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COMPLETI ON OF REPORT

Notice is hereby given that the District and Division
Commanders have conpleted a final report for the Upper
M ssi ssippi River System - Environnmental Managenent Program The
report was prepared in response to Section 1103(e)(2) of the
Wat er Resources Devel opnent Act of 1986, Public Law 99-662, as
anmended, by Section 405 of the Water Resources Devel opnent Act of
1990, Public Law 101-640, and Section 107 of the Water Resources
Devel opnent Act of 1992, Public Law 102-580, and provides
response to the requirenents of Senate Report 105-44, page 41,
acconpanyi ng the Energy and Water Devel opnent Act of 1998.

CONCLUSI ONS, MODI FI CATI ONS, AND RECOVMENDATI ONS
The report contai ned:

a. Overarching conclusions drawn with respect to the Upper
M ssi ssi ppi River System Environnental Managenent Program ( UVRS-
EMP) outputs, strengths, and weaknesses and the future needs of
the Upper M ssissippi R ver Systemare sunmari zed as fol |l ows:

1. The UVRS-EMP currently is the single nost inportant
and successful program authorized by the Federal governnent for
t he purposes of understandi ng the ecol ogy of the UVRS and
sustaining its significant environnental resources.

2. The degradation and | oss of UMRS aquatic, wetl and,
and fl oodpl ai n habitat can be substantially offset by the
application of habitat restoration, protection, and enhancenent
measures. Such neasures nust be based upon quantitative and
qualitative goals that recognize the nmultiple purpose use of this
nati onal resource.

3. A habitat needs assessnent shoul d be acconpli shed
to establish a technically sound, consensus-based nanagenent
framework “blue print” for the restoration, protection, and
enhancenent of the UVR ecosystem This assessnent would begin to



identify at the system pool, and reach |levels, the long-term
habitat requirenments. It would also serve to better focus future
system nonitoring and research activities.

4. Increasingly effective managenent of regul ated
river systems, such as the UVRS, is dependent upon | ong-term
monitoring to detect system changes and applied research to
under st and system dynam cs and rel ati onshi ps.

5. Inplementing the EMP has resulted in an
unprecedented | evel of communication and cooperati on anong the
Federal and state partner agencies responsible for UVRS
managenent. However, greater public involvenent, outreach, and
education al so are needed.

b. Long Term Resource Monitoring Program (LTRVP)! program
el ement specific conclusions are as foll ows:

1. The LTRWP is making significant contributions to
our understanding of the ecology of the UVRS. Resource managers
and deci sion nmakers are increasingly using LTRMP bi ol ogi cal,
physi cal, chem cal, and | and use/cover data to acconplish better
ri ver system managenent deci sions.

2. LTRWP data and anal ysis are providing nmeani ngf ul
characterization of systemconditions and identification of |ong-
termtrends. This enables better prediction of the inpacts of
human and natural actions and allows the Corps and others to
design, construct, operate, and maintain their UVRS projects in a
nore environnental |y sustai nabl e fashion.

3. The LTRWP has established the institutional
framework (e.g., sanpling protocols, centralized database) and
infrastructure (e.g., field stations, equipnent) necessary for
conducting systemc nonitoring and applied research at a | evel
t hat was previously not possible.

4. The LTRWP is increasing the accessibility of UVRS
data and information to resource managers and the public.

5. The LTRMP nust continue to adapt to evol ving
managenent data and informati on needs of managenent and
advancenents in ecol ogi cal science and technol ogy. This
adaptation will require infrastructure nodifications, nonitoring
program changes, and reprioritization of research efforts.

1 LTRWP has conme to refer to both the LTRM and Conputerized | nventory and
Anal ysis (ClA) programelenents identitided in the EMP' s authori zi ng
| egi sl ati on.



6. The LTRWMP plays an inportant role in the planning
and i npl ementation of habitat rehabilitati on and enhancenent
projects. An expanded LTRW would allow for a much greater |evel
of involvenent by the program s science staff in the
identification, fornulation, nmonitoring, and assessnent of
habi tat rehabiliation and enhancenent projects.

