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A SPORTSMAN'S

726 S
PH)NE/FHX.SI59527285
e-mail: @ aol.com
Website:http

Ci) IMENTS ON THE ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM REBTORATION FEASIBILITY
STUDY ON DEC. 3, 2003

I would like to mention that after many years of my insisting and proposing that any clean up of river
sediment of our Kankakee River needs to begin where the river begins others are finally agrecing this is
necessary and should be the beginning of correcting any sedimentation program. This would mean from
the tributaries, the ditches and creeks flowing into the main stem of the river.

Ihw‘!hlshemgm:omd,hnIabohemmﬂwadtha:hvcoftthmkakamsKeyAmswbe
worked upon are:

1)Aquatic ecosystem restoration at the IN-IL State Line(That is approximately 80 miles from the start of
the Kankakee near South Bend, IN).

2)Remove Sediment from the so-called 6 mile pool above the Kankakee Dam which is over 100 miles
from the river’s beginning.

Dredging and Channelization here at the IL-IN State Line and in the 6 mile pool will mean a waste of
taxpayers monies as these locations will soon fill back up and the process will start over.

As dredging followed by fill up followed by dredging would take place to maintain certain depths, the
present ecosystem would not survive, nor could it restore itself with the constant change of the streams
biological inventory.

To remove sediment and sand first half way down the river (or further downstream in the Illinois
River) before controlling the upstream source is just wasting tax money to please political groups. Along
this line I understand money for next year(around 1.5 million)is earmarked for Peoria and Pekin Lake.
waiizeﬂmisasedhmﬁationproblemaﬂheselocaﬁons,lmmme,rerwvalordiggingothimtotmp
sand is not going to be the answer until the upstream tributaries of the Kankakee are controlled.

Also included as key areas under the IL River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study(Kankakee
River) are:

1)Stop stream bed and bank erosion in Indiana
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ED MULLADY’S COMMENTS ON THE IL RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FEASIBILITY
STUDY.......Dec. 3,2003 Page Two

2)Restore natural conditions of the river in Indiana.

Of course , cooperation will be needed from Indiana to reduce sediment and sand from filling up the
Kankakee in Indiana, Illinois and finafly the Illinois River.

I know that in Indiana several proposals have been made by different groups. There is a “Yellow

The North American Waterfow] Management Plan for northwest Indiana has obtained much
Kankakee River besin land and are working for more.

The “Sands™ Area that Nature Consevancy is restoring should fit into the sediment stoppage
* program.

I request that the Corps; the IN and IL DNR work with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to help
establish the Grand Kankakee Marsh Fish & Wildlife Refuge. In your Study, please contact the USFW
Service and ga over the infip they have in their Grand Kankakee Marsh Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plan that is to be finished next year.

In over'70 years of watching and living the Kankakee River, the Grand Kankakee Marsh Refuge is
the only government plan I have ever seen that would do something FOR the river, not TO the river.

duly—

Editor, Sportsman’s Letter
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December 18, 2003

Mr. Brad Thompson

District Engineer

US Army Engineer District, Rock Island
ATTN: CEMVR-PM-M (Thompson)
Clock Tower Building — PO Box 2004
Rock Island, IL 61204-2004

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Thank you for taking time to present your overview of the Illinois
River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study that the Corps is now
undertaking in cooperation with the State of Illinois. Our members
appreciated hearing directly from you about this project.

After carefully listening to your presentation, we are offering the
following comments that we encourage you to consider as you move forward.

UMIMRA believes that no land should be condemned under any of the
proposed restoration project alternatives. You stated in your presentation that
only willing landowners would be included in the restoration and we strongly
support that aspect of the plan.

We also believe it is vitally important that navigation channels be
maintained. We understand from your presentation that it is the Corps’
intention that this project will have no impact on the navigation system. We
would encourage you to include representatives of those interests on your
Regional Teams so that economic factors can be factored in as this project
moves forward.

Additionally, your report outlined concerns with the variable water
levels occurring in the Illinois River. We would suggest that you review the
impact of water diversion practices from the Lake Michigan watershed which
may or may not be of significant impact.
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We would also encourage the Corps to do whatever it can to insure that
this project is coordinated with other ongoing and related projects such as the
Comprehensive Plan and the navigation study. You mentioned in your
comments that the scope of this study is limited to an evaluation of ecosystem
restoration. Of course, those issues do not exist in a vacuum and we believe
that they must be evaluated in concert with flood control, agricultural and
navigation issues.

Finally, we are concerned that the Corps is unaware of habitat or the
environmentally friendly use of such habitat that already exists within the
proposed restoration area. From UMIMRAs perspective, it is important to
keep in mind that farmland is also habitat and should be considered as such in
your plan.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide input and look forward to
working with you as the Ecosystem Restoration project moves forward.
Again, thank you for taking the time to meet with us.

Sincerely,

David McMurray
Chairman
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January 21, 2004
312.751:7900  FAX 312 -751-5681

Mr. Bradley Thompson, District Engineer
U.S. Army Engineer District, Rock Island
ATTN: CEMVR-PM-M (Thompson)
Clock Tower Building — P.O. Box 2004
Rock Island, IL 61204-2004

Dear Mr. Thompson:
Subject: [llinois River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study

This is in response to the subject project newsletter dated November 2003 and to the public
meeting held on December 4, 2003 in Lisle, Illinois. We wish to congratulate the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) in undertaking this project approach to address problems with the
Illinois River ecosystem.

We agree that sediment delivery is a serious problem and should primarily be addressed by
tributary channel stabilization and upland land management practices. To a limited extent,
improved management of backwater lakes and restored riverine wetlands along the main stem of
the Illinois River may assist in the removal of suspended sediment.

The degraded condition of backwater lakes connected to the main stem of the Illinois River
should be addressed by isolating these lakes from the influence of the river. The relatively
constant level of the navigation pools deprives these lakes with the needed pulse of high and low
water levels in a natural river. Converting each of these lakes into a carefully managed
lake/wetland ecosystem that is disconnected from the river will serve multiple benefits and
restore the ecological health of these lakes.

Fish passage connectivity, although laudable, does have a downside. An example is the currant
concern for upstream migration of the Asian carp. Two species of Asian carp. Bighead and
Silver, have demonstrated the ability to migrate upstream into the Dresden Island pool without
connectivity being available. However, it is believed that the higher head dams and locks at
Brandon Road and Lockport will serve to retard, if not completely stop, the upstream migration
of these two species to Lake Michigan. If they invade the Great Lakes, it is believed that
considerable harm will result. Therefore, it is recommended that connectivity projects be planned
and designed to minimize the passage of invasive animal and plant species.
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Mr. Bradley Thompson 2 January 21, 2004

We do not believe that efforts to include more of a natural water level pulse through
manipulation of the navigation pools will be sufficient in magnitude to demonstrate much
ecosystem benefit. We would rather see this management technique applied via the restoration of
riverine wetlands where the water levels can be better managed to follow a natural pulse absent
the demands of navigation for adequate navigable depths throughout the year.

Water quality in the Illinois River has seen significant improvement in the past three decades,
primarily through improved wastewater treatment brought about through the NPDES permit
system and the federal construction grants program and the state revolving loan program.
Tributary sediment control and the restoration of wetlands on the tributaries and main stem will
contribute further improvement in the long term.

Perhaps the opportunities are limited for significant ecosystem restoration in the urban area of
northeast Illinois. However, we invite the Corps to pay special attention to the potential for
small-scale projects in this area. The exposure of these projects to the large urban population will
have significant public education and public support benefits to the work in other parts of the
Illinois River Basin.

Please direct all concerns to Mr. Richard Lanyon, Director of Research and Development at
(312)751-5190.

Very truly yours,

(Frloe

hn C. Farnan
eneral Superintendent
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June 30, 2004

Colonel Duane G. Gapinski

U.S. Army Engineer District, Rock |sland
Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Illingis 61204-2004

Re:  LETTER OF INTENT - lllinois River Basin Restoration Feasibility and Comprehensive
Plan & Critical Restoration Projects

The State of lllinois has long been involved with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as the
non-federal sponsor of the linois River Basin Restoration Feasibility Study and the Illinois River
Ecosystem Restoration Study. We are pleased to extend full support for Alternative 6 and
recommendations set forth in the Executive Summary of the Feasibility Report and Comprehensive
Plan. The State understands that the restoration efforts will be accomplished through critical
projects developed by Regional Teams made up of a wide range of stakehoiders. These projects
are funds-matched; 65% Federal, 35% non-Federal dollars. As with the Federal contributions, the
State of lllinois' commitment to funding each year of the planned project costs will be dependent
upon annual appropriations from the llinois General Assembly.

This letter also confirms that the State of lllinois has the legal authority to enter into Project
Cooperation Agreements (PCAs) for the implementation of crifica! restoration projects and tu fuilill
all financial obligations for completion of those projects. Currently there are three crifical
restoration projecls that are ready to have PCAs developed and signed: Peoria Islands, Pekin
Lake Morih, and Pekin Lake South. The State wishes to sign PCAs for these projects this fall and
has appropriated the dollars, committing resources to begin implementation of these projects this
calendar year.

The lllincis River Basin Restoration is important to the vitality of the Illinois environment and
economy. This effort is a priority for the State of llinois, and we look forward to cooperating with
UUSACE in this successful State-Federal parinership.

Deputy Chief of Staff
Labor and Economy



Kankakee Rwer Basin Commlssron
KRBC 6100 Southport Road Portage, Indiana 46368 ax '_'-"» : : Elll: ”,

September 10, 2004

Col. Duane P. Gapinski, District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District
Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Illinois 61204-2004

Dear Colonel Gapinski:

The Kankakee River Basin Commission (KRBC) was created by the Indiana
General Assembly in 1977 to coordinate water resource management in the Kankakee
Basin in Indiana. The Commission is a 24 member board consisting of an appointed
representative of the County Commissioners, a supervisor of the County Soil and
Water Conservation District Board, and the County Surveyor or his employed
designee from each of the eight main counties in the basin (Jasper, Lake, LaPorte,
Marshall, Newton, Porter, St. Joseph and Starke Counties).

We have received information and a briefing about the Illinois River Basin
Restoration project and want to express our interest in potential partnerships along the
Kankakee and Yellow Rivers in Indiana with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in
planning, designing, and constructing restoration projects under Section 519 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

Our immediate priority is the Yellow River in Indiana where there is a tremendous
sand sediment problem. In fact, much of the sand found in the Kankakee River comes
from the Yellow River. The sand sediment in the Yellow River is now about 7 to 9
feet deep and is continuing to accumulate. Large cottonwoods and other trees grow
on islands within the river channel. Logjams and large sand islands impede the
normal flow of water. The elevation of the Yellow River bottom is above most of the
surrounding 10,000 acres of private farm land and above the elevation of the 1500
acre wetlands located between the Yellow River and the Kankakee River. The
possibility of flooding in the English Lake Basin increases each year as more sediment
is deposited in the Yellow River bottom. The levees that were constructed to control



l:l;-!"

the flood waters are slowly losing their effectiveness because of the increased
sediment load of the river. The sand in the Yellow River pours into the famed 1500
acre Kankakee Fish and Wildlife Area wetland during flood periods and during fall
flooding for the waterfowl season. Each year the Indiana Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Fish and Wildlife spends about $25,000 to clean the
accumulating sand from the Yellow River water intake culvert prior to flooding for
the waterfowl season. The need for some immediate action to remove some sediment
and the need for a long term plan that provides some permanent solution to the
sedimentation problem is crucial.

We understand that, if a feasible project were identified and constructed, the non-
federal sponsor's responsibility would be to provide 35 percent of the total restoration
costs including feasibility study, all lands needed, and future operation and
maintenance.

