and deer.  Portions of this area was burned in the spring of 1998.  A small 
portion of this hay lease was inundated during 1993 resulting in a major setback to the 
native grass stand. 

Brown sandstone rises approximately 36 inches from ground surface making this area a 
difficult site for vegetation establishment.  Working with the Marshall Cove Boat Dock 
Owners Association since 1989, the Corps has provided seedling trees and shrubs for 
boat dock owners to plant in the area.  The owners are then responsible for watering the 
seedlings.  The majority of these seedlings were lost during the high pool level of 1993. 
This unit was evaluated for pheasants using the Wildlife Habitat Appraisal Guide 
(WHAG) during FY97.  The Minooka Park hay lease was incorporated in 1998. 

A hay lease has been utilized throughout the years to assist with woody species control 
along with maintain a native grass land throughout the Natural Resource Areas of this 
unit. Prescribed burning has been an active management tool throughout the years as 
well.  In March of 2017 a wildfire started west of Minooka Park and burned a large 
majority of the area.  The fire ended up burning over 20,000 acres of public and private 
lands.  No structures were lost on Federal property but the tree kill-off was extensive.  A 
large amount of dead cedars and pines were removed following the wildfire but there 
are still cedar skeletons throughout this unit. 

In 2018, the western end of this unit was developed into a grazing lease.  A permanent 
steel post fence was installed along the gravel road from the boundary line towards the 
day use shelter.  Due to the unavailability of a viable water source at the time, a 
negotiated bid with the adjacent landowner (Huseman Ranch LLC) was utilized to lease 
the area. Permanent fence is present along the road but the remaining acreage is 
fenced utilizing temporary hot-wire fence.  Current plans are to develop a solar well 
water source prior to December of 2023 and advertise as a competitive bid. 
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An interpretive walking trail was incorporated into Minooka Park in 2011.  The trail is a 
2.5 mile loop with a 1-way option of 1.5 miles.  Two trailheads exist, one at the Minooka 
Middle Ramp and the other near the group camp.  The trail has interpretive signage 
providing insight to the history of the area as well as management techniques. 

The swim beach parking area is inclined and its gravel base is subject to washing 
during periods of heavy rain.  In 2006 this parking lot was downsized and terraces were 
added to reduce the erosion and washing of the parking lot. $5,000 from Congressional 
Addition monies was spent in 1992 to construct the shelter located in the group 
campground. Riprap was added along the north shoreline near the boat ramp, during 
the winter of 1992, to control shoreline erosion. A single, small area of overgrown 
campsites is located east of the group campground and outside the boundaries of the 
main campground.  This area, known as “Alcohol Point” had been subject to destruction 
of vegetation and government property, wanton litter, noise complaints and difficulties in 
fee collection.  The shoreline along the peninsula was steadily eroding away.  Due to 
the high pool level of 1993, and the prolonged inundation of this area, a cost/revenue 
study determined this area to not be feasible for repairs and it was closed to camping 
during the spring of 1994. Approximately 140 acres of this area is rotationally 
advertised for hay harvest. 

The main Minooka camping area provides 153 campsites of which 66 have electric and 
36 electric/water utilities.  Facilities include two shower buildings, two trailer dump 
stations, two sets of vault toilets, playground area, volleyball court, amphitheater, which 
was removed in 2007, and boat ramp.  During periods of high electrical demand, the 
electricity in C and E historically tripped the breakers.  The problem was remedied in 
1994 by reducing the number of sites per circuit.  Landscape plantings with drip 
irrigation were established in 1988.  All landscape plantings in A, B, D and F were lost 
during the high pool levels of 1993.  C and E Loops lost 60% of their plantings.  In the 
spring of 1994, 17 Silver Maples and Cottonwoods were planted throughout D and F 
loops with a planting emphasis around the lakeside campsites.  In the fall of 1994, 70 
Hackberry, thornless Honey Locust and Sycamore were planted in D and F loops.  50 
balled and burlap trees were planted in the fall of 1995 and 40 Cottonwood trees were 
planted in the spring of 1998. 

The A and B loops were upgraded with electric and water sites in 2004. 

The middle and east boat ramps are located on either side of the main campground. 
Both ramps include a paved parking lot, vault toilet and slide-in courtesy dock.  The 
vault toilet on the way to the east ramp was removed in 2006 due to the degrading of 
the building and lack of use for replacing. 
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The Marshall Cove area consists of 82 private boat docks regulated by shoreline use 
permits.  As of January 2015, the number of docks in Marshall Cove had been reduced 
to 76. A gravel road accesses the north and south portions of Marshall Cove.  All fire 
rings were removed from the cove in 2004.  Fires are only allowed for cooking purposes 
when contained in a device designed for that purpose. A water line into North Marshall 
Cove was installed in 1992.  In 1996, access was restricted to a popular cliff diving area 
due to safety concerns.  This area sustained 100% tree mortality in 1993. 
Approximately 127 acres of this area are rotationally advertised for hay harvest. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Maintain integrity of government boundary line. 

(b) Continue hay and grazing leases to provide habitat diversity for area wildlife 
populations. 

(c) Maintain record of conditions of cultural resource sites. 

(d) Continue to “right-size” our quantity/quality of campsites in order to increase 
overall utilization 

(e) Provide a safe, high quality and aesthetically pleasing recreational area for 
the public to enjoy while conserving the natural resources of the area. 

6) Development Needs 

(a) Encourage expansion of Marshall Cove Dock Owner’s Association. And 
further encourage licensing of Marshall Cove area to reduce O&M costs. 

(b) Replace middle ramp floating dock with a “slide-in” courtesy dock. 

(c) Extend existing wave retention riprap structures at East Boat Ramp. 

(d) Utilize rip-rap and other management tools to eliminate erosion concerns. 

(e) Due to rising utility costs, sustainability projects including solar power, have 
been proposed to offset electric costs. 

(f) Convert interior asphalt camp loop roads to gravel due to budget concerns. 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Continue to adopt substantial changes on how we operate to adapt to budget 
that is trending less every year. 

(b) Maintain shoreline permit program for private dock program. 
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(c) If licensing of Marshall Cove area were to occur, ensure that public use 
opportunities are maintained. 

(d) Continue to explore opportunities for other partners to manage the park due 
to budget concerns. 
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Unit 14 – Wildlife Management Area 

1) Classification and Justification: Wildlife Management 

2) Management Agency: KDWPT 

3) Location/Acreage: This 3,777.8 acre unit marks the western edge of USACE 
Property on the south side of the river and is bound by Angle Point 328 to the East and 
Angle Point 171 to the West.  The north edge of this unit is marked by the Saline River 
and lake.  The eastern edge of this unit is delineated by the western edge of Minooka 
Park Grazing Lease. There are several access points throughout this unit including 
Shoreline Drive and the Bunker Hill Blacktop.  All of these are maintained by Russell 
County. 

4) Description and Use: A variety of soil types including Lancaster Hedville Loam, Armo-
loam, and Roxburg Silt Loam can be found throughout this unit.  Grasslands, crop 
ground, canyons, and rock outcroppings can all be found in this unit. Due to the large 
acreage, the terrain varies greatly.  This unit is primarily accessible by ATV/UTV during 
normal pool years. 

Eastern red cedar continues to be a nuisance throughout this unit and mechanical 
control efforts have been implemented by KDWPT.  Musk Thistle and Johnson grass 
also continue to be a management concern.  Phragmites continues to expand 
throughout the wetland and riparian zones. 

A Waterfowl Refuge is included in this unit.  The refuge is restricted to public access 
during all hunting seasons. 

The crop lands are under a lease program with local farmers managed by KDWPT. 