7. The LTRMP' s acquisition of additional key spatial
data coverages (e.g., water depths and velocities, habitat types
and distributions, substrate qualities, |and ownership) is
essential to its ability to support successful river resource
pl anni ng and managenent.

c. The Habitats Rehabilitation and Enhancenent Project
Concl usions are as foll ows:

1. Habitat rehabilitati on and enhancenent projects
constructed to date have directly restored, protected, or
enhanced over 28,000 acres of critical UVRS fish and wildlife
habitat. When the 14 HREP's currently under construction are
conpleted, this area will nore than double to nearly 68, 000
acres. It is expected to increase to 97,000 acres with
construction of the 12 projects that are now in various stages of
general design

2. Inportant system|evel ecological benefits are
known to accrue fromthe site-specific inprovenents (e.g., awning
habitat, food resources, nesting opportunities, shelter, etc.)
provi ded by individual HREPs.

3. The HREPs have made significant contributions to
t he science of habitat and ecosystemrestoration by devel opi ng
new and increasingly effective planning tools, engineering
desi gns, and eval uati on net hods.

4. The challenge for the future is to better couple
HREP eval uati on data, LTRWP system c data, and deci sion support
tools now avail able with the experience gained in the design and
i npl emrentati on of HREPs over the past 10 years to shape system
wi de habitat restoration, protection, and enhancenent strategies.

5. Most HREP inplenentation costs have declined as a
result of evolving HREP pl anni ng, design, and construction
appr oaches.



6. Corps of Engineers Districts now have over 10 years
of experience with HREPs. Further del egation of project approval
authority would stream ine project inplenentation and thereby
reduce program costs.

7. HREPs inplenented to date have been essentially
confined to | ands al ready under public ownership. On the |ower
two-thirds of the UVRS, limted public |and ownership has
restricted options for restoring, protecting, and enhancing
habi t at .

8. Sedinent delivery fromuplands i medi ately adj acent
to HREP project sites needs to be simultaneously addressed to
maxi m ze project life and outputs.

9. Most HREPs have net, and in nmany cases exceeded,
their physical and chem cal design objectives. Quantitative
verification of biological outputs is nore difficult to
acconplish. Performance (physical, chem cal, and bi ol ogical)
moni toring of habitat projects, although costly, is expandi ng our
under st andi ng of habitat requirenments of UMRS species. EM
partners have used these performance nonitoring results to design
nore cost-effective projects as the program has evol ved.

10. Col |l aborative planning and desi gn of HREPs have
identified a nunber of experinental and innovative project
opportunities such as seed islands, snmall scal e drawdowns, w ng
dam not chi ng, and pool -l evel managenent.

d. Additional general conclusions are as foll ows:

1. Charters for the EMP-CC and LTRMP Anal ysis Team
reflecting greater involvenent and stronger enpowernent of the
EMP partner agencies need to be established. These charters
woul d further clarify roles, responsibilities, and expectations
of program partners; assure clear |ines of communications; and
strengt hen partnership |inkages.

2. The EMP woul d benefit fromgreater participation by
all river constituencies.

The nost inportant reconmendati on made by the reporting
officer in the report is that the Upper M ssissippi R ver System
Envi ronnent al Managenent Program shoul d be reauthorized. This
recommendati on was strongly supported by the Upper M ssissipp
Ri ver Basin Association and the Environnental Mnagenment Program

Coordination Commttee. |In addition, the report identified
nodi fi cations which could be inplenented under the authority of
the St. Louis, Rock Island, and St. Paul District Conmanders,



M ssi ssippi Valley D vision Commander, and the Chief of

Engi neers. However, the report al so contains recommendations
whi ch require additional |egislative authorization. These
nodi fications and recommendati ons are sunmarized as foll ows:

a. St. Paul, Rock Island, and St. Louis District Commuanders
approval :

1. Physical, chem cal, and biological nonitoring of
pre- and post-project conditions should continue. Integration of
proj ect-specific nonitoring wth the system c nonitoring
activities of the LTRW should be enhanced. Biol ogical response
nmoni toring of selected habitat restoration, protection, and
enhancenment neasures is essential to evaluating the ecol ogical
and cost effectiveness of the HREP program el enent and shoul d
continue to be supported.

2. Future efforts to restore, protect, and enhance
UVRS habitat should include an appropriate m x of |arge-scale
actions, such as pool -scal e wat ershed nmanagenent nodi ficati ons,
whi ch are conpatible with other river system purposes, and
smal l er projects affecting [imted areas. |Increased enphasis
shoul d be placed on using natural river processes and innovative
measures in the design and construction of habitat projects.