We look forward to a working relationship through the Illinois River Basin
restoration initiative. If you have additional question, please contact Mr. Jody Melton,
Director.

Sincerely,

,

o /
..}’M' ad Lawrence

Chairman

cc: John Goss, Director, Indiana DNR



Jozaph E. ¥emzan, Governor

D N R o
indiana Department of Natural Resources 402 W, Washington W256

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Sepiamber 16, 2004

Col. Duane P. Gapinski, District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District
Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Minois 61204-2004

Dear Col. Gapinski,

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) was asked to express our interest in
participating in the Illinois River Basin Restoration Plan, a proposed effort by the Illinois
Department of Natural Resources and the Corps of Engineers. As you know the
Restoration Plan would be a final response to a Comprehensive Plan prepared under the
authority of the Water Resources Development Act 2000, and to the Illinois River
Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. This proposed plan encompasses the entire
Illinois River Basin, its backwaters, side channels, and all tributaries including their
watersheds. In Indiana, approximately 3,200 square miles of the Kankakee and Iroquois
Rivers watersheds would be included. It is our understanding that Indiana can be involved
in restoration activities under this Congressional Authority with a 65/35 cost share.

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) has participated as a non-federal
sponsor with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on various projects throughout the state.
The IDNR supports and encourages projects, which restore the ecological function and
diversity of habitats to our rivers. The IDNR would like to offer our staff and resources to
participate as a full partner by initiating projects within our portion of the Illinois River
Basin. Indiana, like many states, is experiencing a very tight budget. Therefore, funding
for these projects may take a little time and creativity. The fact that the value of the land
can be credited to the federal matching dollars and there is no major land acquisition
necessary makes this restoration plan very attractive.

Your staff along with the [llinois Department of Natural Resources and 1llinois State Water
Survey should be commended for their work on the informative presentation given on
August 25, 2004, regarding the Illinois River Basin Restoration. We will be contacting
our congressional representatives to gain further support for an increase in funding.

Sincerely, _

Cpn RAras
/' John Goss
Director

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

cc: Illinois DNR
Kankakee River Basin Commission

A-10



ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
FEASIBILITY STUDY NEWSLETTER

ILLINDIS |

Notice of Study Initiation
LS Army Co
of Enghursm and
Rock Island District Public Open Houses

Movember 2000

Corprs oF ENGINEERS & DEPARTMENT OF NaTURAL RESOURCES
COST-SHARING SIGNING CEREMONY PLANNED

The public is inviled to attend a 9 a.m. ceremony

Tha LIS Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island on Movember 29, 2000, as Colonel Wiliam J
District, and the llinos Department of Matural Bayles, Rock Island District Commander, and
Resources ertered into 2 feasibility sludy cost- Mr. Breni Manning, Winois Department of Matural
sharing agreemen! in August 2000 and became Resources Director, formally initiate the study and
‘partners” in a combined effet ta  identify their agencies' partnership throughout the
opportunities to implemeant acosystem restoration feasibility study. The ceremony is sponsored by
and to evaluate recommendsatigns made in the Congressman Ray LaHood, who has provided
State of llinois' Integrated Management Plan for Congrassional suppert for the study and has a
the Winois River Watershed and determing if there strong interest in llinois River Basin resloration
is @ Federal interest (environmental benefits The ceremany will be held at the Gateway Cenler,
exceading costs) in their implementation. 200 Morth East Water Street, Peoria, lllinois. The

study is scheduled for completion in 2004,

OFPEN HOUSE TO FOLLOW

Seven public open houses will be hed throughowt the study area. The purpose of the opzn houses is 1o
provide the public the bppecunity 1 |earn about the Iinois River Ecosystem Resluration Sludy by visiting

numerous study displays and to exchange information with study team members

The frst open house will be held at the Gateway Center after the “ederal and State signing ceremony
Representatives from the Corps of Engineers and (he Deparbinend of Natural Resources, as well 63 Sther
participating Federal and State agencles, will be available af any tire from 8.3C am to noon and 4 pm. o
7 pom. to mest with the public to dissuss on 8 ane-to-onc basis infermation an the range of atematives for
restoring the envirorment in the llincis River watershed and to gather comments on the alterratives and
protlems in the area

Several displays will be available to explain the llinois River Ecosystern Restoration Study. Al irterested
mambers of the public are sncouraged fo attend the oopen house. wisit the dispiays, talk to agency
representatives, and provide comments. The comments received at this open house will be considered durning
the study and will be part of the official MEPA scoping process

Cinen hnuses alzo will he held in Blaomingtan, Kankakes, Yorkville, Utica, Macomb, and Grafion. Please see
page 3 of this announcamanl for more information.
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US Army Corps
of Engineers

Rock Izland District

ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
FEASIBILITY STUDY
SUPPLEMENTAL NEWSLETTER

Remaining Three Public Open Houses

Rescheduled

January 2001

Corps & DNR Formally Initiate Study

On Movember 28, 2000, Colonal William J. Bayles,
Rock Island District, Corps of Enginears,
Commander, and Mr. Brenl Manning, Ilinois
Deparliment of Natural Resources Director, fomally
imitiated the llinois River Ecwusystem Restoration
feasibility study in & cost-sharing signing ceremony.
Congressman  Ray LaHood sponscred  and
atiended the event, This ceremony confirmed the
agencies’ commitment as “pariners’ to identify
opportunities to implement acosysten restoraton
and to evsluate recommendations made in the
State of lllinols' Infegrafed Management Plan for
the Winois River Watershed and determine if there
is a Federal interast {(environmental benefits
exceeding costs) in their implementatian.

The first in a series of seven public open houses
followed he signing ceremony. Six additional open
houses were planned to be held throughout the
study area during the month of December. Open
houses werz held i1 Bloomington, IL, on December
4, Kanka<ea, IL, on December 5, and Yorkvile, IL,
on December 6. The last three open houses ware
cancelled due o inclement weather,

* Open Houses Rescheduled ™

The eancelled open houses have now been
rescheduled. The public is invited to attend an
opan house st any tme between the hours of
330 pom. and 7:30 pm. at one of the following
locations:

Tuesday, February 20

Fere Marguetie Stale Park
Grand Ballrogm

Route 100, Great River Road
Grafton, IL

Monday, February 26

Starved Rock Lodge & Conference Center
Starved Rock State Park

Route 178 & Route 71

Utica, IL
Tuesday, February 27

Western lllinois University
Lamoine Room in University Union
Murray Street

Macomb, IL

(NOTE: Because of construction, the Universily
recommends thal visitors enter the campus by
taking University Driva to Weslern Avenue. Lot 17
(south of the library) is recommanded for parking. ]

The purposa of the open hcuses is to provide he
public: with the opportunity lo learn about the Lllinols
River Ecasyvetern Restoration Study.  Study team
membars will be available to mest with the public 1o
discuss on a ona-lo-one basis informatior un the
range of alternatives for rasiorng the environment
in the Winois River watershed and to gather
comments on the altematives and problems in the
area.

Several displays will ba set up to explain the llirois
Rver Ecosyslem Restoralion Study. Al interested
members of the public are encouraged to attend an
ocpen house, visht the displays, lalk o agency
representatives, and provide comments.  The
commenis received at thiz open house will ba
considered during the study and will be part of the
offidal NEPA scoping process.

If you kmow of someone who may have an intarast
in this study and who did ncot receive this
announcement, please encourage himfhes  te
attend an open house. (Als0. please seg the
“Study’s Mailing List Continues to Grow” paragraph
on the reverse side of this sheet )

A-12



US Army Corps
of Engineers

Rock Island District

ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
FEASIBILITY STUDY NEWSLETTER

TLLINGIS

November UL

COKPS OF ENCINEERS & DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES SCHEDULE PuBLIC MEETINGS

The public is imvited to attend ¢ne of a series of public meetirgs in December to leam about the goals and alternatives being,
cemsidered to restare the ecosysizm in the Llnois River Basin. See page 6 for public mesting details.

This newsletter is the secoad newslemter for the lirois River
Ecosystern Kestoration Frasibility Stady. The purpose of this
newsletter i Lo report on the efforts and findings of the sudy
tearn during the last three vears and to invite the puhlic o
anznd a December public mesting.

STupY BACKGROIND

The U.5 Army Corpe of Engineers, Rock Island Dhstric), aid
the [llinois Trepartment of Mamural Resources cateied it a
feasibility study cost-sharing agreement in Augast 2000 and
became “partners” in o comb:ned effort to identily
epportuiitics 1o implement ecogystem resinmbion and to
evaluate recommendations mads in the State of [llinods”
Integrated Management Flar for the Biisoi River Watershed
and determmine if there is a Federal interest (environmental
henefits exceading costs) i their implementation. This effort
has s been enpanded 25 specified in the [llinods River Basin
Restaration autherty provided in Section 519 of the Water
Rescurces Development Act {WRDA) 2000,

Additioaal information on the inois River efforts can be
found on tke Rock Island District webpage at:
et anwew v, ugace army il TLR iver Eoo'de Gt htm

STony TEAM DEVELOPS VISION AND MILESTONES
FOR RESTORATION

The THinois River Basim has expericnced the lass of ecological
integrity due o sedimentation of backwaters and side channels,
degradation of wibutary sreams, increased water evel
flectuations, reduction of floodplain and tributary connectivity,
and other adverse impacts caused by human activities, A
resloration vision was developed for the Illinods River in 1997
as part of the development of the Statz of Tllinois” fnregrated
Management Plan_for the filinoi River Watershed, The vision
15 for:

A natarally diverse and productive Minois River

Basin that i sustainable by nateral ecologicel

processes and mupaged to provide for

compatible spcial and economtic activities.
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This vision for the Tlinois River Basin has been accepted by the
Sederal, State, and local stakehoblers invalved in the
developmenl of the linais River Ecogystem Restoration and
linois River Basin Bestoration programs. With the fnfegrafed
Management Plan providing context, the following list of
Illinois Kiver Basin aystem-wide ecosystem mstorabion goals
were developed during the [llinois River Ecosystem Restoration
Study (nat listed in priority order, except for the first goaly:

i, Waintain and restore hiodiversity and sustainaible

populaticns of native specizs;

Reduce sedirnent delivery to the Mlinois River from

upland areas and tribwary channels with te aim of

eliminating excessive sediment load;

Festore aquatic habitat diversity of side channels aad

hackwaters, including Pearia Lakes, to provide

adequate volurie and depth for sustaining native fish

and wildlife comemurities;

Improve floadplain, riparian, and aquatic habitas and

funciions;

Festore and mainain longitudivel ceaacctivity (fish

passape at dams) on the Dinms River and its

tributaries, where aparopriale, o restore or manlain

healiby populations of native species;

Matumlize Nlinois River and ributary aydrologs

regimes to reduce the incidenze of water level

coaditions that degrade aquate and riparian habitas;

and

. Improve water and sediment quality in the Dlinods
River and sls watershed.

STUDY TEAM LOOKS AT VARIOUS ALTEENATIVES

The study tzam has developed varicus draft alierpatives which
will address the boss of fish and wildlife habiat

Dievelopmg svstern aliernatives stamed by considering e
measares avatable (2.8, bed and bank stabilizztion, bagkwater
dredging, wetkind creation, elc.) 1o address the problens aod
objectives developed under sach goal category. Tor each of the
measures, ihe relative cost and sysiem benefits wene ideotified.
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ILLINOIS CONGRESSMAN RAY LAHOOD HOSTS ILLINOIS
RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION SIGNING

ROCK ISLAND, ILL. -

Cengressman Ray LaHood, Peoria, 1Il., kicks off the
develapment of an environmental blueprint for the [linois River when
he hosts a signing ceremony, which officially joins the forces of the
U5, army Corps of Enginears and the Illinols Department of Matural
Resources ta create the action plan needed to battle environmental
degradation of the lllinos River,

The ceremony is being held at the Gateway Building, Peorla,
I, a7 9 a.m., Nov. 29, The signing will officially begin the cast-
shared feasibility study phase of the Illinols River Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibilty Study.