5) Resource Objectives: 

(a) Optimize public access for hunters, anglers, and other compatible 
recreational opportunities 

(b) Conserve, manage and optimize wildlife and their habitats 

(c) Support and expand hunter/angler recruitment and retention efforts 

(d) Provide public health and safety for all public lands users through pro-active 
management and law enforcement 

(e) Effectively coordinate with other Sections, Divisions, and Agencies 
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(f) Utilize sound business intelligence information 

(g) Market public lands opportunities 

6) Development Needs 

(a) N/A 

7) Special Considerations 

(a) Projects are contingent upon funding opportunities. 

(b) All management activities should take special consideration for effects on 
T&E Species Whooping Cranes 

. 
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Chapter 6 Special Topics/Issues/Considerations 

a. Zebra Mussels 
Zebras Mussels were detected within Wilson Lake in 2009. This invasive species poses 
significant management challenges throughout the three major business lines of 
Environmental Stewardship, Recreation, and Flood Risk Management, and it could 
ultimately affect water quality, also. Zebra mussels outcompete native mussel species 
and can negatively impact habitat conditions for other aquatic species. Zebra Mussel 
shells can be hazardous to visitors due to their sharp shells near swimming beaches, 
dock facilities, etc. Decomposing mussels can also emit a foul odor near recreation 
areas. Zebra mussels also adhere to water intake pipes, service gates, and other 
operational control structures often causing them to plug or jam up. 

Treatment methods have focused on preventing the infestation from moving between 
bodies of water and limiting the impact to project facilities. Crucial infrastructure such as 
public water intakes have been retrofitted with treatment upgrades to prevent clogging 
of pipes, pumps, and other components. Public outreach and education has been a 
major component to preventing the spread and impact of this invasive species. 

b. White Perch 
White Perch, a fish native to estuaries of America’s eastern coast, were inadvertently 
stocked into Wilson with a shipment of small striped bass in the late 1990’s.  They have 
been found at Cheney and El Dorado lakes in Kansas as well.  Most places, fish have 
brought bad news by drastically declining multiple classes of popular sport fish such as 
white bass and walleye as they ate the young of the species and out competed all sizes 
for gizzard shad and other foods.  White Bass populations are extremely low since the 
invasion of white perch. 

Although a nuisance fish, White Perch have become a food source for Striped Bass. 
White Perch are small but they have grown into a very popular sport fish and known for 
fast action, dependability and tasty fillets. 
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c.  Water Reallocation Study 

In 2010-2011 the Wilson Lake Water Reallocation Study was federally funded study to 
determine the water supply needs of users and water supply storage available in the 
reservoir.  Stakeholder meetings were conducted to determine the variety of interests in 
Wilson Lake.  At the request of the Kansas Water Office and pushed along by the cities 
of Russell and Hays to determine how much water could be withdrawn to serve as a 
source of supply for area communities.  The study was halted abruptly because of 
budget cuts but will likely be return of a subject in the future. 

d. Johnson Grass & Phragmites 

Wilson Lake has a long term Johnson Grass dating back to the early 1980’s.  It is a 
designated noxious weed for Kansas and can quickly establish itself as a monoculture 
on cropland.  The infestation of Johnsongrass on agriculture crop land at Wilson Lake 
has severely impacted the crop rotation plans.  Round-up ready crops such as alfalfa, 
corn, and soybeans have been viable options.  Wheat rotation has also been very 
successful. 

Phragmites is an invasive common reed that was first discovered at Wilson in the early 
2000’s.  It is a very aggressive plant that will outcompete all shoreline vegetation.  It can 
grow to a height of 12 feet and on shoreline and also can thrive in water as deep as 6 
feet.  Phragmites is exceptionally aggressive in drought years on sand and soil 
shorelines and has clogged recreation shoreline access. Aerial spray applications is 
best control method but can be very costly.  This invasive has 

c. Budget Cuts 
USACE Wilson Lake’s annual budget was cut approximately 30% over course from 
2005 – 2020. Substantial reductions in footprint have been required such as closure of 
the fish cleaning station, handicap fishing dock, campsite reduction and shortening 
length of recreation seasons.  Asphalt roads have been reclaimed back to gravel and 
many existing roads have not received preventative maintenance. The operation 
continues to adopt substantial changes on how we operate to adapt to budget that is 
trending less every year.to block trails with fallen trees etc. but have had only a limited 
success. 

d. Lincoln County Downstream Bridge 
The first Lincoln County Bridge downstream of the dam approximately 1 mile (20th 
Road) is the lowest bridge on the Saline River until the confluence with the Smoky Hill 
River near Salina.  Maximum release is 1200cfs before water starts to overtop the 
bridge deck.  Large scale flood releases are limited due to this bridge. Long term 
releases near 1000cfs have historically eroded the abutments in the past and requiring 
the county to make bridge closures and repairs.  Flood events at Wilson Lake have 
historically been a much longer term event because it takes a very long time to draw 
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down with outflow limitations.  Phase 2 and 3 flood elevations authorize a much higher 
outflow release.  Pool elevations experienced in 1993 exceeded the Phase 2 release 
trigger point; however, releases were maintained at the Phase 1 flow rate to avoid 
negative bridge impacts.  As a result, the pool evacuation period exceeded 6 months 
and public use areas experienced increased damage due to the prolonged inundation. 

e. Encroachments 
Wilson Lake has had many long-standing encroachments that have been difficult to 
resolve for a variety of issues (funding, adjacent landowner cooperation, etc…). 
Several of these encroachments have been resolved through a concentrated 
management effort. 

Many of the historic encroachments at Wilson were a result of fences not being moved 
to reflect the correct property line when the government originally acquired the land. 
Cost sharing efforts including project funds, agricultural lease abatements, KDWPT 
involvement, and adjacent land-owner participation have allowed the resolution of 
several encroachments. 

Despite the recent success, there are still several encroachments that remain including 
a long-standing dispute on a private driveway along Highway 181.  Several efforts have 
been made to resolve with no success.  There is a 4-acre landlocked crop field on 
KDWPT managed lands behind the dam and adjacent to Saline River.  This small 
encroachment is currently utilized under the agricultural lease program.  The adjacent 
land-owner is the current lease holder due to exclusive access. Efforts will continue to 
resolve these encroachments in accordance with district guidelines. 

f. Marshall Cove Licensing 
The Marshall Cove area is a dock zone for private docks on Wilson Lake.  These docks 
have been grand-fathered in and no “new” docks are allowed. All the docks are subject 
to an inspection program led by Natural Resource Management staff in accordance with 
the Wilson Lake Shoreline Management Plan.  A private association known as the 
“Marshall Cove Dock Owners Association” was formed to assist with special projects to 
improve Marshall Cove.  They have assisted with several projects pertaining to the 
maintenance of Marshall Cove.  Many of the members of the association have 
expressed interest in expanding the dock program to include camping facilities and 
shelters.  Corps management has been open to these discussions. With budgetary 
concerns in mind, licensing an area like Marshall Cove to a private association would be 
considered as long as it provides for a variety of public use. 