3. Increase the level of public involvenment in the
pl anni ng and i npl enentati on of the UVRS-EMP. Efforts should be
taken to informthe public about habitat project purposes
(resource managenent goals and objectives), expected outputs, and
actual performance. |In addition, opportunities to support public
education of prograns that increase general understanding of the
UVRS ecosystem and managenent chal | enges shoul d be pursued.

b. Mssissippi Valley Division Conmmander approval:

1. The Corps of Engineers should assure that a
conprehensi ve habitat needs assessnent for those parts of the
fl oodplain directly associated wth the river is acconplished.
Over the past decade our understanding of regulated rivers has
grown, the availability of conprehensive data sets and spati al
coverages has increased, and technologies (e.g., GS, renote
sensing, GPS, nodeling tools, etc.) have evolved. All of these
changes make refinenment of the existing systemgoals and
obj ectives and devel opnent of a nore conprehensive “blueprint”
for future habitat needs nore feasible. This blueprint also
woul d include inproved netrics for evaluating future program
i npl emrentation efforts



2. To reduce HREP revi ew and approval tine and
therefore inplenentation costs, approval authority for those
projects with an estimated total construction cost of |ess than
$1 mllion should be delegated to the district |evel.

3. The Corps of Engineers should facilitate
devel opnent of charters within the constraints inposed by Federa
| aw for the EMP-CC and LTRMP Anal ysis Team

c. Chief of Engineers approval:

1. The Corps of Engineers should review and, if
necessary, nodify current policies and gui dance to ensure that
HREPs can include obtaining real estate interests fromwlling
sell ers when and where such actions are determ ned to be
consistent wth and supportive of program goals and objectives.
Any new or revised policy and gui dance should include a provision
to reinburse the |ocal sponsor for all |ands, easenents, rights-
of -way, relocations, and disposal sites (LERRD) costs in excess
of 25 percent of the total project cost.

2. The Corps of Engineers should nodify EMP policies
and gui dance to allow the inclusion of upland sedinent controls
as part of HREPs in cases where sedinent fromthe | ocal watershed
is directly affecting the project area and sedinent control is
the nost cost-effective neasure for achieving project objectives.

3. A concerted effort should be undertaken to identify
factors (e.g., 50-year project life design requirenent,
definition of project failure, experinental design) that my
currently be limting programinnovation. Subsequently, any
potentially constraining policies and gui dance shoul d be revi ewed
and, if necessary, nodified.

4. To gain additional project inplenmentation
efficiencies, approval authority for those projects with an
estimated total construction cost of $5 mllion or |ess should be
del egated to the M ssissippi Valley D vision Conmander.

d. Recommendations requiring Congressional authority:



1. Congress further anmend Section 1103 of the Water
Resour ces Devel opnent Act (WRDA) of 1986, as previously anended,
to provide for the continuing authorization of a programfor the
i npl emrentati on and eval uati on of nmeasures for fish and wildlife
habitat restoration, protection, enhancenent, and for resource
nmoni toring and research.

2. The annual anpunt authorized to be appropriated for
the programfor the inplenmentation and eval uati on of Habitat
Rehabi litati on and Enhancenent Projects (HREPs) be increased to
$22, 750, 000.

3. Current program authorization | anguage specifying
separate LTRM and CI A program el enents be rewitten to identify a
single long-termresource nonitoring, data analysis, and applied
research elenment, herein referred to as the LTRW,.

4. The annual anmount authorized to be appropriated for
the LTRMP, which is 100 percent Federally funded, be increased to
$10, 420, 000.

5. The Secretary of the Arny, in consultation with the
Secretary of the Interior and the States of Illinois, |owa,
M nnesota, M ssouri, and Wsconsin, be required to submt a
report to Congress every six years describing the acconplishnents
of the prograns; providing updates of a system c habitat needs
assessnent; and identifying any needed adjustnents (e.g., funding
| evel , program scope, etc.) in the authorization. Submttal of
this report is to be tined so as to all ow consideration as part
of a conprehensi ve Water Resources Devel opnent Act.