"Initiatives such as this one could very well be more
impartant to future generations than to even our own. & healthy,
sustainable Illinois River ecosystem is a legacy we owe our children
and our children's children," said Congressman LaHood.

The $5.2 millien effort will create a blueprint for the
restoration efforts. It is a joint praject, cost-shared 50,50
between the Reck Island District V.S, Army Corps of Engineers and the
lllinpis Department of Natural Resowrces, which will address four
broad categories:

{1) Watershed, Tributary Restoration - evaluate options to address
tributary degradation and instability looking at stream restoration,
wetlands creation/restoration, water retention, conservation
easements, and riparian buffers.

{2] Side Channel and Backwater Restaration - consider opportunities
to restore aguatic habitats in these areas including off-channel deep-
water habitat, backwater lakes, side channels, islands, etc.

{3) Water Level Management - evaluate options to reduce rapid
fluctuat.ons and naturalize flows.

{4] Floodplain Restoration and Protection - evaluate ficodplain use,
patential restoration of floodplain functian, and value and potential
for acquisiticn of conservation easements,

Far years, the Illincis River has been a vita|l part af the
reqions’ economy and is depended upon for navigation, recreatian,
water supply, irrigation, fish and wildlife nabitat, and mary ather
uses, The action plan will explore opportunities to address sediment
deposition and restore environmental conditions on this vital rver
and its tributaries.

The signing ceremony is apen to the public and will be
followed by an open house about the project

Far mare information contact project manager Brad Thompson,
at [309) 794-5256.
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DO YOUR PART TO RESTORE THE ILLINOIS RIVER AND THE
PEORIA RIVERFRONT

ROCK ISLAND, ILL. -

The Corps of Engineers and Department of Natural Resources
are asking the public to join them at an Spen Howse to discuss
allernalives and problems associated with restoring the environment
of the IMinois River and Lo updale Lthe public on the status of the
ongeing Peogria Riverfront acticn plan,

The Open Housz is being held at the Gateway Building, Peora,
IIl., on Moy, 29, from 9:30 a.m. to noon and from 4 to 7 p.m,
Parlicipanls will meet with representatives from both agencies to
learn about, provide comments, and discuss the recently Initlated
Iltingis River Ecosystem Restoration Study and the ongoing Peoria
Riverfront Development (Environmental Restaration) Study.

The initiatives officially join the forces of the U5, Army
Corps of Engineers and the Llinois Department of Natural Resourcas.
These prajects will create the action plans needed to tattle
ervironmental degradation on the Illinois River and at the Peora
riverfront.

"Initiatives such as this ane could veary well be more
impartant to future generations than to even our own. A healthy,
sustainable Illineis River ecasystem is a legacy we owe our children
and our children's children,” said Congressman Ray LaHood, Peoria,
I, who will afficially kick off the Illinsis River Ecosystam
Restoration Study at a signing ceremany being held that morning.

The Illinois River Ecosystern Restoration Study is a £5.2
milllion effort to create a biueprint for restoration efforts. It is
a joint project, cost-shared 50/50 between the Rock Island District
U.5. Army Corpe of Engineers and the Illinois Cepartment of Natural
Resources, which will address four broad categories:

(1) Watershed/Tributary Restoration - evaluate options to address
tributary degradation and instability looking at strezm restoration,
wetlands creation/restoration, water retention, conservation
easements, and riparian buffers.

(#) Side Channel and Backwater Festoration - consider oppoertunities
to restore aguatic nabitats in these areas including off-channel deep-
water habitat, backwater lakes, side channels, islands, etc.

{3) Water Level Management - evaluate options to reduce rapid
fluctuations and naturalize fows.

{4) Floodplain Restoration and Protection - evaluate flocdplain use,
potential restoration of floodplain function, and value and potentizl
for acquisition of conservation easements,

The Peoria Riverfront Study is a 1.9 million effort to
initiate a plan for restoration efforts. Tt is also a joint project
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that is cast-ghared 50/50. The study is addressing two broad
categories:

{1} River restoration measures to address sedimants deposited in the
lakes and create deep-water aquatic habitats. These options fall

inte two genaral categories:

{a) Dredging to create islands and side
channels/backwaters. The most promising lacations to date have besn
in the upstream end of Lower Peoria Lake. Concepts are being
explored to create deep-water { >6-foot) backwater and flowing side
channel habitats for fisheries benefits,

{b) Dredging with placement of sediment removed outsice of
the lakes. In combination with islands, additional dredging with
placermnent in uplands areas is being evalusted. Potential placement
areas include the Tenmile Creek delta, brownfiglds or mine lands In
the Peoria area, or loading material on barges for placament on
brownfields in the Chicago area,

{2) Watershed restoration measures to address current and futurs
sediment delivery to tha lakes, Farm Creek was selected as the
tributary focus area based on the study autherty and local
interest, The study team is looking at watershed staktilization
aplions, induding buffers, water and sediment centrol basins,
riparian habitat restoration, and stream bed and bank stabillization.

For years, the 1llinois River has been a vital part of the
region?s econoimy and is depended upan for navigation, recreation,
water supply, irrigation, fish and wildlife habitat, and many ather
uses. These action plans will explore opportunities to address
sadiment deposition and restore environmental conditions.

The public is also invited to attend the signing ceremony
being held at the Gateway Center at % a.m., Nov. 29,

For more information centact project manager Brad Thompeon,
at (309) 794-5256.
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DO YOUR PART TO RESTORE THE ILLINOIS RIVER
ROCK ISLAND, ILL -

The Corps of Engineers and Department of Natural Resources
are asking the public to join them at a series of Open Houses Lo
discuss alternatives and probiems associated with restoring the
environment of the Llingis River,

The Open Houses are being held on the tollowing dates at
the focllowing locations. Dec, 12 at the Starved Rock Lodge and
Canference Center In the Starved Rock State Park, Route 178 & Route
71, Wica, INl.  Dec. 13 at Western Illinois University In the
University Union Grand Ballroom, 1 University Cr., Macomb, Il
[Because of the construction, the University recommends that visitars
enter the campus by taking University Drive to Westerrn Avenue.) Dec.
14 at the Pere Marquette State Park in the Grand Ballraom, Route 104,
Great River Rd., Grafton, L.

Participants at the open houses will meet with
representatives from both agencies to learn about, provide comments,
and discuss the recently initiated Illinois River Ecosystem
Restoration Study.

The Illinois River Ecosystem Restaration Study 15 a §5.2
milllian effort to create a blueprint for restorat on efforts, Itis
a joint project, cost-shared 50/50 between the Rock [sland District
.5, Army Corps of Engineers and the lllingis Department of Matural
Resources, which will address four broad categories:

{1} watershed/Tributary Restoration - evaluate options to address
tributary cecgradation and instability looking at stream restoration,
wetlands creation/restaration, water retention, corservation
easements, and riparian buffers,

(2} Side Channel and Backwater Restoration - consider opportunities
o restore aquatic habitats in thess areas including off-channal deep-
water habitat, backwater lakes, side channels, islands, etc.

(3% Water Lavel Management - evaluate options to reduce rapid
fluctueations and naturalize flows.

(4} Floedplain Restoration and Protection - evaluate floodplain use,
potentizl restoration of floodplain function, and value and potental
for acquisition of conservation easements.

For years, the llinois River has been a vital part of the
region?s econamy and i= depended vpon for navigation, recreation,
water supply, irrigation, fish and wildlife habitat, and many other
uses. This study will explore opportunities to address sediment
deposition and restore environmental conditions.

For more information contact project manager Brad Thompson,
at (309) 794-5256.
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ILLINOIS RIVER OPEN HOUSES RESCHEDULED DO YOUR PART
TO RESTORE THE ILLINOIS RIVER

ROCK ISLAND, ILL. -

The Corpe of Engineers and Department of Natural Resources
are asking the public to Join them at a series of Open Houses Lo
discuss alternatives and problems associated with restoring Lhe
enviranment af the Llinois River.

The Open Houses are being hald on the following dates at
the following locations. Feb. 20 at Pere Marguette State Park in Lhe
Grand Ballroom at Route 100, Great River Road in Grafton, IIl.; Feb,
26 at Starved Kock Lodge and Conference Center in Starved Rock State
Park at Route 178 and Route 71 in Utica, I1Il.; reb. 27 at Western
llincis University in the Lamoine Room in University Union an Murray
Street in Macomb, Il The public is invited to attend any time
between the hours of 3:30 p.m. and 7:30 p.m.

Because of the construction at Western Llinois
University, the University recommends that visitors enter the campus
by taking University Drive tc Western Avenue. Lot 17 (south of the
library) ic recommended for parking.

Participants at the open houses will mest with
representativas from bath agencies to learn about, provide comments,
and discuss the recently initiated Ilincis River Ecosystem
Restoration Study.

The Ilinois River Ecosystermn Restoration Study is a §5.2
million effort to create a Blueprint for restoration efforts. It is
a joint project, cost-shared 50/50 between the Rock Island District
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers and the Lllincis Department of Natural
Resources, which will address fowr aroad categories:

{1) Wakershed, Tributary Restoration - evaluate aptions to address
tributary degradation and instability looking at stream restoration,
wetlands creation/restoration, water retention, conservation
easemeants, and riparian buffers.

{2} Side Channel and Backwatsr Restoration - co nsider epportunities
to restopre aquatic habitats in these areas including off-channel desp-
watar habitat, backwater lakes, side channels, islands, etc.

{3} Water Level Managemrent - evaluate options to reduce rapid
flucluaticns and naturalize flaws,

{4} Floodplain Restoration and Protection - evaluate floodplain use,
potential resteration of floodplain function, and value and potential
for acquisiton of conservation easemeants.,

Far years, the lllingis River has been a vital part of the
region?s economy and is depended upon for navigation, recreatian,
water supply, Irrigation, fish and wildilfe habitat, and many other
uses. This study will explore opportunities to address sediment
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depasition and restore envirenmental canditions.

For more information about the project contact project
manager Brad Thompsen at bradley.e.thompson@usace.army. mil or call
hirm ak (309 794-5256. For logistical Information about the open
houses contact Sue Simmons at suzanno. roimmaons@usace.army. mil or
call her at (309) 794-5573,
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PUBLIC INPUT SOUGHT ON RIVER TMPROVEMENT PLANS
ROCK ISLAND, ILL. -

Future plans for the restoration of the Illinois River Basin are the
spotlight of discussion during a series of four puablic mestings as
the U.S. Army Corps of Englneers and the Illinois Department of
Natural Resources seek public Input an the Ilinois River Ecosystem
and Basin Restaration Study.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Illinols Department of
MNatural Resources are seeking input at a critical declsion point in
this camplex study that seeks to define the fulure envirenmental
needs of the Illinals River Basin.

The putlic has an oppartunity to see, learn about, and comment on the
study goals and preliminary alternative plans designed to restore the
environment of the Ilinels River Basin including its backwaters,
floodplain, and tributaries.

The study team will censidar thase comments, along with the input of
other stakeholders in the river watershed, to narrow the list of
options to a single recommended plan, Details of that plan will be
documentad in the [llingis River Ecosystem and Basin Restaration
Feasibility Report scheduled for release in the spring.