Many of these conversations have revolved around constructing electric on campsites 
for private use and not public use. If a license was issued, all daily upkeep would 
become the association’s responsibility.  The Corps would continue dock inspections 
and permits but daily management of that area would be relinquished. 
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g. Seaplane Landing Consideration 
The Kansas City District implemented a seaplane policy in 1993. The policy refers to an 
evaluation and review conducted in 1986 of all lakes in the Kansas City District. As a 
result of the review, ten (10) lakes remained closed and eight (8) will remain closed 
pending subsequent review of their master plans. The criteria used to determine which 
lake projects would be considered for seaplane usage include the size and dimension of 
the lake; the project's proximity to metropolitan areas; actual usable water acreage; and 
the boating and visitation pressure experienced at the lake. Wilson Lake may be large 
enough to accommodate seaplanes, but the lake's usable acreage is greatly reduced by 
the presence of project structure, bridges, shallow water areas created by increased 
sedimentation, standing timber, shoreline, and public use areas, including visitation 
pressure experienced on weekends. KDWP expressed concern over the transport of 
zebra mussels from an infested water body (Wilson Lake) to a non-infested waterway. 
Based on these factors it was determined that Wilson Lake will remain closed to 
seaplane use. Kansas City District will consider the use of seaplanes on a case by case 
basis, any interested party may submit a special event or special activity request directly 
to the Wilson Lake Project Office for consideration. Requests to operate a seaplane at 
USACE projects will be evaluated in accordance with ER 1130-2-550 and other 
applicable law, regulation, and policy. 
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h. Agency and Public Coordination 

On March 6, 2019, scoping letters were sent to fifty-one politicians, government 
agencies, local governments and organizations, and marinas that have a potential 
interest in the management of Wilson Lake. In addition, a public notice was posted on 
the District website and the Wilson project website. The letters and public notices 
explained that the USACE was in the process of revising the Wilson Lake MP and 
invited recommendations to be considered in the MP revision process. A scoping 
meeting was held on April 4, 2019 with 8 participants. 

USACE received three comments during the scoping period. Commenter’s included 
Scott Thomasson KDWPT Wildlife Area Manager, Willis Ohl KDWPT State Park 
Manager, and Terry Favinger of the Lake Wilson Marina. Issues identified the revision 
process include items planned by each entity for the future. 
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i. Summary of Recommendations 

The MP for Wilson Lake was last approved in 1984. Over the past 36 years population 
demographics as well as the economy have undergone changes. These changes can 
affect patterns of recreation and usage and require a frequent examination project 
management objectives and facilities. 

This MP conceptually establishes and guides the orderly development, administration, 
maintenance, preservation, enhancement and management of all natural, cultural, and 
recreational resources at Wilson Lake. The MP is a land use management document 
and does not address water management operations, associated prime facilities (dam, 
spillway, etc.), or shoreline management as those operations are outlined in separate 
documents. The MP is stewardship-driven and seeks to balance recreational 
development and use with protection and conservation of natural and cultural 
resources. 

a. Facility Modernization 
It is the goal of USACE at Wilson Lake to continue to modernize current facilities within 
existing footprints of recreation areas. 

b. Land Classification 
The number of management units were reduced to 14 in addition to minor land-
classification wording changes to comply with current MP regulations. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

600 FEDERAL BUILDING 
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64106-2896 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

WILSON LAKE MASTER PLAN 
KANSAS RIVER BASIN 

SALINE RIVER 
NOVEMBER 2020 

Summary 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Kansas City District (USACE) proposes to revise 
the Wilson Lake Master Plan. This revision would replace the Design Memorandum No. 
12A, Master Plan for Wilson Lake dated November 1984. 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 Master Plan guides the efficient and cost-
effective management, development, and use of project lands. It is a vital tool for the 
responsible stewardship and sustainability of project resources for the benefit of present 
and future generations. 

This revision brings the Master Plan in compliance with the current guidance for format 
and contents as outlined in Engineering Regulation/Engineer Pamphlet 1130-2-550, 
dated 30 January 2013. 
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Alternatives 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative: Under the “No-Action” Alternative the current 
Master Plan dated November 1984 would remain in place. Management of the project 
lands and waters would remain unchanged. 

Alternative 2 - Acceptance of Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative): This 
alternative is to accept the management plan as written. The proposed changes in this 
revision are minor terminology changes for land-use designations to be in compliance 
with Engineering Regulation/Engineer Pamphlet 1130-2-550 (DATED 30 January 2013). 
Proposed changes in facilities are detailed in Chapter 5 of the main Master Plan 
document, which includes such things as rehabilitation of campsites, 
rehabilitation/replacement of shower house facilities, upgrade of access roads, and 
erosion control measures. 

Summary of Environmental Impacts 
The Recommended Alternative will help to modernize aging facilities and increase 
visitor safety. The Recommended Alternative would not likely adversely impact any 
federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat. There may be 
temporary localized impacts to water quality during construction of the campsite 
upgrades/rehabilitations. Construction of new shower house and/or wastewater 
treatment plant would also cause minor loss to wildlife habitat within the existing park 
footprint. There will likely be no impact to cultural or historic resources. 

Mitigation Measures 
The Master Plan is programmatic in nature and references project needs only in a 
programmatic manner. Site specific actions and infrastructure projects will require 
individual site-specific analysis to determine if any mitigation may be warranted. 

Public Availability 
Prior to a decision on whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, the 
USACE is circulating a Notice of Availability (Notice) of the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), November 30, 2020, with a 
thirty-day comment period ending on December 30, 2020 to the public and resource 
agencies. The notice informs these individuals that the EA and Draft FONSI were 
available on the USACE webpage or that they could request a hard copy of the EA and 
Draft FONSI in order to provide comment. 
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Conclusion 
After evaluating the anticipated environmental, economic, and social effects of the 
proposed activity, it is my detemiination that construction of the proposed emergency 
Master Plan update does not constitute a major federal action that would significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment; therefore, preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement is not required. 

Date: 1Ni t UL/ 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 

Travis JtRateld,PE,PMP 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Kansas City District 

1.0 Introduction 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Kansas City District (USACE), proposes to revise 
the Wilson Lake Master Plan. Revisions include changes to the land use category 
nomenclature and document content and format to meet current Master Plan Guidance 
(ER/EC 1130-2-550). The revision also includes an update of management objectives, 
management compartment boundary updates, list of current facility. This Environmental 
Assessment (EA) provides the necessary information to fully address the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project as required under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 U.S. Code [USC] 4321 et 
seq.); the President’s Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500 – 1508); and USACE ER 200-2-2 (33 CFR 230) 
(USACE, 2008). 

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action 

The purpose of this project is to revise the Master Plan to respond to current and 
projected future recreational needs and to meet the content and format of the most 
recent Master Plan regulation/guidance found in Engineering Regulation/Engineer 
Pamphlet 1130-2-550 (dated 30 January 2013). 

The project is currently using a Master Plan dated from November 1984. The 
recreational trends and the population estimates detailed in that Master Plan are 
outdated and in need of revision. 

1.2 Project Location 

Wilson Lake is located in Russell and Lincoln Counties in the central part of Kansas. It 
is approximately 60 miles west of Salina, 55 miles east of Hays and 50 miles north of 
Great Bend. Towns in the vicinity of the project include Sylvan Grove, Dorrance, Bunker 
Hill, and Lucas. Sylvan Grove is 6 miles northeast, Dorrance is about 9 miles south 
Bunker Hill is approximately 13 miles southwest, and Lucas is around 6.5 miles north of 
the dam. The area surrounding Wilson Lake is served by federal and state highways 
and a county road system. The dam crosses the Saline River at river mile 153.9. 
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Figure 1. General Vicinity Map 

2.1 Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  

Under the “No-Action” Alternative the current Master Plan dated November 1984 would 
remain in place. Management of the project lands and waters would remain unchanged. 

2.2 Alternative 2 – Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative): 
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This alternative would accept the management plan as written. The proposed changes 
in this revision are minor terminology changes for land-use designations to be in 
compliance with Engineering Regulation/Engineer Pamphlet 1130-2-550 (DATED 30 
January 2013). Proposed changes in facil ities are detailed in Chapter 5 of the Master 
Plan document, which includes such things as rehabilitation of campsites, 
rehabil itation/replacement of facilities, road improvements, and erosion prevention along 
shoreline. 

Unit#-Name Proposed Action 

Unit 1 - Wild life Refuge Expand public access by opening/improving 193rd Rd leading 
to wildlife refuge. A new parking lot and approximately 0.8 mile 
of road would be improved to allow better public/hunter access. 
Identify and improve infrastructure to expand grazing 
management opportunities to improve rangeland health and 
wildlife habitat. 