6. Cost sharing for EMP projects be continued as
prescribed by Section 906(e) of the Water Resources Devel opnment
Act of 1986, under which inplenentation costs of projects “on
| ands managed as national wldlife refuge” are 100 percent
Federal, and inplenentation costs of all other projects are
shared 75 percent Federal /25 percent non-Federal, providing the
fol | ow ng:

(a) Up to 80 percent of the 25 percent non-Federal
cost share of a habitat Rehabilitation and Enhancenent Project
may be in the formof in-kind services, including a facility,
supply, or service or |ands (LERRDS credits) that is necessary to
carry out the project. This would be simlar to other habitat



restoration prograns such as Section 1135 of the Water Resources
Devel opnent Act of 1986, Project Mdifications for the

| nprovenent of the Environnent, as anended by Section 204(d) of
the Water Resources Devel opnent Act of 1996.

(b) Subject to availability of funds, non-Federal
interests may be rei nbursed for the Federal share, w thout
interest, of studies, design docunents, and inplenentation costs
of approved Habitat Rehabilitation and Enhancenent Projects.

Alternatives Considered for the Environnental Mnagenment Program

a. No Action Alternative - End Environnmental Managenent
Program

For this alternative the EMP authorization would expire at
the end of FY 2002. No UMRS-specific program authority woul d
replace it. After 2002, UMRS habitat restoration, protection, or
enhancenment woul d be acconplished under other existing
authorities. Mnitoring, data analysis, and research woul d be
limted to those sites and paraneters of greatest interest to
i ndi vi dual state or Federal agencies. No action, other than
annual appropriations through

FY 2002, woul d be required of Congress. HREP planning and
desi gn work woul d be discontinued unl ess project construction
could be conpleted prior to 2002 or inplenentation could be
funded under another authority, such as Section 1135. Projects
currently under construction would be accelerated, if necessary,
to realize conpletion by FY 2002. The Environnmental Managenent
Technical Center’s LTRMP responsibilities would be dismantl ed
wi th data and equi pment transferred to the Corps of Engi neers or
ot her appropriate agenci es.

b. Continue Existing Environnental Managenent Program

Under this alternative the budget and structure of the
current EMP woul d conti nue unchanged after FY 2002. The types of
proj ects undertaken would conformto existing Corps policy. The
pace of project inplenentation would decrease as the effects of
inflation over tinme reduce actual purchasing power. LTRW
nmoni tori ng design would need to be regularly revised and data
anal ysis and research efforts reprioritized to neet funding



[imtations. Congressional action would be required to extend
aut hori zati on beyond FY 2002. Partner agencies would help
restructure and down scale the habitat program and LTRW due to
the effects of inflation.

c. Continue and Mdify Environnmental Managenent Program

1. Wth this alternative, continuing the authority and
i ncreased funding | evel would be provided to continue and enhance
two program conponents, HREP and LTRMP. A habitat needs
assessnment woul d be conducted to hel p guide the selection and
desi gn of HREPs and provide a basis for project performance
measurenent. HREP neasures woul d be expanded to include a w der
variety of restoration, protection, and enhancenent techni ques,
i ncl udi ng upl and sedi nent control of |ocal watersheds directly
affecting riverine habitat; |land and easenent acquisition from
willing sellers; and nore innovative neasures. The LTRVP woul d
continue with an enphasis on: a) inproving nonitoring design; b)
applied research to provide informati on needed for river
managenent ; c) an expanded array of conponents nonitored,
including wildlife, nussels, and enhanced water quality
paraneters; and d) expansion of spatial scale to include nore
wi dely distributed sanmpling |ocations within the floodplain and
analysis at nultiple scales. In addition, LTRWP responsibilities
woul d be expanded to include broader responsibilities for HREP
nmoni toring and support for the habitat needs assessnent (HNA)

2. As an early effort in FY 98 or FY 99 the previously
menti oned HNA woul d be conducted to identify objectives and
opportunities for habitat protection, restoration, and
enhancenment. In general, the assessnent would include a
description of historical and existing habitat conditions, as
well as an identification of objectives for future habitat
conditions. Such an assessnment woul d hel p guide the selection
and design of HREPs by defining habitat needs at systemw de,
river reach, and pool scales. It would address a variety of
habi tat requirenents, including physical, chem cal, and
bi ol ogi cal paranmeter. Six-year updates would provide a basis for
recommendi ng future changes to Corps policies and to the EMP
aut horizing |l egislation, including funding. Every six years, a
Report to Congress woul d be provided. Gven that the EMP woul d
be authorized as a continuing program it is recognized that
periodi c adjustnments may be needed. The Report to Congress would
descri be program acconplishnments, including progress toward
meeting the needs identified in the Habitat Needs Assessnent, and
recommend program nodifications, if necessary, to achi eve habitat
restoration and protection objectives. Congressional action