The meetings continue the study’s collaboration with the public,
Meeting Locations, Dates and Times
All Meatings:

2:00 = 4:00 p.m. - Open House

4:00 = 5:00 p.m. — Dinner Break for Public Maeting 5taff

£:00 - 3:00 p.m. = Corps Presentation, Quastions & Answers, &
Statements

Dec. 1 - Mt. Sterling, Il |Lower Illingis River Area)
Knights of Calumbus Hall

Route 24 West

MWt. Sterling, Il

Phone: (217) 773-4100

Dec, 2 - Hanna City, Ill. {Peorla Area)

Wildlife Prairie Park
3826 M, Taylor Rd.
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Hanma City, 1lI.
Fhone: {309} 676-0598

Dec. 3 - Bradley, Il
Quality Inn B Suites
a0 M. Kinzie Awe.
Eradley, IIl.

Phone: {815 939-3501

Dec. ¢ = Lisle, Ill. (Greater Chicago Area)
HilLton Lisle/Napeirville

3003 Corporate W, Dr,

Lisle, LI

Phone: {630] 2457544

The meeting structure allows for informal discussion with study team
members in the afternocon. A formal presentation will begin at &

p.m., followed by a question-and-answer session, and the opperturity
ko make a brief statement. All comments will be compiled and
considered during the process of finalizing the range of alternatives
and selecting a recommended plan for environmenlal improvements in
the Tllinois River Basin.

adaitional information on the Ilingis River efforts can be found on
the Hock Island Chstrict’s web page at:

Ilingis River Ecosystem Restoration

For mare infermation about the lllinois River Ecosystem and Basin
Restoration Feasibility Study, cantact the Project Manager, Grad
Thompsen, at {309) 794-5256, or the Rock Island District Public
Affairs Office at (309) 794-5204,

For mare information on the meeting formats or location, contact Sue
Simmons at {309} 794-5573.

###
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
CLOCK TOWER BUILDING - P.O. BOX 2004
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINDIS 61204-2004

October 5, 2001

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Programs, and
Project Management Division

SEE DISTRIBUTION LISTS

The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) and the State of Illinois Department of Matural Resources (DNR)) have entered into a
partnership for the purposes of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER)
project, authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Illinois
River Basin Restoration) of Water Resources Development Act of 2000

The Corps and the DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER may
have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), and will consult with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
{Council) and the lllincis State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ) pursuant to Section
800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]) (NHPA), and Section 110(f) of the same Act
(16 U.S.C. 470h-2[f]). The Corps and the DNR invite you, your agency, the SHPO, Council,
Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, and any other interested parties to participate in the
consultation process and in the development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the
IRER (see enclosed draft PA, Enclosure 1),

The IRER encompasses the reach of the Illinois River watershed located in the State of
Illinois (54 counties) (see enclosed map, Enclosure 2) with two types of efforts: (1) system
evaluations focused on assessing the overall watershed needs and general locations for restora-
tion and (2) site-specific evaluations focused on developing detailed restoration options for
possible implementation at specific sites by project planning, engineering, construction, and
monitoring, with interdisciplinary and collaborative planning for habitat restoration, preserva-
tion, and enhancement. The Corps and the DNR will manage the IRER throughout all stages
of individual habitat project development, restoration, construction, and management. Several
other Federal agencies, as well as non-government entities and individual citizens, also will
regularly participate in the development of projects within the IRER.
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The Corps and the DNR propose to execute the PA, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part
800, 14(b)(ii) of the NHPA to afford protection to known and unknown historic properties
accorded by the NHPA. The appropriate and/or pertinent comments of all parties will be
addressed, then one final PA will be provided for execution by the signatories to this PA.
The executed PA will be in every National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document
resulting from the IRER, as evidence of Corps and DNR compliance promulgated by the
MHPA and the consulting process.

Pursuant to Section 8003 of the Council’s regulations and to meet the responsibilities under
the NEPA of 1969, the Corps and the DNR have developed a preliminary Consulting Parties
List. Only those consulting parties that respond to this correspondence will remain on the final
Consulting Parties List. The request to remain on the final Consulting Parties List allows for
agencies, tribes, individuals, organizations, and other interested parties an opportunity to provide
views on any effects of this undertaking on historic properties resulting from the IRER and to
participate in the review of the PA. Response will allow the Corps and the DNR to formulate a
final Consulting Parties List for all, or any portion, of the Illinois Watershed that lies in the State
of Liinois.

Those on the final Consulting Parties List will be provided with study newsletters, public
meeting announcements, special releases, and notifications of the availability of report(s),
including all draft agreement documentation, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of
the NHPA Comments received by the Corps and the DNR will be taken into account when
finalizing plans for the IRER, as promulgated by the NHPA. Consulting parties may request
correspondence on future topics relevant to compliance concerning the IRER.  Although the
IRER presently lies entirely within the State of Illinois, consulting parties from elsewhere in the
United States are given equal and due consideration, Since the Corps remains unaware of any
lands held in Federal trust or of any Federal trust responsibilities for Native American Indians
within the Illinois River watershed, the Corps requests any information concerning our Federal
trust responsibilities.

The NHPA recognizes that properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to
a tribe may be determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. In order to preserve, conserve,
and encourage the continuation of the diverse traditional prehistorie, historic, ethnie, and folk
cultural traditions within the Illinois watershed, the [RER will be implemented in compliance
with Executive Order No. 13007, specifically:
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Section 1. Accommodation of Sacred Sites. (a) In managing Federal lands, each
executive branch agency with statutory or administrative responsibility for the
management of Federal lands shall, to the extent practicable, permitted by law, and
not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, (1) accommodate access to
and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and (2)
avoid adwversely affecting the physical mtegrity of such sacred sites. Where
appropriate, agencies shall maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency Historic
Preservation Programs pursuant to the NHPA states that a

Traditional Cultural Property is defined as a property that is associated with cultural
practices or beliefs of a living community that (1) are rooted in that community's
history, and (2) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the
community.

Allowing for tribal review and comment contributes to fulfilling our obligations as set
forth in the NHPA (Public Law [PL] 89-665), as amended; the NEPA of 1969 (PL 91-190);
Executive Order (EO) 11593 for the “Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment”
(Federal Register, May 13, 1971); the Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974
(PL 93-291); the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation *Regulations for the Protection of
Historic and Cultural Properties” (36 CFR, Part 800); and the applicable National Park Service
and Corps regulations and guidance.

The Corps is concerned about impacts to those traditional cultural properties and sacred
sites recognized by Native Americans, tribes, ethnic and religious organizations, communities,
and other groups as potentially affected by the IRER. Presently, the Corps is unaware of any
traditiona! cultural properties or sacred sites within the Illinois River watershed If there are
concerns or potential effects known or identified, please complete the enclosed “Traditional
Cultural Property and Sacred Site Form” (Enclosure 3). To facilitate tribal coordination,
the Corps asks those on the Consulting Parties Lists to refer to the National Park Service,
NRHP Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Dacumenting Traditional Coltural Properties,
available for internet viewing at (hip /Swww cr nps pov/nr/publications/bulleting him)
Locations of traditional cultural properties or sacred sites, consisting of architecture, landscapes,
objects, or surface or buried archaeological sites, identified in this coordination effort can be
considered to be sensitive information, pursuant to Section 304 of the NHPA. Upon request
from any consulting parties not to disclose locations, the Corps and the DNR will secure this
information from the general public.
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Please provide any information, requests, views, or comments within 30 days, or the Corps
and the DNR will remove your address from the final Consulting Parties List. If no response is
provided to the Corps and the DNR, we will assume that you agree with our proposal of drafting
and executing the PA and we will proceed with further coordination with the SHPO, the Council,
and those interested parties that did respond to this correspondence.

If you have guestions concerning the IRER, the PA, the preliminary and final Consulting
Parties List, the Traditional Cultural Property and Sacred Site Form, or the Corps and the
DNR. coordination procedures and efforts promulgated by the NHPA, please call Mr. Ron Deiss
of our Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch, telephone 309/794-5185, or write to our
address above, ATTN. Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division (Ron Deiss).

Sincerely,
.
alasA
Kenneth A. Barr
Chief, Economic and Environmental
Analysis Branch
Enclosures
Copies Furnished:

Dr. Harold Hansen

lllinois Department of Natural Resources
Lincoln Tower Placa, Room 310

524 South Second Street

Springfield, Illinois 62701-1787 (w/enclosures)

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

Old State Capitol

Springfield, Illinois 62701 (w/enclosures)
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Copies Furnished (Continued):

ATTN:. Mr. Thomas McCullouch

cfo Mr. Don L. Klima

Director

Eastern Office of Project Review

The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvama Avenue, NW Suite 809
Washington, DC 20004 (w/enclosures)

ATTN: CEMVD-PM-R (Ms. Carroll Kleinhans)
U.S. Army Engineer Division, Mississippi Valley
1400 Walnut Street

P.O. Box 80

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180-0080 (w/enclosures)

ATTN: CEMVS-PD-A (Mr. Terry Norris)
Commander

U.5. Army Engineer District, 5t. Lows

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101-2833 (w/enclosures)

ATTN: CELRC-PD-S (Mr. Keith G. Ryder)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer District, Chicago

111 North Canal Street

Chicago, Illinois 60606 (w/enclosures)
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T0L 27 AUGUST 2001

L VETERANS HOME
ALL WARS MUSELIM
1701 M [2TH &T
QUINCY IL 62301
COUNTY: ADAMS

FRIEMDE OF THE DR RICHARD EELLS HOUSE
PO BOX 628

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

GOLDEN HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 148

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF QUINCY &ADAMS CNTY
42155 |2TH 5T

QUINCY IL 62301

COUNTY: ADAMS

PALATINES TO AMERICA CHAPTER
PO BOX 3884

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

QUINCY MUSEUM
1601 MAINE 5T
QUINCY IL 62301
COUNTY: ADAMS

OAMNCY UNIVE RSITY BRENNER LIBRARY
1800 COLLEGE AVE

QUIMCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

A-27

VILLA KEATHRINE
FRIENDS OF THE CASTLE
PO BOX 732

QUINCY IL 62306
COUNTY: ADAMS

GARDNER MUSEUM OF ARCHITECTURE & DESIG
3132 MAINE 5T

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

QUINCY FUBLIC LIBRARY

GREAT RIVER GENEALOGIC AL SOCIETY
526 JERSEY

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

LINCOLN DOUGLAS WALENTINE MUSELUM
100 N 4TH ST

QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

QUINCY ART CTR
1515 JERSEY 5T
QUMCY IL 62306
COUNTY: ADAMS

QUINCY SOCIETY OF FINE ARTS
300 CIVIC CTR PL STE 244
QUINCY IL 62306

COUNTY: ADAMS

RAIL ROAD MUSTUM
103-105 QUINCY 5T
GOLDEN IL 62339
COUNTY: ADAMS



IL RIVER ECO 5YS CONSULTING PARTIES LIST T0L 27 AUGUST 2001
TRISTATE LIVING HISTORY ASSOCIATION WINDMILL MUSEUM
RR 1 BOX 79 902 PRAIRIE MILLS RD
QUINCY IL 62301 GOLDEN IL 62339