Unit 2 - Public Use Improve Road Access to Duvall Cove 

Unit 3 - Rocktown Area No developmental needs due to area being a registered natural 
area 

Unit 4 - Lucas Park Due to rising utility costs, sustainability projects including solar 
power, have been proposed to offset electric costs. 

Anticipating catastrophic culvert failure and full replacement on 
main park 

Unit 5 - Spillway N/A 

Unit 6 - Sylvan Park Install vault toilet in park to meet campground standards during 
times of water-borne facility fa ilure. 

Unit 7 - Publ ic Use N/A 

Unit 8 - North Otoe N/A 

Unit 9 - Otoe State Park Replace/update two shower buildings with modern ADA 
compliant facil ities. 

Upgrade Coneflower, Yucca, and Sunflower campgrounds 
from primitive to 50 amp and water campsites. 

Upgrade Yarrow campground from 30 amp to 50-amp service 
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Unit#- Name Proposed Action 

Unit 10- Hell Creek NRM N/A 

Unit 11 - Hell Creek State Park Replace/update shower building with modern ADA compliant 
facility. 

Construct new permit office. 

Unit 12 - One Horse 

Canyon/Deer Drive 
Develop a viable water source for grazing lease to reduce 
erosion concerns due to cattle traffic. 

Unit 13 - Minooka Park Encourage expansion of Marshall Cove Dock Owner's 
Association. And further encourage licensing of Marshall Cove 
area to reduce O&M costs. 
Replace middle ramp floating dock with a "slide-in" courtesy 
dock. 

Extend existing wave retention riprap structures at East Boat 
Ramp. 

Utilize rip-rap and other management tools to eliminate erosion 
concerns. 

Due to rising utility costs, sustainability projects including solar 
power, have been proposed to offset electric costs. 

Convert interior asphalt camp loop roads to gravel due to 
budget concerns. 

Unit 14-Wildlife 
Management Area 

N/A 

3.0 Affected Environment 

The project area is all the project lands owned and leased by USAGE at the Wilson 
Lake project located in the Russell and Lincoln Counties, Kansas. Wilson Lake is 

comprised of 14 management compartments totaling approximately 21 ,808 acres. 

Located in the Smokey Hills of north-central Kansas, Wilson Lake covers about 9,000 
acres at multi-purpose pool. The dam was constructed for flood control in the Saline 
River Basin and was fin ished in 1964. The lake consists of one main arm and a smaller 
arm coming in near the dam; the Saline Arm that follows up the Saline River, and the 
Hell Creek Arm that follows the Hell Creek. With 100 miles of shoreline, Wilson Lake 
provides ample recreational opportunity such as fishing , boating, swimming, 
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tubing/water skiing, and jet skiing among other pursuits. Water quality of the lake is 
beneficial to the operating purposes of the project and did not exceed any of the Kansas 
state water quality standards for designated uses. Water quality at Wilson Lake 
improves as nutrients, herbicides and sediments are removed by settling, dilution, and 
biological processes as water moves from inflow streams to the dam. 

The Wilson Lake project has five high-density recreation parks (Minooka Park, Lucas 
Park, Sylvan Park, Otoe State Park, and Hell Creek State Park) that contain 473 
campsites, 507 picnic sites, 9 Boat ramps, four swimming areas, 14 playgrounds, 187 
marina slips, and 6 trails covering 25.8 miles. 

There are currently 74 private docks on the lake at designated zones around the lake. 
The docks are permitted via a shoreline-use permit. Given the current lake bathymetry 
and the surrounding topography and private ownership restricting access, the lake is 
currently at capacity for the number of docks without additional rezoning. 

Much of the remaining fee land around the lake is managed as either low-density 
recreation or wildlife management lands. Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and 
Tourism has a Fish and Wildlife License to manage approximately 6,749.3 acres to 
benefit wildlife. Most of this land’s cover type is savanna, forest/woodland, grassland, 
and cropland cover types. 

Appendix C of the Master Plan lists flora and fauna found in and around the Wilson 
Lake project lands. Species will vary in any particular area due to a number of factors 
such as cover type, topography, access to water, and available food sources. Lands 
licensed to Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and Tourism are managed primarily 
for game species such as white-tailed deer, turkey, and upland bird species. However, 
other non-game species benefit as well from their management practices. 

Fisheries habitat is managed by Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and Tourism. 
Each year approximately 3-5 Georgia cubes are placed into the lake to provide loafing 
and escape cover for a variety of fish species. 

The state and federally listed threatened and endangered species for Russell and 
Lincoln Counties can be found in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Federal and State listed Threatened and Endangered Species 

Russel and Lincoln Counties, Kansas 

Name State Status Federal Status 

Northern Long-Eared Bat Threatened 

(Myotis septentrionalis) 

Whooping Crane Endangered Endangered 

(Grus americana) 

Snowy Plover Threatened 

(Charadrus alexandrines) 

Eastern Spotted Skunk Threatened 

(Spilogale potorius) 

Plains Minnow Threatened 

(Hybognathus placitus) 

The Northern Long-eared Bats use caves and mines as winter hibernacula. Northern 
Long-eared Bats also use trees with peeling bark, however they prefer a more upland 
habitat to roost and forage. 

Approximately 4,702 acres of fee owned land (about 26%) has been professionally 
surveyed for archeological sites. A total of 326 cultural resource sites, all archeological 
sites, have been recorded on the fee-owned land. Of these 326 sites none are formally 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). However, 27 sites have been 
determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Further investigations are required on 
another 102 sites to determine their NRHP eligibility. The remaining sites have been 
determined not eligible for the NRHP. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences (Impacts) 

4.1 Water Quality 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative: In the no-action alternative, the water quality 
would remain the same. The lake would likely continue to meet all use criteria. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative): This 
alternative may result in potentially minor, temporary, construction-related adverse 
impacts to water quality resulting in increased turbidity and suspended sediments from 
the rehabilitation of the campsites/parking lots. These impacts would subside following 
construction. Minor long-term positive impacts to water quality would be anticipated 
from this alternative due to better range management and water availability for livestock. 
In addition, a positive impact from the upgrade of restroom facilities away from sewage 
treatment to vault toilets. 

4.2 Wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  The “No-Action” Alternative would likely result in 
placement of small amounts of fill (rip rap) in Waters of the U.S. as new areas of bank 
erosion arise. Each of these actions would need to undergo a Section 404/Section 10 
analyses to determine if they meet permit criteria. It is likely that any such action would 
meet the requirements of a nationwide permit. It is anticipated that no wetlands would 
be impacted by this alternative. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative):  This 
alternative would have similar impacts as Alternative 1. In addition there is structural fill 
from the addition/upgrade of rip-rap for wave retention and erosion control; fill may be 
added below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). A section 404 permitting analysis 
would need to be undertaken to make sure the project meets any applicable permitting 
conditions. It is not anticipated that this alternative would not have any impacts to 
wetlands. 

4.3 Fish and Wildlife 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  Under the “No-Action” Alternative, no impacts to 
fish and wildlife would be expected. Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and Tourism 
would continue to manage fish and wildlife resources on the over 6,749 acres that are 
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licensed to them as well as management of the fisheries in the lake. This is a long-term 
positive impact to fish and wildlife. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative): Kansas 
Department of Wildlife, Parks, and Tourism would continue to manage fish and wildlife 
resources on the over 6,749 acres that are licensed to them as well as management of 
the fisheries in the lake. There may be minor short-term impacts to fish and wildlife for 
any of the proposed construction activities. These are within the high-density recreation 
areas already disturbed and fragmented from parking and other recreational features. 
There would be long-term beneficial impacts to wildlife from the better range 
management. 