woul d be required to anend Section 1103 to provide continui ng
authority subject to the Report to Congress every six years and
subsequent Congressional reauthorization. This Congressional
reaut hori zati on woul d increase the authorized funding | evel and
institutionalize further reporting to Congress on a six-year
schedul e. Corps of Engineers policies including those related to
acquisition of real estate interest, upland sedinent control, 50-
year project life, and denonstration projects wuld al so be
clarified or revised.

COORDI NATI ON

The Rock Island District Corps of Engi neers was responsible
for preparing and coordinating this report, consolidating
information fromother agencies and interested parti es,
formulating the alternatives, and finalizing the conclusions and
associ ated recomendations. During the course of the report
preparation, there was active and extensive participation and
i nput fromthe Upper M ssissippi River Basin Association and the
Envi ronnment al Managenent Program Coordi nation Commttee. Both
t hese organi zati on have representatives fromthe States of
II'linois, lowa, Mnnesota, Mssouri, and Wsconsin. The
Envi ronnent al Managenent Program Coordi nati on Comnmttee al so has
representatives fromthe Fish and Wldlife Service, the
CGeol ogi cal Survey, the Environnental Protection Agency, the
Department of Agriculture, and Departnent of Transportation. The
District also coordinated this report w th nunmerous ot her
Federal, state, and | ocal agencies and groups.

PUBLI C | NVOLVEMENT

The draft report had extensive review by nenbers of the

general public and governnental and non-gover nnment al
organi zations. The reporting officers distributed approxi mately
400 copies of the report. In addition, a Notice of Availability
and Public Meeting Announcenent were sent to over 9, 000
addresses. The reporting officer conducted five public neetings.

Every effort was made by the reporting officer to ensure al
concerned parties had an opportunity to comment on the draft
report.
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REVI EW AND AUTHORI ZATI ON PROCESS

Prior to forwarding the Upper M ssissippi R ver System
Envi ronment al Managenent Programreport to Congress, the report
will be reviewed by the Chief of Engi neers and Assi stant
Secretary of the Arny for Cvil Wrks. A coordinated review,
i ncluding states and ot her Federal agencies, will also be
acconplished at that tinme. Upon conpletion of his reviewthe
Chi ef of Engineers wll forward the report with his
recommendations to the Secretary of the Arny.

| f the Chief of Engineer’s recomrendations are significantly
different fromthe program nodifications, and recomendati ons
coordinated with state and Federal agencies, interested parties
will be afforded an opportunity to comment further prior to
subm ssion of the Chief’s report to the Secretary. The Assistant
Secretary of the Arny, in consultation with the Ofice of
Managenent and Budget, then establishes the Adm nistration
position on whether the proposal should be recomended to
Congress for reauthorization.

VI EN5 OF | NTERESTED PARTI ES

Interested parties may present witten views on the report
to the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Arny, through
t he Headquarters of the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Such
communi cations should be mailed and received by the U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers, Attn: CECWPC, 20 Massachusetts Ave.

Washi ngton, DC 20314-1000, within 30 days fromthe date of this
notice. Copies of information received by mail will be regarded
as public information unless the correspondent requests
otherwi se. Such a request will limt the useful ness of the

i nformati on because of the need for full public disclosure of al
factors relevant to the decision.

FI NAL ACTI ON BY THE CH EF OF ENG NEERS

The Chief of Engineers will not submt a recomrendation to
the Secretary on the report until after the expiration of this
notice or any extension thereof that may be granted and ful
consideration of all information submtted in response thereto.
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REPCORT | NFORMATI ON

Further information may be obtained fromthe District
Commander, U.S. Arny Engineer District, Rock Island, P.QO Box
2004, Rock Island, Illinois 61204-2004. Interested Parties my
obtain copies of the URMS-EMP report fromthe District Engineer
free of charge as long as copies are avail able. Additional
copies of the report will also be on file and avail able for
public review at libraries throughout the study area. Pl ease
pass along a copy of this public notice to anyone who may be
interested in the report and who has not received a copy.

2y e —

PHILLIP R. ANDERSON
Major General, USA
Commanding
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