COUNTY: ADAMS

VERSAILLES AREA GEN & HIST SOCIETY
113 W FIRST 8T PO BOX 92

VERSAILLES IL 62378

COUNTY: BROWN

CAMPBELL CTR FOR HISTORIC PRES STUDIES
PO BOX 66

MT CARROLL IL 61053

COUNTY: BUREAU

SHEFFIELD HISTORICAL SOCIETY
WASHINGTON & COOK 5T5
SHEFFIELL} IL 61361

COUNTY: BUREAL

WYANET HISTORICAL SOCIETY
109 E MAIN

WYANET L 61379

COUNTY: BUREAL

CTR FOR AMERICAN ARCHEOLOGY
FO BOX 366

EAMPSVILLE IL 62053

COUNTY: CALHOUN

LIMCOLN COURTROOM
CITY OF BEARDSTOWN
101 W IRD 5T
BEARDSTOWN IL 62618
COUNTY: CASS

A-28

COUNTY: ADAMS

BUREAU CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
109 PARK AVE W

PRINCETON IL 61356

COUNTY: BUREAL

OWEN LOVEIY HOMESTEAD
PO BOX 220

PRINCETON IL 61356
COUNTY: BUREAU

SPRING VALLEY COAL MINE #1 PROJ
E ST PAUL 5T PO BOX 170

SPRING VALLEY IL 61362

COUNTY: BUREAL

CALHOUN COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 46

HARDIN IL 62047

COUNTY: CALHOUN

CASS CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 11

WVIRGIMLA [L 62691

COUNTY: CASS

ANCIENT TECH & ARCH MATERIALS
901 5§ MATHEWS AVE

URBANA IL 61801

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN
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TOL 27 AUGUST 2001

ANITA PURVES NATURE CENTER
1505 N BROADWAY

URBAMNA IL 51801

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

HOMER HISTORICAL SOCIETY
605 & MAIN 5T

HOMER IL 61849

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

IL HISTORICAL SURVEY
1408 W GREGORY DR
URBANA IL 61801
COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

SIDMEY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 87

SIDNEY IL 61877

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

WORLD HERITAGE MUSEUM
TOL 5 WRIGHT 5T

URBAMNA IL 61801

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGH

DIRECTOR
MORRISONVILLE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
606 CARLIN 5T PO BOX 227
MORRISONVILLE 62546

COUNTY: CHRISTIAN

BARLETT HISTORICAL SOCIETY
128 8 MAIN 5T PO BOX 8257
BARLETT IL 60103

COUNTY: COOK

A-29

BELLFLOWER GENEALOGICAL & HISTORICAL 5C
RRI1 BOX 17

BELLFLOWER IL 61724

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

IL HERITAGE ASSOC
602 1/ E GREEN 8T
CHAMPAIGHN 1. 61820
COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

PRESERVATION & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 2355 STATION A

CHAMPAIGHN IL 601825

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

UNIV OF IL MUSELM OF NAT HIST
1301 GREEN 5T

URBANA IL 61801

COUNTY: CHAMPAIGN

DIRECTOR

CHRESTIAN CNTY HIST MUSEUM
C/O TAYLORVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY
PO BOX 28

TAYLORVILLE 62568

COUNTY: CHRISTIAN

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS HISTORICAL SOCIETY
L 14 W FREMONT ST

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS IL 6004

COUNTY: COOK

BERWYN HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 479

BERWYN IL 60402

COUNTY: COOK
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CALUMET CITY HIST SOCIETY

760 WENTWORTH AVE PO BOX 1917
CALUMET CITY 1L 60409

COUNTY: COOK

CHICAGO ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
2060 N CLARK 5T

CHICAGO 1L 60614

COUNTY: COOK

FOREST PRESERVE DIST OF COOK CNTY
CHICAGO PORTAGE NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE
536 N HARLEM

RIVER FOREST IL 60305

COUNTY: COOK

DES PLAINES HISTORICAL SOCIETY
T&Y PEARSON

DES PLAINES IL 600164506
COUNTY: COOK

EDGEBROOK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
6173 N MC CLELLAN

CHICAGO IL tdeds

COUNTY: COOK

EVANSTON HISTORICAL SOCIETY
125 GREENWOOD 5T

EVANSTON IL 60201

COUNTY: COOK

FLAGG CREEK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
7965 BIELBY

LAGRANGE IL 60521

COUNTY: COOK
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CHICAGO & NW HISTORICAL SOCIETY
B703 N OLCOTT AVE

NILES IL 60648

COUNTY: COOK

CHICAGO HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1601 N CLARK 5T

CHICAGO IL 60614

COUNTY: COOK

FOREST RESERVE DISTRICT OF COOK CNTY
CRABTREE MATURE CENTER

RTE 3 STOVER RD

BARRINGTON IL 600140

COUNTY: COOK

EAST SIDE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
3658 E I06TH 5T

CHICAGO IL 60617

COUNTY: COOE

ELGIN PUBLIC MUSEUM
125 GRAND BLVD
ELGIN IL 60120
COUNTY: CODK

FIELD MUSEUM OF MATURAL HISTORY
1200 § LAKE SHORE DR

CHICAGO 1L 60605-2496

COUNTY: COOK

GLENCOE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
900 GREEN BAY RD

GLENCO IL 60022

COUNTY: COOK
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GLENVIEW AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY GROVE HERITAGE ASSOC
1121 WALIKEGAN RD PO BOX 434
GLENVIEW IL 60025 GLENVIEW IL 60025
COUNTY: COOK COUNTY: CODK

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION OF DAK
I VILLAGE HALL PL

OAK PARK IL 60302

COUNTY: COOK

HISTORICAL S0OC OF OAK PARK & RIV FOREST
217 HOME PO BOX 771

OAK PARK IL 60303

COUNTY: COOK

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF ELMWOOD PARK
2813 N TTTH AVE

ELMWOOD PARK IL 60635- 1408

COUNTY: COOK

HOMEWOOD HISTORICAL SOCIETY
POBOX 1134

HOMEWOOD IL 60430

COUNTY: COOK

HYDE PARK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
5520 5 LAKE PARK AVE

CHICAGD IL 60637

COUNTY: COOR

KENILWORTH HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 1B

KENILWORTH [L 60043

COUNTY: CODK
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION REVIEW COMMISSION
14700 RAVIMNLA AVE

ORLAND PARK IL 60462

COUNTY: COOK

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF CICERO
2423 § ALSTIN BLVD

CICERO IL 50650

COLNTY: COOK

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF FOREST PARK
519 JACKSON BLVD

FOREST PARK IL 60130

COUNTY: COOHK

HOOSIER GROVE MUSEUM STREAMWOCD PARK
T W IRVING PARK RD

STREAMWOOD IL 60007

COUNTY: COOK

RVING PARK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 34749

CHICAGO 1L 60634

COUNTY: COOK

KOHL CHILDRENS MUSEUM
165 GREEN BAY RD
WILMETTE IL &00%1
COUNTY: COOK
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TOL 27 AUGUST 2001

LAGRANGE AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

444 5 LAGRANGE RD
LAGRANGE IL 60525
COUNTY: COOK

LAMSING HISTORICAL MUSELUM
PO BOX 1776

LANSING IL 60438

COUNTY: COOK

LITTLE RED SCHOOLHOUSE MAT CTR
9800 5 104TH AVE

WILLOW SPRINGS IL 60480

COUNTY: COOK

MATTESON HISTORICAL MUSEUM
813 SCHOOL AVE

MATTESOM (L 60443

COUNTY: COOK

MIDLOTHIAN HISTORICAL SOCIETY
14801 PULASKI

MIDLOTHIAN IL 60445

COUNTY: COOK

MT GREENWOOD HIST SOCIETY
L1010 3 KEDZIE AVE

CHICAGD IL 60655

COUNTY: COOK

MLUSEUM OF SCIENCE AND INDUSTRY
3TTH 5T & LAKE SHORE DR

CHICAGOD IL 60637

COUNTY: COOK
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LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COUNCIL OF IL
53'W JACKSON BLVD STE 752

CHICAGO IL 60604

COUNTY: CODK

LEMONT AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
3 LEMONT 5T PO BOX 126

LEMONT IL a0439

COUNTY: COOK

LYONS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
3910 BARRY POINT RD PO BOX 392
LYONS [L 80534

COUNTY: COOE

MAYWOOD HISTORICAL SOCIETY
202 5 IND AVE

MAYWOOD L 60153

COUNTY: COOK

MORTON GROVE HISTORICAL MUSELUM
FO BOX 542

MORTON GROVE IL 60053

COUNTY: COOK

MT PROSPECT HISTORICAL SOCIETY
101 S MAPLE 5T

MT PROSPECT IL 60056

COUNTY: COOK

NATURAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION
53 W JACKSON BLVD STE 1135

CHICAGO IL s0604

COUNTY: COOK
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MNATURE OF [L FOUNDATION NILES HISTORICAL SOCIETY
208 § LADALLE ST STE 1666 #970 MILWALUKEE AVE
CHICAGO IL 60604-1003 NILES IL 60714

COUNTY: CODK

NORTH EASTERN IL HISTORICAL COUNCIL
1720 B WILDBERRY DR

GLENVIEW IL 600235

COUNTY: COOK

NORWOOD PARK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
5614 N NEWARK AVE

CHICAGO [L 60631

COUNTY: COOK

ORLAND HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 324

ORLAND FPARK IL 60462
COUNTY: COOK

PALDS HISTORICAL S3OCIETY
12332 8A FOREST GLEN BLVD
PALOS PARK IL 60464
COUNTY: COOK

PARK RIDGE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
41 W PRAIRIE AVE

PARK RIDGE IL 60068

COUNTY: CO0K

RIDGE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
10621 5 SEELEY AVE
CHICAGO IL 60643

COUNTY: COOK
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COUNTY: COOK

NORTHBROOK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1776 WALTERS AVE PO BOX 2021
NORTHBROOK IL 60065

COUNTY: COOK

OAK PARK CONSERVATORY
617 GARFIELD

OAK PARK 1L 60304
COUNTY: CODK

PALATINE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
124 E PALATINE RD PO BOX 134
FALATINE IL 60078

COUNTY: COOK

PARK FOREST HISTORICAL SOCIETY
400 LAKEWOOD BLVD

PARK FOREST IL 604646

COUNTY: CODE

RAVENSWOOD-LAKE VIEW HISTORICAL ASSOC
4455 N LINCOLM AVE

CHICAGO IL 60625

COUNTY: COOK

RIVER TRAIL NATURE CTR
3120 N MILWAUKEE AVE
MNORTHBROOK IL 60062
COUNTY: COOK
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RIVERDALE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
208 W |44TH 5T

RIWERDALE IL 60827

COUNTY: COOK

SAND RIDGE NATURE CTR
| SES0 PAXTON AVE’

5 HOLLAND IL 60473
COUNTY: CODK

SPRING VALLEY NATURE CTR
135 E BEECH DR
SCHAUMBURG IL 60193
COUNTY: COOK

TINLEY PARK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 325

TIMLEY PARK IL 60477

COUNTY: COOK

WEST RIDGE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
6424 NORTHWESTERN

CHICAGO 1L 60645

COUNTY: COOK

WESTERN SPRINGS HISTORICAL 50CIETY
PO BOX 139

WESTERN SPRINGS IL 60558

COUNTY: COOK

WINNETEA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1140 ELM 5T

WINNETEA IL 60093

COUNTY: COOK
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ROBBIMNS HISTORICAL SOCIETY

13820 § CENTRAL PARK AVE PO BOX 1561
ROBBINS IL 60472-1561

COUNTY: COOK

SCHILLER PARK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
9526 W [RVING PARK RD

SCHILLER PARK IL 60176

COUNTY: COOK

THORNTON TOWNSHIP HISTORICAL SOCIETY
66 WATER 5T

PARK FOREST IL 60466

COUNTY: COOK

UPTOWN HISTORICAL SOCIETY
4531 N DOVER ST

CHICAGO IL 60640

COUNTY: COOK

WESTCHESTER HISTORICAL SOCIETY
10332 BOND 5T

WESTCHESTER IL 601354

COUNTY: COOK

WHEELING HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 3

WHEELING IL G030

COUNTY: COOK

BLACKWELL HISTORY OF ED MUSELM
GABEL HALL 08 NORTHERN IL UNTVERSITY
DEKALB IL 60115

COUNTY: DEKALB
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REG HISTORY CENTER