4.4 Threatened or Endangered Species 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  The “No-action” Alternative would not likely 
affect any federally listed threatened or endangered species. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative):  The proposed 
projects are not likely to affect any threatened or endangered species or their 
designated critical habitat. 

4.5 Noise 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:   The “No-action” Alternative would not result in 
any additional impact to noise. Noise would continue at current levels. Noise levels 
being the loudest during busy recreation times and then remaining relatively quiet 
during times of low to no recreation. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative):  There may be 
brief localized impacts to noise associated with any of the proposed construction within 
the plan. However, once construction was complete it is anticipated that noise would 
return to preconstruction levels. 

4.6 Health and Safety 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  The “No-Action” Alternative would result in aging 
infrastructure such as shower houses, etc. not being replaced. This could pose a health 
risk from treatment plants not keeping up with state standards. 
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Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative): The 
Recommended Plan may cause short term impacts to health and safety from 
construction related activities. However, improvements to infrastructure should result in 
a long-term beneficial impact to health and safety. 

4.7 Economics 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  Under the No-Action alternative the economic 
effects would remain largely unchanged. The number of visitors would be at least 
partially driven by the economy. During times of good economic growth visitation should 
rise as people have more disposable income. During times of recession, visitation 
should drop as people cut back on vacation and luxury goods such as boats and RV’s. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative):  This 
alternative would have a net economic benefit over the no-action alternative. As 
facilities are upgraded, such as creating more spacious camping pads and the larger 
50-amp electrical service, campgrounds will be able to attract larger RV’s and there 
should be an increase in visitation. This would bring an increase in the local economy. 

4.8 Cultural Resources 

Alternative 1 - “No-Action” Alternative:  Under the no-action alternative there would likely 
be no impact to cultural resources. 

Alternative 2 - Accept Revised Master Plan (Recommended Alternative):  For any 
project that may involve ground clearance, plans would be developed. A qualified 
archaeologist would review the plans and site area to determine if they would impact 
cultural resources. There would also be coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) as well as any applicable Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer(s) (THPO). 

5.0 Conclusion 

The Recommended Plan would not likely result in any impacts to federally listed 
threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitat. Water quality, fish 
and wildlife, and noise levels would be temporarily disturbed by the proposed 
construction activity. The proposed action would have no impact to sites listed on or 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. The project would have 
a minor long-term benefit to health and safety. Of the two alternatives considered, the 
Recommended Plan is consistent with current regulations and the protection of the 
human environment. 
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6.0 Coordination and Comments 

The draft EA and FONSI was e-mailed to individuals, agencies, and businesses 
contained on the USACE Regulatory public notice list. It was also available on the 
USACE Regulatory webpage at: 
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Media/PublicNotices.aspx. 

Hard copies are available upon request. 
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7.0 Agency Compliance with Other Environmental Laws 

Compliance with other environmental laws is listed below. 

Federal Policy Compliance 

Archeological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 470, et seq. Not Applicable 

Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S. C. 7401-7671g, et seq. Full Compliance 

Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control Act), 33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq. 
Full Compliance 

Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. Not Applicable 

Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. Full Compliance 

Estuary Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 1221, et seq. Not Applicable 

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, 16 U.S.C. 4601-12, et seq. Full Compliance 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661, et seq. Full Compliance 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, 16 U.S.C. 4601-4, et seq. Not Applicable 

Marine Protection Research and Sanctuary Act, 33 U.S.C. 1401, et seq. 
Not Applicable 

National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq. Full Compliance 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et seq. 
Full Compliance 

Rivers and Harbors Act, 33 U.S.C. 403, et seq. Full Compliance 

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 16 U.S.C. 1001, et seq. 
Full Compliance 

Wild and Scenic River Act, 16 U.S.C. 1271, et seq. Not Applicable 
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Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 U.S.C. 4201, et seq. Full 
Compliance 

Protection & Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (Executive Order 11593) 
Full Compliance 

Floodplain Management (Executive Order 11988) Full Compliance 

Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990) Full Compliance 

Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898) Full Compliance 

NOTES: 
a. Full compliance. Having met all requirements of the statute for the current 

stage of planning (either 

b. Partial compliance. Not having met some of the requirements that normally are 
met in the current stage of planning. 

c. Noncompliance. Violation of a requirement of the statute. 
d. Not applicable. No requirements for the statute required; compliance for the 

current stage of planning. 
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8.0 References 

CEQ. 2020. Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, 40 CFR Parts 
1500-1508, in accordance with 40 CFR 1507.3. 

FCA. 1941. Flood Control Act of 1941, 33 U.S.C. 701n, as amended (commonly 
referred to as Public Law 84-99, Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies Act). 

USACE. 2008. Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Engineer Regulations (ER) 200-2-2. 33 CFR 230. 
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Appendix C Flora and Fauna 



Fish of Wilson Lake and Tributaries 
bigmouth buffalo Ictiobus cyprinellus common 
black bullhead Ictalurus melas uncommon 
blue catfish Ictalurus furcatus common 
bluegill Lepomis macrochirus common 
bluntnose minnow Pimephales notatus uncommon 
bullhead minnow Pimephales vigilax uncommon 
central stoneroller Campostoma anomalum uncommon 
channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus common 
common carp Cyprinus carpio common 
creek chub  Semotilus atromaculatus uncommon 
fathead minnow Pimephales promelas uncommon 
flathead catfish Pylodictis olivaris common 
freshwater drum Aplodinotus grunniens common 
gizzard shad Dorosoma cepedianum common 
golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas uncommon 
green sunfish Lepomis cyanellus common 
largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides common 
northern plains killifish Micropterus salmoides uncommon 
orangespotted sunfish Lepomis humilis uncommon 
orangethroat darter Etheostoma spectabile uncommon 
ozark logperch Percina fulvitaenia uncommon 
red shiner Cyprinella lutrensis common 
redear sunfish Lepomis microlophus uncommon 
river carpsucker Carpiodes carpio common 
sand shiner Notropis stramineus uncommon 
smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieui common 
smallmouth buffalo Ictiobus bubalus common 
striped bass Morone saxatilis common 
suckermouth minnow Phenacobius mirabilis uncommon 
walleye Stizostedion vitreum vitreum common 
western mosquitofish Gambusia affinis uncommon 
white bass Morone chrysops common 
white perch Morone Americana common 
white sucker Catostomus commersonii uncommon 
yellow bullhead Ictalurus natalis uncommon 
white bass x striped bass hybrid Morone chrysops x Morone saxatilis uncommon 



Mammals of Wilson Lake and Surrounding Area 
Virginia Opossum 
Nine-banded Armadillo 
Elliot’s Short-tailed Shrew 
Least Shrew 
Eastern Mole 
Big Brown Bat 
Red Bat 
Hoary Bat 
Little Brown 
Evening Bat 
Coyote 
Red Fox 
Long-tailed Weasel 
Least Weasel 
Mink 
Badger 
Spotted Skunk 
Striped Skunk 
Raccoon 
Bobcat 
Mule Deer 
White-tailed Deer 
Thirteen-lined Ground Squirrel 
Black-tailed Prairie Dog 
Eastern Fox Squirrel 
Plains Pocket Gopher 
Plains Pocket Mouse 
Hispid Pocket Mouse 
Ord’s Kangaroo Rat 
Beaver 
Western Harvest Mouse 
Plains Harvest Mouse 
White-footed Mouse 
Deer Mouse 
Northern Grasshopper Mouse 
Hispid Cotton Rat 
Eastern Woodrat 
Prairie Vole 
Southern Bog Lemming 
Muskrat 
House Mouse 
Norway Rat 
Eastern Cottontail 
Black-tailed Jackrabbit 

Didelphis marsupialis 
Dasypus novemcinctus 
Blarina hylophaga 
Cryptotis parva 
Scalopus Aquaticus 
Eptesicus fuscus 
Lasiurus borealis 
Lasiurus cinereus 
Myotis lucifugus 
Nycticeius humeralis 
Canis latrans 
Vulpes vulpes 
Mustela frenata 
Mustela nivalis 
Mustela vision 
Taxidea taxus 
Spilogale putorius 
Mephitis mephitis 
Procyon lotor 
Lynx rufus 
Odocoileus hemionus 
Odocoileus virginanus 
Citellus tridencemlineatus 
Cynomys ludovicianus 
Sciurus niger 
Geomys bursarius 
Perognathus flavescens 
Chaetodipus hispidus 
Dipodomys ordii 
Castor canadensis 
Reithrodontomys megalotis 
Reithrodontomys montanus 
Peromyscus leucopus 
Peromyscus maniculatus 
Onychomys leucogaster 
Sigmodon hispidus 
Neotoma floridana 
Microtus ochrogaster 
Synaptomys cooperi 
Ondatra zibethica 
Mus musculus 
Tarrus norvegicus 
Sylvilagus floridanus 
Lepus californicus 



Reptiles & Amphibians of Wilson Lake and Surrounding Area 
Snapping Turtle 
Yellow Mud Turtle 
Painted Turtle 
Slider 
Spiny Softshell 
Great Plains Skink 
Six-lined Racerunner 
Eastern Racer 
Gopher Snake 
Prairie Kingsnake 
Common Kingsnake 
Plains Gartersnake 
Common Gartersnake 
Lined Snake 
Graham’s Crayfish Snake 
Diamondback Watersnake 
Northern Watersnake 
Texas Brown Snake 
Massasaugua 
Western Rattlesnake 
Barred Tiger Salamander 
Plains Spadefoot 
Great Plains Toad 
Woodhouse’s Toad 
Northern Cricket Frog 
Western Chorus Frog 
Plains Leopard Frog 
Bullfrog 

Cheydra serpentine 
Kinosternon flavescens 
Chrysemys picta 
Trachemys scripta 
Apalone spinifera 
Eumeces obsoletus 
Cnemidophorus sexlineatus 
Coluber constrictor 
Pituophis catenifer 
Lampropeltis calligaster 
Lampropeltis getula 
Thannophis radix 
Thannophis sirtalis 
Tropidoclonion lineatum 
Regina grahamii 
Nerodia rhombifer 
Nerodia sipedom 
Storerie dekayi 
Sistrurus catenatus 
Crotalus viridis 
Ambystoma mavortium 
Spea bombifrons 
Bufo cognatus 
Bufo woodhousii 
Acris crepitans 
Pseudacris trisceriata 
Rana blairi 
Rana catesbeiana 



Birds of Wilson Lake and Surrounding Area Checklist 
_____ Canada Goose 
_____ Wood Duck 
_____ Gadwall 
_____ Mallard 
_____ Common Goldeneye 
_____ Hooded Merganser 
_____ Northern Bobwhite 
_____ Wild Turkey 
_____ Common Loon 
_____ Pied-billed Grebe 
_____ Horned Grebe 
_____ American White Pelican 
_____ Great Blue Heron 
_____ Green Heron 
_____ Black Vulture 
_____ Turkey Vulture 
_____ Osprey 
_____ Bald Eagle 
_____ Red-shouldered Hawk 
_____ Broad-winged Hawk 
_____ Red-tailed Hawk 
_____ American Coot 
_____ Killdeer 
_____ Long-billed Dowitcher 
_____ American Woodcock 
_____ Bonaparte's Gull 
_____ Ring-billed Gull 
_____ Tree Swallow 

_____ Mourning Dove 
_____ Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
_____ Eastern Screech-Owl 
_____ Great Horned Owl 
_____ Chuck-will's-widow 
_____ Chimney Swift 
_____ Ruby-throated Hummingbird 
_____ Belted Kingfisher 
_____ Red-headed Woodpecker 
_____ Red-bellied Woodpecker 
_____ Yellow-bellied Sapsucker 
_____ Downy Woodpecker 
_____ Hairy Woodpecker 
_____ Northern Flicker 
_____ Pileated Woodpecker 
_____ Eastern Wood-Pewee 
_____ Acadian Flycatcher 
_____ Least Flycatcher 
_____ Eastern Phoebe 
_____ Great Crested Flycatcher 
_____ Eastern Kingbird 
_____ Yellow-throated Vireo 
_____ Warbling Vireo 
_____ Red-eyed Vireo 
_____ Blue Jay 
_____ American Crow 
_____ Purple Martin 
_____ Magnolia Warbler 

_____ Northern Rough-winged Swallow _____ Blackpoll Warbler 
_____ Cliff Swallow 
_____ Barn Swallow 
_____ Carolina Chickadee 
_____ Black-capped Chickadee 
_____ Tufted Titmouse 
_____ White-breasted Nuthatch 
_____ Brown Creeper 
_____ Carolina Wren 
_____ Blue-gray Gnatcatcher 
_____ Eastern Bluebird 
_____ Swainson's Thrush 
_____ American Robin 
_____ Gray Catbird 
_____ Northern Mockingbird 
_____ Brown Thrasher 

_____ Yellow-rumped Warbler 
_____ Yellow-throated Warbler 
_____ Eastern Towhee 
_____ Chipping Sparrow 
_____ Clay-colored Sparrow 
_____ Field Sparrow 
_____ Lark Sparrow 
_____ Song Sparrow 
_____ Dark-eyed Junco 
_____ Summer Tanager 
_____ Scarlet Tanager 
_____ Northern Cardinal 
_____ Rose-breasted Grosbeak 
_____ Blue Grosbeak 
_____ Indigo Bunting 



_____ European Starling 
_____ Cedar Waxwing 
_____ Black-and-white Warbler 
_____ Prothonotary Warbler 
_____ Nashville Warbler 
_____ Kentucky Warbler 
_____ Common Yellowthroat 
_____ Hooded Warbler 
_____ Cape May Warbler 
_____ Northern Parula 

_____ Red-winged Blackbird 
_____ Common Grackle 
_____ Brown-headed Cowbird 
_____ Orchard Oriole 
_____ Baltimore Oriole 
_____ House Finch 
_____ Purple Finch 
_____ American Goldfinch 
_____ House Sparrow 



Partial List of Vascular Plants 

Western wheatgrass 
Fraser's onion 
Western ragweed 
Giant ragweed 
Lead plant 
Big bluestem 
Sandhill Bluestem 
Silver bluestem 
Little bluestem 
Blue funnel lily 
White prickly poppy 
Green sage 
Narrow-leaved milkweed 
Heath aster 
Fendler's aster 
Side-oats grama 
Blue grama 
Hairy grama 
Japanese brome 
Buffalograss 
Prairie sandreed 
Low poppy mallow 
Downy painted-cup 
Hackberry 
Wavyleaf thistle 
Fremont's clematis 
Horseweed fleabane 
Nipple cactus 
Texas croton 
Buffalo gourd 
White prairie clover 
Plume dalea 
Purple prairie clover 
Illinois bundleflower 
Black Sampson 
Russian olive 
Canada wildrye 
Sand lovegrass 
Annual eriogonum 
Western wallflower 
Snow-on-the mountain 
Green ash 
Indian blanket 
Small-flowered gaura 