NIL -SWEN PARSON HALL 155
DEKALB IL 60115

COUNTY: DEKALR

DEWTTT CNTY MUSELUM ASSOC
219 E WOODLAWN

CLINTON IL 61727

COUNTY: DEWTTT

CABIN NATURE PROGRAM CTR
111 5 WOOD DALE RD

WOOD DALE IL 60191

COUNTY:. DUPAGE

DOWNERS GROVE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
831 MAPLE AVE

DOWNERS GROVE IL 605154904
COUNTY: DUPAGE

DUPAGE CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
102 E WESLEY 5T

WHEATON IL 60187

COUNTY: DUPAGE

HINSDALE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
15 5 CLAY ST PO BOX 336
HINSDALE IL 60522

COUNTY: DUPAGE

JURICA NATURE MUSEUM BENEDICTINE UNIV
3700 COLLEGE RD

LISLE IL 60332

COUNTY: DUPAGE
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LAFAYETTE & RAILROAD STS
SANDWICH HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 82

SANDWICH IL 60548

COUNTY: DEKALB

FARMER CITY GENEALOGICAL & HIST SOCIETY
214 S MAIN POBOX 173

FARMER CITY IL 61842

COUNTY: DEWITT

DARIEN HISTORICAL SOCIETY
7422 8§ CASS AVE PO BOX 2178
DARIEN IL 60561

COUNTY: DUFAGE

DOWHKERS GROVE MUSELUM

B3l MAPLE AVE

DOWNERS GROVE 1L 6051 5-4504
COUNTY: DUFAGE

GLEN ELLYM HISTORICAL SOCIETY
557 GEMEVA RD PO BOX 283

GLEMW ELLYN IL 60137

COUNTY: DUPAGE

ITASCA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
101 N CATALPA AVE

ITASCA IL 60143

COUNTY: DUPAGE

LISLE HERITAGE S0OCIETY
919 BURLINGTON

LISLE IL 60532

COUNTY: DUPAGE
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OAK BROOK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 3821

OAK BROOK IL 60522

COUNTY: DUPAGE

WESTMONT HISTORICAL SOCIETY
75 E RICHMOND 5T

WESTMOMNT IL 60559

COUNTY: DUPAGE

WILLOWBROOK WILDLIFE HAVEN
525 5 PARK BLVD

GLEN ELLYN IL 60137

COUNTY: DUPAGE

FORD CHNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1 MERIDIAN TERRACE

FAXTON IL 60957

COUNTY: FORD

AVON HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 483

AVON IL 61415

COUNTY: FULTON

FULTON COUNTY HISTORICAL & GEN SOCIETY
43 ASPEN DR

CANTON IL 61520

COUNTY: FULTON

ALAM HARN

DEPT OF ANTHROPOLOGY
DICKS0N MOUNDS MUSEUM
10956 N DICKSON MOUNDS RD
LEWISTON IL 61542

COUNTY: FULTON

0
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WEST CHICAGO HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 246

WEST CHICAGO IL 60185

COUNTY: DUPAGE

WHEATON HISTORY CTR
PO BOX 373

WHEATON IL 60189
COUNTY: DUPAGE

WOODRIMDGE AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
2628 MITCHELL DR

WOODRIDGE IL 80517

COUNTY: DUPAGE

PIPER CITY COMMUNITY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
39 W MAIN

PIFER CITY IL 60959

COUNTY: FORD

DICKSON MOUNDS STATE MUSELUM
10936 N DICK.SON MOUNDS RD
LEWISTOWN IL 61542

COUNTY: FULTON

DUAME ESAREY

DICKSON MOUNDS MUSEUM
RR 1 BOX (85

LEWISTON IL 61542
COUNTY: FULTON

GREENE CNTY HIST & GENEALOGICAL SOCIETY
POBOX [37 532 N MAINST

CARROLLTON IL 62016

COUNTY: GREENE
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GOOSE LAKE PRAIRIE STAT NATURAL AREA
5010 N JUGTOWH RD

MORRIES [L 60450

COUNTY: GRUNDY

HANCOCK CHNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 68

CARTHAGE IL 62321

COUNTY: HANCOCK

NAUVOO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
PO BOX 41

NAUVOD IL 62354

COUNTY: HANCOCK

WARSAW HISTORICAL SOCIETY AND MUSEUM
401 MAIN 5T

WARSAW IL 62379

COUNTY: HANCOCK

BISHOF HILL STATE HISTORIC SITE
PO BOX 104

BISHOP HILL IL 61419

COUNTY: HENRY

GALVA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
21141 COUNTY HWY §
GALVAIL 61434

COUNTY: HENRY

KEWAMNEE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
111 N CHESTNUT 5T

KEWANEE IL 61443

COUNTY: HENRY

1

A-37

GRUNDY COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 224

MORRIS IL 60450

COUNTY: GRUNDY

LAHARPE HISTORICAL & GEMEAL S0C
111 EMAIMN PO BOX 259

LAHARPE IL 61450

COUNTY: HAMCOCK

MALNVOD HISTORICAL SOCIETY MUSEUM
PO BOX 69

MALNWOD L 62354

COUNTY: HANCOCK

JOHN H ALLAMAN

HENDERSON COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
RTE |

BIGGSVYILLE IL 61418

COUNTY: HENDERSON

CAMBRIDGE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
RE 2 BOX 96

CAMBRIDGE [L 61238

COUNTY: HENMRY

HENRY COUNTY HISTORMCAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 48

BISHOP HILL [L 6141%

COUNTY: HENRY

EAST CAMFUS

LEARNING RESOURCES CTR. BLACK HAWE COLL
1501 IL HWY 78

KEWANEE IL 61443

COUNTY: HENRY
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IROQUOIS CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY

103 W CHERRY ST OLD COURHOUSE MUSEUM
WATSEKA IL 60970

COUNTY: IROQUOIS

JERSEY COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
POBOX 12

JERSEYWILLE IL 62052

COUNTY: JERSEY

AURORA PRESERVATION COMMISSION
44 E DOWHMER PL

AURORA IL 60507

COUNTY: KANE

BIG ROCK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 206

BIG ROCK L. 60511

COUNTY: KANE

ATHDEE TOWHMSHIF HISTORICAL 30CIETY
426 HIGHLAND AVE

DUNDEE IL 60118

COUNTY: KAME

ELGIN AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY & MUSEUM
360 PARK 5T

ELGIM IL 60120

COUNTY: KANE

KANE CNTY FOREST PRESERVE DIST
1511 5 BATAVIA AVE

GENEVA IL 60134

COUNTY: KANE

1
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JERSEY CNTY HIST 50CIETY
PO BOX 12

JERSEYVILLE IL 62052
COUNTY: JERSEY

AURORA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
317 CEDAR 5T

AURORA IL 60306

COUNTY: KANE

BATAVIA HISTORICAL 30CIETY
PO BOX 14

BATAVIA IL 50510

COUNTY: KANE

CHICAGD AREA CONSERVATION GROUP
2600 KESLINGER RD

GEMEWA IL 60134

COUNTY: KANE

ELBURN & COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
SSNMAMPOBOX 115

ELBURN IL 60119

COUNTY: KANE

GENEVA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 245

GEMEWVA IL 60134

COUNTY: KANE

PRESERVATION PARTHERS OF FOX VALLEY
8 INDIANA PO BOX 903

5T CHARLES IL 60174

COUNTY: KANE



IL RIVER ECO 5YS CONSULTING PARTIES LIST

TOL 27 AUGUST 2001

RED OAK MATURE CENTER
2343 5§ RIVER 5T

BATAVIA IL 60510
COUNTY: KANE

SUGAR GROVE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
250 MAIM 5T PO BOX 02

SUGAR GROVE IL 60554

COUNTY: KANE

KAMNKAKEE CNTY HISTORICAL S0OCIETY
80 § 8TH 8T

KANKAEKEE IL 60901

COUNTY: KANKAKEE

RIVERVIEW HISTORIC DIST
PO BOX 1787

KANKAKEE IL 604901
COUNTY: KANKAKEE

KENDALL CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 123

YORKVILLE IL 60560

COUNTY: KENDALL

CARL SANDBURG STATE HISTORIC SITE
II3E3RDST

GALESBURG IL 61401

COUNTY: KNOX

KNOX COUNTY HISTORICAL SITES INC
PUBLIC SQUARE

EMOXVILLE IL 61448

COUNTY: KNOX

13
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5T CHARLES HERITAGE CENTER
1EMAIM ST

5T CHARLES IL 60174

COUNTY: KANE

BOURBONMALS GROVE HIST SOCIETY
PO BOX 311

BOURBONNAIS IL 60914

COUNTY: KANKAKEE

MANTEND HISTORICAL SOCIETY
192 W 3RD

MANTENC IL 60950

COUNTY: KANKAKEE

FERN DELL HISTORIC ASS0C
PO BOX 254

NEWARK IL 60541

COUNTY: KENDALL

OSWEGOLAND HERITAGE ASS0C
PO BOX 23

OSWEGD IL 60543

COUNTY KENDALL

GALESBURG HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1166 N FRAIRIE

GALESBURG IL 61401

COUNTY: KNOX

MAQUON HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION
POBOX 171

MAGQUOMN IL 61458

COUNTY: KNOX
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MUSEUM CENTER

BARRINGTON AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
212-218 W MAIN 5T

BARRINGTON IL LOOIO

COUNTY: LAKE

HIGHLAND PARK CONSERVATION SOCIETY
1729 BERKELEY RD

HIGHLAND PARK IL 60035

COUNTY: LAKE

LAKE COUNTY MUSEUM ASS0C
27177 N FOREST PRESERVE DR
WALUCONDA IL 60054

COUNTY: LAKE

LONG GROVE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
3110 RFD

LOMG GROVE IL 60047

COUNTY: LAKE

RALUPF MEM MUSEUM/BUFFALO GROVE PARK DIST
530 BERNARD DR

BUFFALO GROVE IL 60089

COUNTY: LAKE

EARLVILLE COMM HISTORICAL SOCIETY
205 WINTHROP 5T PO BOX 420
EARLVILLE [L 60518

COUNTY: LASALLE

MENDOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 433

MENDOTA IL 61342

COUNTY: LASALLE

14
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DEERFIELD AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
450 KIPLING PL PO BOX 520

DEERFIELD IL 60015

COUNTY: LAKE

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF FORT HIL CNTY
PO BOX 582

MUNDELEIMN IL s0060

COUNTY: LAKE

LIBERTYVILLE-MUNDELEIN HIST S0OCIETY
413 N MILWAUKEE AVE

LIBERTYVILLE IL 60048

COUNTY: LAKE

PRAIRIE GRASS NATURE MUSEUM
B60 HART RD

ROUND LAKE IL 6073

COUNTY: LAKE

WAUCONDA TOWNSHIP HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 256

WALCONDA IL 60084

COUNTY: LAKE

LASALLE CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
FOBOX 278

UTICA IL 61373

COUNTY: LASALLE

STARVED ROCK HIST & ED FOUNDATION
FOBOX 116

UTICA IL 61373

COUNTY: LASALLE
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STARVED ROCK STATE PARK
PO BOX 509

UTICA IL 61373

COUNTY: LASALLE

SAUK VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
LEARNING RESOURCE CTR (SVCC)
1T3ILRTE2