Agropyron smithii 
Allium perdulce 
Ambrosia psilostachya 
Ambrosia trifida 
Amorpha canescens 
Andropogon gerardii 
Andropogon hallii 
* Andropogon saccharoides 
Andropogon scoparius 
Androstephium coeruleum 
Argemone polyanthemos 
Artemesia dracunculoides 
Asclepias stenophylla 
Aster ericoides 
Aster fendleri 
Bouteloua curtipendula 
Bouteloua gracilis 
Bouteloua hirsuta 
* Bromus japonicus 
Buchloe dactyloides 
Calamovilfa longifolia 
Callirhoe involucrate 
Castilleja sessiliflora 
Celtis occidentalis 
Cirsium undulatum 
Clematis fremontii 
* Conyza canadensis 
Coryphantha vivipara 
Croton texensis 
Cucurbita foetidissima 
Dalea candida 
Dalea enneandra 
Dalea pupurea 
Desmanthus illinoensis 
Echinacea angustifolia 
* Elaeagnus angustifolia 
Elymus canadensis 
Eragrostis trichodes 
Eriogonum annuum 
Erysimum asperum 
Euphorbia marginata 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica 
Gaillardia pulchella 
Gaura parviflora 



Perennial broomweed 
Cutleaf ironplant 
Narrowleaf bluet 
Prairie sunflower 
Heterotheca 
Bitterweed 
Bush morning-glory 
Eastern red cedar 
Kochia 
False boneset 
Button blazing star 
Blazing star 
Carrotleaf lomatium 
Sand lily 
White mulberry 
Plains muhly 
Common prickly pear 
Switchgrass 
White penstemon 
Buckley's penstemon 
White plygala 
Clammy weed 
Cottonwood 
Scurfpea 
Bur oak 
Columnar prairie coneflower 
Aromatic sumac 
Black willow 
Russian thistle 
Pitcher's salvia 
Sensitive brier 
Resinous skullcap 
Yellow foxtail 
Compass plant 
Giant Goldenrod 
Goldenrod 
Stiff goldenrod 
Indiangrass 
Alkali sacaton 
Sand dropseed 
Flax-leaved stenosiphon 
Rock-pink fameflower 
Salt cedar 
Rayless thelesperma 
Prairie spiderwort 
Meadow salsify 

Gutierrezia sarothrae 
Haplopappus spinulosus 
Hedyotis nigricans 
Helianthus petiolaris 
Heterotheca stenophylla 
Hymenoxys acaulis 
Ipomea leptophylla 
Juniperus virginiana 
Kochia scoparia 
Kuhnia eupatorioides 
Liatris glabrata 
Liatris punctate 
Lomatium foeniculaceum 
Mentzelia nuda 
Morus alba 
Muhlenbergia cuspidate 
Opuntia macrorhiza 
Pancium virgatum 
Penstemon albidus 
Penstemon buckleyi 
Polygala alba 
Polanisia dodecandra 
Populus deltoides 
Psoralea tenuiflora 
Quercus macrocarpa 
Ratibida columnifera 
Rhus aromatica 
Salix nigra 
Salsola iberica 
Salvia pitcher 
Schrankia nuttallii 
Scutellaria resinosa 
Setaria glauca 
Silphium laciniatum 
Solidago gigantea 
Solidago mollis 
Solidago rigida 
Sorghastrum nutans 
Sporobolus airoides 
Sporobolus asper 
Stenosiphon linifolius 
Talinum calycinum 
* Tamarix gallica 
Thelesperma megapotamicum 
Tradescantia occidentalis 
* Tragopogon dubius 



Common cattail 
Siberian elm 
Dakota verbena 
Hoary vervain 
Small soapweed 

Typha latifolia 
* Ulmus pumila 
Verbena bipinnatifida 
Verbena stricta 
Yucca glauca 

* Introduced Species 



Appendix D Public Comment and Response 



USACE received comments from one individual, the Sea Plane Pilots Association, and 
Kansas State University wanting to allow seaplane use at Wilson Lake. 

Currently, seaplane use is not allowed at Wilson Lake.  Upon review of this request it 
was determined that USACE-Kansas City District would need to complete a separate 
evaluation in accordance with ER-1130-2-550 in order to determine if, and where 
seaplane use would be allowed at Wilson Lake. That study would require a substantial 
amount of time and funding that is not within the scope of this Master Plan update.  In 
response to this request USACE would begin submitting a request for study funding 
during the annual budget cycle. The earliest we could receive this funding would be 
FY24. Absent that funding or to accelerate the study progress an organization could 
enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to fund and conduct the study under 
USACE oversight and in accordance with the ER.  In addition, in the interim, should a 
public entity wish to utilize Wilson Lake for a specific training exercise, a special use 
permit or MOU may potentially be developed for short term specific use.  Until USACE 
has completed a study in accordance with the ER, general public use of Wilson Lake, 
and other Kansas City District lakes in Kansas, cannot be authorized. 



WILSON LAKE SfAPLI\NE APPROVAL 
4Aptil .21 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Iam interested in encourag:irig: the !Cans.is Clty District to approve seaplane operations in their lakes. 
Specifically, to approve seaplane operations for Wilson Lake. It has been over a year since addressing. this. 
topic with the former rnanager. l was told the master pla ri for this lake would be completed in the early fall 
of 2020 and have patiently waited to make public commE,nts regarding such approval. My understanding is 
that such approval involve& a fairly comprehensive study. Additionally, I was told that the main reason for 

not approving seaplane operations stemmed on the statement that "there just doesn't appear to be muc.h 
interest''. My initial reaction to such statement is that 1. ), There can't be much interest if the1 e are no lakes 
a1,proved for such operation, 2.) To a degree one could condude that such $entiment is dearly 
discriminatory to those who do have interest even if a small number. 

After further research I learned that there are approximc?tely seven lakes approved for seaplane operations 
in Kansas. All are in the south east quadrant of the $tate -of Kansas. All were approved by the Tulsa District 
decade~ ago and some apparently have never had any aircraft operate on them. Never the less. in their 
latest master plan upd<1tes ;iccompllshed -they conti11~1e1:I to approve s1.1ch operation~ and stated th<1t they 
had no intention to restricting such use in thefuture, 

To date - there is not a single corp!. lake in Kansas under the guidance of the Kamar. City District approved 
for seaplane operation~n I am hopeful that the master plan review for Wilson will approve s;uch use and 
add thi!i lake as the first approved by the Kansas City Dist,rid to approve seaplane operations. 
My batkgtound includes military, corporate, professional airline, and general aviation flying to include a 
commercial seaplane certificate. As such, I previously 3,ent the following to Mr. Jonathan Carlisle and would 
be glad to answer further concerns any of your members may have regqrding seaplane operations. 

•..The good new.. is I can tell you that seaplane operatiori has little if any negative impact on the W!son lake Mos! do noteve~ 
know or 1eccgn1ie when 1and111g ortaK,ng ofltrom the la~e. From an inch aoove the water l!:l several lhoussnd feetthere is no 
impact as I h;;1ved.:,,.,,.and anyone can -fly 011er,:uch lall.es 1n FA,A •u,,conlrolled airspace''. Onci.t:,uchn,gdown 1n theW31Brftom 
an ir,:;h abCJl'e - the plane is simply no d1ffe1e11t tlran a boat, !3t ski, or any otner water craftas1de frcm 1t1. coflflguration. The on!)' 
main difference is seaplanes must gwe nghtaway tc all watercraft Ty•pcally. m,st seaplanes can stepra:,n away from boats faster 
than the boat,s can travel - not mine The only rnher difference is that •seaplanes do not require ~fe vesti; \Mlson lake provide,; a 
great erniro!'meot for landings and take offsand learning hON to judg,: wlf'ld directioo and speed based on il9waveacti011ty. Birds 
appear riot to De impacted in u,e least and r,;ost "yers fear impact w,11) tnem much rmre !l'lan waterfowl fear an airplane. 11\'flh 
amP~ibious floots ~ter contam1nat1on is not a l)foblem eitlw .a$ flyin" rrom a grassMtip to 3tld from !M lat.e pre$El'l~ no 
opporturnty for the transl'er of undesirable species The tocal Corpssu~ms to t>ave no p-oblem with operatin,g off Wison lake I 
usually plan nying when 1t1era Is 1t1e lea81. .:1cllvlty <J11 llle lake, it, add~itm Wilson it's a fairly yood size lake a~ you are aware which 
reduaes anysuch flying pressure . 