DIXON IL 61021

COUNTY: LEE

CHATSWORTH HISTORICAL SOCIETY
424 E LOCUST ST PO BOX 753
CHATSWORTH IL 60521

COUNTY: LIVINGSTON

LIVINGSTON CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 680

PONTIAC IL 61764

COUNTY: LIVINGSTON

LOGAN CWNTY GEMEALOGY & HIST SOCIETY
11 ARCADE BLDG PO BOX 283

LINCOLN IL 62656

COUNTY: LOGAN

MACON COUNTY CONSERVATION DIST
1455 BROZIO LN

DECATUR IL 62321

COUNTY: MACON

ROCK SFRINGS CTR FOR ENVIRON DISCOVERY
1495 BROZIO LN

DECATUR IL 62521

COUNTY: MACON

15
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STREATORLAND HISTORICAL SOCIETY
06 5 VERMILLION

STREATER IL 61364

COUNTY: LASALLE

LEE COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
113 MADISON AVE PO BOX 58
DIXOMN IL 61021

COUNTY: LEE

DWIGHT HISTORICAL SOCIETY
119 W MAIN 5T

DWIGHT IL 60420

COUNTY: LIVINGSTON

ELKHART HISTORICAL SOCIETY
116 ¥ LATHAM PO BOX 2125
ELKHART IL 62634

COUNTY: LOGAN

MT PULASK] TOWNSHIP HISTORICAL SOCIETY
108 § WASHINGTON 5T

MT PULASKI IL 62548

COUNTY: LOGAN

MACON COUNTY HIST SOCIETY
5580 N FORK RD

DECATUR IL 62521

COUNTY: MACON

MACOUPIN COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 432

CARLINVILLE IL 62626

COUNTY: MACOUPIN
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HENRY COMMUNITY HIST & GENE SOCIETY
610 NORTH 5T

HENRY IL 61537

COUNTY: MARSHALL

MANITO HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 304

MAMNITO IL 61546

COUNTY: MASON

MC LEAN COUNTY HIST SOCIETY
200 N MAIN

BLOOMINGTON IL 61701
COUNTY: MC LEAN

MCDOMNOUGH CHTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1200 E GRANT 5T

MACOMB IL 61455

COUNTY: MCDONOUGH

MCHENRY PRESERWVATION
306 W RIVER RD
MCHENRY IL 0050
COUNTY: MCHEMRY

MENARD COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
125 8 TTH ST

PETERSBURG IL 62675

COUNTY: MENARD

ART ASSOC OF JACKSONVILLE
331 W COLLEGE AVE POBOX 213
JACKSONVILLE IL 62651
COUNTY: MORGAN
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MARSHAL COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
FOBOX 123

LACON IL 61540

COUNTY: MARSHALL

L. GREAT RIVERS CONFERENCE HIST SOCIETY
121§ N PARK 5T PO BOX 515

BLOOMINGTON IL 61702

COUNTY: MC LEAN

BUSHNELL REC & CULTURAL CTR
BUSHMELL HIST SOCIETY MUSEUM
3 MILLER ST

DUSHMELL IL 61422

COUNTY: MCDONOUGH

OREATER HARVARD AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
308 N HART BLVD PO BOX 505

HARVARD IL 60033

COUNTY: MCHENRY

DANVERS HISTORICAL SOCIETY
102 5 W 5T PO BOX 613
DANWVERS IL 61732

COUNTY: MCLEAN

HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF MONTGOMERY CNTY
904 5 MAIN 5T

HILLSBORD IL 6204%

COUNTY: MONTGOMERY

GOVERNOR DUNCAN MANSION
4 DUMCAN PL

JACKSONVILLE IL 62650
COUNTY: MORGAN
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JACKSON AREA GENEALOGICAL & HIST SOCIETY
416 5 MAIN 5T

JACKSONWILLE IL 62650

COUNTY: MORGAM

MOULTRIE CNTY HIST & GEN SOCIETY
117 E HARRISON PO BOX 588
SULLIVAN IL 61951

COUNTY: MOULTRIE

CHILLICOTHE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 181

CHILLICOTHE IL 61523

COUNTY: PEORLA

HISTORK AL ASSOC OF PRINCEVILLE
130 N WALNUT PO BOX 608
PRMCEVILLE [L 6135%

COUNTY: FEORLA

PEORIA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
942 NE GLENOAK AVE
PEORIA IL 61603

COUNTY: PEORIA

FERRY COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
108 W JACKSON 5T

PINKMEYVILLE IL 62274

COUNTY: PERRY

PIKE COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY MUSELM
400 BLOCK E JIFFFRSON PO BOX 44
PITTSFIELD IL 62363

COUNTY: PIKE

17
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JACKSONVILLE HERITAGE CULTURAL CENTER
200 W DOUGLAS

JACKSONVILLE IL 62650

COUNTY: MORGAN

CENTRAL IL LANDMARKS FOUNDATION
PO BOX 495

PEORIA IL 61658

COUNTY: PEORLA

LAKEVIEW MUSEUM
GREENWAYS BOARD
1125 W LAKE AVE
PEORLA IL 61614
COUNTY: PEORLA

IL HISTORICAL WATER MUSEUM
123 5 W WASHINGTON

PEORLA IL 61602

COUNTY: PEORLA

WILDLIFE PRAIRIE PARK

3826 N TAYLOR RD RR2 BOX 50
PEORIA IL 61615

COUNTY: PEORIA

PIATT COUNTY HISTORICAL & GENEAL SOCIETY
POBOX 111

MONTICELLO IL 61856

COUNTY: PIATT

PUTNAM COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 74

HEWMEPIM IL 61327

COUNTY: PUTHNAM
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION ASSOC IL ASSOC OF MUSEUMS
PO BOX 1632 | OLD STATE CAPTTOL PLAZA
SPRINGFIELD IL 62705 SPRINGFIELD IL 62701

COUNTY: SANGAMON

IL HISTORIC PRESERVATION AGENCY
1| OLD STATE CAPITOL

SPRINGFIELD IL 62701

COUNTY: SANGAMON

1L STATE MUSELIM

SPRING AND EDWARDS 5T5
SPRINGFIELD IL 62701
COUNTY: SANGAMON

C/D ROBINSON'S ADVERTISING
SANGAMON CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
108 E ADAMS 5T

SPRIMGFIELD IL 62701

COUNTY: SANGAMON

SCHUYLER JAIL MUSELIM
200 5 COMGRESS 5T
RUSHVILLE IL 62681
COUNTY: SCHUYLER

MOWEAQUA AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
103 BIRCH 5T

MOWEAQUA IL 62550

COUNTY: SHELBY

STARK CHTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 524

TOULDN IL 61483

COUNTY: STARK
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COUNTY: SANGAMON

IL STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1 OLD STATE CAPITOL
SPRINGFIELD IL 62701
COUNTY: SANGAMON

ROCHESTER HISTORICAL PRESERY SOCIETY
POBOX 13

ROCHESTER IL 625630013

COUNTY: SANGAMON

SPRINGFIELD HISTORICAL SITES COMMISSION
1331 SDIALCT

SPRINGFIELD IL 62704

COUNTY: SANGAMON

SCOTT COUNTY HIST 30CIETY
PO BOX B3

WINCHESTER IL 62694
COUNTY: SCOTT

SHELBY CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
151 5 WASHINGTON PO BOX 286
SHELBYVILLE IL 62563

COUNTY: SHELBY

DELAVAN COMMUNITY HIST SOCIETY
LOCUST 5T

DELAVAN IL 61734

COUNTY: TAZEWELL
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TAZEWELL CNTY GENEAL & HIST SOCIETY
PO BOX 312

PEEIN IL 61555

COUNTY: TATEWELL

WASHINGTON HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 54

WASHINGTOM IL 61571

COUNTY: TAZEWELL

SIDELL COMMUNITY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX T4

SIDELL IL 61876

COUNTY: VERMILION

VERMILION CNTY CONSERYATION DIST MUSEUM
22296-A HENNING RD

DANVILLE IL 61834

COUNTY: VERMILION

ROSSVILLE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
108 W ATTICA ST PO BOX 263
ROSSVILLE IL 60943

COUNTY: VERMILLION

BEECHER COMMUNITY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
673 PENFIELD 5T PO BOX 1469

BEECHER IL 60401

COUNTY: WILL

FRANKFORT AREA HIST SOCIETY OF WILL CNTY
132 KANSAS 5T PO BOX 546

FRANKFORT IL 60423

COUNTY: WILL

TREMONT MUSEUM & HISTORICAL SOCIETY
POBOX 5

TREMONT IL 61568

COUNTY: TAZEWELL

HOOPESTON HISTORICAL SOCIETY
617 E WASHINGTON

HOOPESTON IL 60942

COUNTY: VERMILION

TILTOM HISTORICAL SOCIETY
01 W STH ST

TILTOM IL 61833

COUNTY: VERMILION

FAIRMOUNT-IAMAICA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
1165 MAIN ST

FAIRMOUNT IL 61841

COUNTY: VERMILLION

WARREN CNTY HISTORICAL MUSEUM
200 E PENN AVE PO BOX 325
ROSEVILLE [L 61473

COUNTY: WARREN

BOLINGBROOK HISTORICAL SOCIETY
162 N CANYON DR

BOLINGBROOK IL 60440

COUNTY: WILL

1&M CANAL MUSEUM
B03 5 STATE 5T
LOCKPORT IL 60441
COUNTY: WILL

19

A-45



IL RIVER ECO SYS CONSULTING PARTIES LIST T0L 27 AUGUST 2001
1&M CANAL NATIONAL HERITAGE CORRIDOR IL CANAL SOCIETY
15701 5 INDEPENDENCE BLVD 1109 GARFIELD
LOCKPORT IL 60441 LOCKPORT IL 60441
COUNTY: WILL COUNTY: WILL

JOLIET AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
17 E VAN BUREN ST PO BOX 477
JOLIET IL 60434

COUNTY: WILL

PILCHER PARK NATURE CENTER
117 N COUGAR RDy

JOLIET IL 60432

COUNTY: WILL

WILL CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
B03 8 STATE 5T

LOCKPORT IL 6044]

COUNTY: WILL

ROBERT HOLMES

SLOVENIAN HERITAGE MUSEUM
431 N CHICAGO 8T

JOLIET IL 60432

COUNTY: WILL

JIM ZMMER

IL STATE MUSEUM LOCKPORT GALLERY
200 W 8TH ST 3RD FLOOR

LOCKPORT IL 60441

COUNTY: WILL

0
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MANHATTAN TOWNSHIP HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX 53

MANHATTAN IL 60442

COUNTY: WILL

PLAINSFIELD HISTORICAL SOCIETY MUSEUM
21TE MAIN 5T

FLAINSFIELD IL 60544

COUNTY: WILL

WILMINGTON AREA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PO BOX |

WILMINGTOMN IL 60481

COUNTY: WILL

ROBERT PADDOCK

LOCKPORT TOWNSHIP PARK DIST
GLADYS FOX MUSELM

1911 5§ LAWRENCE

LOCKPORT IL 60441

COUNTY: WILL

IL MINMONITE HERITAGE CTR
PO BOX 1007

MINIER IL 61759

COUNTY: WOODFORD
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TRIBAL CHAIRFERSON

OKLAHOMA BUSINESS COMMITTEE
CITIZEN BAND POTAWATOMI INDIAN TRIBE
1901 5 GORDON COOPER DR

SHAWNEE OK 74801

JOHM A BARRETT

CHAIRMAMN

OKLAHOMA BUSINESS COMMITTEE
CITIZEM BAND POTAWATOMI INDLAN TRIBE
1901 § GORDON COOPER DR

SHAWNEE OFK 74801

HARTFORD SHEGONEE

CHAIRMAN

FOREST CNTY POTAWATOMI EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
PO BOX 346