Please consider adding seaplane operations for Wilson lake as another recreational activity for those who 
rnav have interest. 



p 
Dato: -
FYI - For l\las;ter Plan public cqmment documentation 

From: 
Sent: lhursday, April 8, 2021 0:10 PM 
To: Wilson.Lake <Wilson.lake@usace.a.rmy.mil> 
Sullject: {Non· Do□ Sou reel S.-apl,rne Approval 

Iwante,:J lo 1hank you an- for educating me more ah0ut all wu do for corps lakes - lots of ta;;k'S lo 
accomplish, 1cJ1d 1101 get lo l~ W1toon Lal<e muotI _graw /n_g up close to this lake, as my rat1.1er had rnore 
,mpor1ant things to get done on the !he farm back tllen However, I do occasionally get my boat on the 
M~ter ar1d fish a little now Approaching retirerrent I loo~: rc,,ward lo en1oy1ng it even n,o,~. 

- 1al~ looked at Marion Lake as acons1derauon for Kansa~ State I Salina tra ining for seaplane
rail'ii;; and lt 1s closer t!1an Wllscn While Kanopolis Lak:e would be ldeal for them ln terms of distc1nce • 
c,rcumventlng th.e Smoktoy Hlll gunnery rang,:-. / R3501 a irspace would bi:' 11 pa, 1,n my opln on, having 
been -a range <:t)ntrol offi!'.:9 arid havino dropped hUndrecls of riractit::e bombi; from b::>lh fighters anrl 
bombers on targets within 

The ny1ng ao::IClenc that tcoK place decade.s 1:1go on the VVilsor, 1101th snore was m_ost UflrOrtll_nate -1,ut ,t 
h'ad nothlhg to l'lowilh corps t.>f englneen, <11'1<1 .is I und,1t stand Was on r,rop-ertv own.-d by a Lucas clt12en , 
Admlttei:lly, I know of no acclder,r ·sinc;e that tirr.e at the expense or count less folks rnlssing the 
opportunity lo land on such strip and laking 1n the s-:;enlC' beauty of Wison Lake The act ion 
ta1<;en1021 nr,I119 ot mis strip ell V\/llson for such acoIden! wc1uld be :sImIlar to cIos111g the l. aGuard1a airpon 
be~use a floe-: of birds 1-an into Sully who then had to clitct1 1n lhe Potomac 11ve1 , 1he ma1or d1fforen~ 
1s - aGu.irdla was not closed beoal1Se- an airliner landeel 1n the rrve1 

Closing on a positive note I arn 11opeful your l'otks will consider·Wison Lake as the "fIrsf lake approved 
for sea plan , openitions in the st.ate or Kansas wnder th~ guidance of tt,e Kaps as Cljj, Djstdci Please let 
me knoN if I can t1el1J in any way possible to promale SIJl:h approval while foousino on safety as tt1e 
primary objective In such operations Again th~nl< you f<, r your tlme 

https://strip.at
mailto:Wilson.Lake@usace.army.mil


April 29,1-021 

RE. Wilsa1 Lake Mastet :Plan Update 

I 
, representing the general aYi11ti.on industry wt over , mem ers, 

inch.1ding over 4,000 in Kansas. I wrile, otr behalfof all ourmembei·s, to ask lhat the 
United States At:my Corp·s of Engineers, as ·part Qf I.tie Wilsoh Lak~Master Plan, Update, 
opeu the Iak~ for -seaplane operations,. 

As the home of the Alr Capitd ofthe WO!id, where the vas1 maJonty oflhe plapet'~ 
geneul aviation aircraft are developed 1111d manufactured, it seems counterrntuitive that 
some of the significant lakes in Kansas am off-limits to aira'aft. 

Seapla:ne operati:ons ate corrtnlotl throughout neignboring states, rncludfng significant 
activity inM:i's:;oui:i, Oldohoma1 Tcx11s, Iowa and]'1ebroska. Much ofthis oclivi,ty tokes 
place on lakes operated by the USACE, As sucl1, '!he safe integration of airct·aftinto other 
lake activities is well proven. A look into the NT'SB accident dat&base t'eveals a stellar· 
safety recet·d for seaplane opel'a6 ons i n the regi011 and we are unaware of impediments 
specific to Wilson Lake that would create any unique safel;y hazards or operational 
ptoblem~ 

Seaplane operations at Wilson Lake would boost, not just recreational u:;;e of seapla.nes, 
but alsoseapl an.e: training, and manufacturer deveiopment Kansas State Univeisily 
Polytechnic regulatly sends students to Okla.hom.s for tl'Bining simp1y because no lakes 
with seaplane access are easi lyreacbed from their Salina campus. KSU ts excited~ th.e 
prospect; of op.eningJakes in the area so t.hey can direct.Jy offer b:a_ini.ng to: their studatts. 
Additionally, Textroo, Bombardier, .andRans Aircraft (located in Ifays) produee 
flo:al:fseaplanes which are regularly tested in Ka.mas as the aircraft ate developed, 
p1·oduceo a.nd 1ipwaded. All these act:ivi&es directly re:mlt in addih<Xlal econon-1ic adilvily 
in pot justthe local area, buttl1ro1Jghoutthe. ~ate. 

A~ I menhonii!d dw·ing the public meeting hcld on April 7, ev<m I was surprt sed at the 
amoW)t o:.f mterest th11t has bem generated by pilcts, KSU, and the ma.nufacturers in 
regardto opening more lakes in Kansas to seapl a'ne operations. Tilis Mast.er .Plan update is 
au. ('xcelll:'llt opportunity to opeil on~· ofNol'lh Celltr.al Kansas' pt·emi~· lakes to '>P.apl11i11: 
opei:ations. 

-

https://recreai:ion.a1
https://seapla.ne
https://Celltr.al
https://b:a_ini.ng
https://aYi11ti.on


I appredah! the opport1u,ity to comment <luring llhe pLlhlic meeting and again via this 
wrillen comment pmee~s. If you or Jour stalThav~ any questronsT ph:i::is.: consider me a 
rcsourcl!' to reach out to anytime... 



April 19,:?021 

Re: Seapl'1!1e Open.tiom, in Kansas 

Dear 

Thilllk. yu11 forrccc:iving cou1rnmLs related to f11ture acthitia on U.S. Corps of Engineer lakes 1h Kan~as. 

We. here, rn the■■■■■■■■ll ■■■■■■■■■■■■I ere interesled in seeing 
1non: K.an"-lls 1:ikc.'I beGome available for seaplane opcn1tions. Allowing safe and courteous operation of 

seaplanes on the lakes of.Kansas would !le II positive ~tep for all nfa\liation in l.'.~nsas. 

-• l lead a team of profC"ssionals who Im: dedicated to preparing the 

next generalion ofavialion professionals a11d part of that cdtl'--stiooal proc~!I is ro make i.eaplane 

transition lraini~ a part ofthat e,,q,crience, for those who desire it_ At this point, our studenti mui;1 go ro 

Florida to receive th.e !raining at a cQJlsidenible expense due to the truvel, accommodations 1h11t a1·e 

required. If Kanopolis, Will)>un, or Milford (or all thn::e) h1lu.,ij pc:rmitled seaplane operationsorl1ad 

established seaplane bases, we would lilely consider adding seaplanes to our fleet and i:oodnct Lht: 

training here in our area. 

Toenk you. again for l'l!Cel\ling conunents on rhis impmtant topic and for considering my re.:iuea. 

-

I I I 
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