CRANDON W1 54520

TERRY CHIVIS

CHAIRMAN

HURON POTAWATOMI NATION
112111 172 MILE RD

FULTON MI 45052

CARDL ANSKE

CHAIRPERSON

KICKAPOO OF KANSAS TRIBAL COUNCIL
PO BOX 271

HORTON KS 66349

TRIBAL CHAIRPER 50N

KICEAPOOD OF OELAHOMA BUS COUNCIL
BOX 70

MC CLOUD QK 74851

TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON

KICKAPOO TRADITIONAL TRIBE OF TEXAS
HC | PO BOX 9700

EAGLE PASS TX T8ES3

A-47

ToM 26 JULY 2001

TRIBAL CHAIRMAN

OF OELAHOMA BUSINESS COMMITTEE
CITIZEN BAND POTAWATOMI INDIAN TRIBE
1601 5 GORDON COOPER DR

SHAWNEE OK 74801

LiSa KRAFT

CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT CONSUL
OF OELAHOMA BUSINESS COMMITTEE

CITIZEN BAND POTAWATOMI INDIAN TRIBE

1901 5 GORDON COOPER DR

SHAWMEE OK 74801

AL MILHAM

CHAIRMAN

FOREST COUNTY POTAWATOMI] EXE COUNCIL
PO BOX 340

CRANDON WI 54520

TRIBAL CHAIRFERSON

KICKAPOD OF KANSAS TRIBAL COUNCIL
ROUTE 1 BOX 157

HORTOM K5 66345

NANCY BEAR

CHAIR

KICKAPOO OF KANSAS TRIBAL COUMNCIL
RTE 1 BOX 157

HORTON KS 66430

RICHARD SALAY SR

CHAIRMAN

KICKAPQO OF OKLAHOMA BUSINESS COUNCIL
PO BOX TO

MC CLOUD OK 74851

RAUL GARZA

CHAIRPERSON

KICKAPOO TRADITIONAL TRIBE OF TEXAS
HC 1 BOX 9700

EAGLE PASS TX 78853
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TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON CURTIS SIMON
KICKAPOO TRIBE OF INDLANS OF THE KICKAPO KICKAPOO RESERVATION IN KANSAS
PO BOX 270 KICKAPOO TRIBE OF INDLANS OF THE KICKAPO
HORTON KS 66439 PO BOX 270

HORTON KS 66439

EMERY NEGONSOTT KATHY SCHUETZ
CHAIRMAN DELEGATE
KICKAPOO TRIBE OF KANSAS KICKAPOO TRIBE OF KANSAS
PO BOX 271 RR 1 BOXI25
HORTON KS 66439 HORTON K5 66439

FRED THOMAS

KICKAPOD TRIBE OF KANSAS
RR 1 BOX 157A

HORTOMN K3 66439

CHARLA K REEVES

NAGFRA REPRESENTATIVE

PEORIA INDLIAN TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
PO BOX 1527

MIAMI QK 74355

JOSEFH B WINCHESTER

CHAIRMAN

POKAGON BAND OF POTAWATOMI INDIANS
$3237 TOWN HALL RD

DOWAGIAC M1 49047

LUTHER WAHWASUCK
DELEGATE

PRARIE BAND OF POTAWATOMI
14580 K RD

MAYETTA K5 66509

MAMIE RUPNICK]

CHATRMAN

PRAIRIE BAND POTAWATOM] TRIBAL COUMNCIL
PO BOX 7

MAYETTA K5 66500
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TRIBAL CHAIRFERSON

PEORLA INDIAN TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
PO BOX 1527

MLANM] O T4355

JOHM MILLER

CHAIRMAN

POKAGON BAND OF POTAWATOMI INDLANS
PO BOX 180

DOWAGLAC M1 49047

TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON

PRAIRIE BAND OF POTAWATOMI
BOX 97

MAYETTA K5 06509

GEORGE WCHQUAHBOSHEUK
PRAIRIE BAND POTAWATOMI
PO BOX 97

MAYETTA K5 66509

SANDRA MASSEY
HAGPRA COORDINATOR
SAC & FOX NATION

RT 1 BOX 246

STROUD OK 7407%
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DEANME BAHR.

MAGPRA COORDINATOR

SAC & FOX NATION OF MO IN KS & NB
RR 1 BOX 60

RESERVE KS 66434-9723

JOHNATHAN BUFFALD

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COORDINATOR
SAC & FOX NATION OF THE MISSIIN 10WA
349 MESKWAKIRD

TAMA LA 52339.9629

SANDRA KEO
DELEGATE

SAC & FOX OF MISSOURL
RR 1 BOX &0

RESERVE K5 66434

YVONNE SCHEKAHOSE
S5AC & FOX OF MISSOURI
PO BOX 38

RESERVE KS 66434

TRIBAL CHAIRFERSON

SAC & FOX OF OKLAHOMA BUSINESS COUNCIL
ROUTE I BOX 246

STROUD OK 74079

GAILEY WANATEE

ACTING CHIEF

SAC AND FOX TRIBAL COUNCIL
JATFAVE

TAMA A 52339

ROMALD FROMAN

CHIEF

THE PEORIA TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
PO BOX 1527

MIAMI OK 74355
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

SAC & FOX NATION OF THE MISS] IN IDWA
149 MESKWAKI RD

TAMA LA 52339-9629

CURTIS GILFILLAN

SAC & FOX OF MISSOURI
RR1 BOX 60

RESERVYE K5 66434

JOAMN REBAR

TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON
SAC & FOX OF MISSOURI
ER1 BOX 60

RESERVE KS 66434

ELMER MANATOWA JR

FRINCIPAL CHIEF

SAC & FOX OF OK BUSINESS COUMNCIL
RTE 2 BOX 246

STROUD OK 74079

TALBERT DAVENFORT

SAC & FOX TRIBE OF THE MISSISSIPPL IN 14
349 MESKWAKI RD

TAMA 1A 523399629

CHAR THOMPSON

SAC AND FOX TRIBE FOR THE MISS RIV N [A
349 MESKEWAK] RD

TAMA |A 523399629

JOANN JONES

CHAIRFERSON

W1 WINNEBAGD BUSINESS COMMITTEE
PO BOX 667

TOMAH WI Sd660
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TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON JOHN BLACKHAWK
WINNEBAGO TRIBAL COUNCIL CHARMAN
PO BOX 687 WINNEBAGO TRIBAL COUNCIL
WINNEBAGO NE 68701 WINNEBAGO NE 68071
TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON DAVID LEE SMITH
WINNEBAGO TRIBE CULTURAL PRESERVATION OFFICER
PO BOX 657 WINNEBAGO TRIBE OF NB TRIBAL COUNCIL
WINNEBAGO NE 68071 PO BOX 687
WINNEBAGO NE 68071
MONA ELK SHOULDER
DELEGATE
WINNEBAGO TRIBE OF NEBRASKA
PO BOX AE
SLOAMN LA 51055
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

Among the
Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
the State of [llinois Department of Matural Resources,
the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Regarding Implementation of the
Ilinois River Ecosystem Restoration

WHEREAS, the Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (hereafter, Corps) and the State of lllinois Department of Natural Resources
(hereafter DNR) determined that the Illinois River watershed exhibits loss of aquatic habitat
and have entered into a partnership for the purpose of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem
Restoration (IRER) authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section
519 (Illincis River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Corps and the DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register), and has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (Council) and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to
Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act (16 U.S.C.
470h-2[f]); and

WHEREAS, the IRER study area encompasses the entire Illinois River watershed located
in Illinois (54 counties) with two types of efforts (1) system evaluations focused on assessing
the overall watershed needs and general locations for restoration and (2) site-specific evaluations
focused on developing detailed restoration options for postible implementation at specific
sites by project planning, engineering, construction, and monitoring with interdisciplinary and
collaborative planning for habitat restoration, protection, preservation, and enhancement. The
Corps and the DNR will manage the IRER throughout all stages of individual habitat project
development, restoration, and management. Several other Federal agencies, as well as non-
government entities and individual citizens, also will regularly participate in the development
of projects within the IRER; and

WHEREAS, the study area includes four IRER areas identified as (1) watershed stabiliza-
tion, (2) side channel and backwater modification, (3) water level management, and (4) floodplain

restoration and protection. The focus areas will be implemented by habitat creation (islands,
ponds, wetlands, potholes, channels, backwaters, etc), flow control structures (grade controls,

Ewee pluFE
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dams, dikes, detention basins, weirs, riffles, fish passage, levees, etc,), habitat enhancements
(anchor trees stumps, plantings, management of timber and forest stands, regulation of water
levels, etc.), and structure removals/modifications (snagging, clearing, dikes, borrowing,
trenching, dredging, etc); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council's regulations, and to meet the Corps’
and DNR s responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Corps has
developed a Consulting Party List which was developed in consultation with the SHPO/Tribal
Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), Tribes, and other parties that may have an interest in
the effiects of this undertaking on historic properties. Those on the Consulting Party List will
be provided with study newsletters, public meeting announcements, special releases, and notify-
cations of the availability of report(s), including all draft agreement documentation, as stipulated
by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the National Historic Preservation Act. Comments received by
the Corps will be distributed to the consulting parties to this Agreement and taken into account
in finalizing plans for the undertaking; and

WHEREAS, the Corps has provided scholarly evidence of stewardship in the recordation,
protection, and management of historic properties along the Illinois Waterway System through
systemic research and studies which have been finalized and approved, then placed in the perma-
nent files of the Corps and SHPO as evidence of compliance promulgated under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR
Part 800 “Protection of Historic Properties.” [These studies included: (1) archeological
studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties), (2) architectural
and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with Multiple Property
National Register Districts), (3) erosion studies, (4) land form sediment assemblage studies
(geomorphology) and (5) submerged historic property study (historic shipwrecks and other
underwater or previously inundated historic properties)]; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the Corps, the DNR, the SHPO, and the Council agree that the
undertakings shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations to satisfy the
Corps’ and the DNR's Section 106 responsibilities for all individual actions of this undertaking:

L. IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES
The Corps and the DNR will ensure that the following measures are implemented:
A The Corps and the DNR will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and
avoid significant historic properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register,
burials, cemeteries, or sites likely to contain human skeletal remains/artifacts and objects

associated with interments or religious activities, and provide this information, studies, and/or
reports to the SHPO/THPO. Under consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s), the Corps and the

2o0f O
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DNR will describe and define the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred to as the APE) in
accordance with the definition contained in 36 CFR Part 800.16(d). The APE may be modified
upon consultation with the appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO(s) through avoidance documented
through the implementation of historic property surveys and testing, documentary research,
recordation, and other investigation data.

B. Unless recent and modern ground surface disturbances and/or historic use can be
documented and a determination made by the Corps and the DNR, in consultation with the
SHPO/ THPO(s), that there is little likelihood that historic properties will be adversely affected,
the Corps and the DNR will then conduct a historic property (reconnaissance) survey in (1) areas
with the potential for containing submerged or deeply buried historic properties and (2) areas
indirectly and directly affected by construction, use, maintenance, and operation during the
implementation of the IRER program.

C. The Corps and the DNR. will ensure that all reconnaissance surveys and subsurface
testing are conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and
ideli entificati Evaluation (48 FR. 44720-23) and take into account the Mational
Park Service publication The Archaeological Survey: Methods and Uses (1978) and any extant
or most recent version of appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO(s) guidelines for historic properties recon-
naissance surveys/reports, related guidance, etc. The reconnaissance surveys and subsurface
testing will be implemented by the Corps and the DNR and monitored by the SHPO/THPO(s).

D. In consultation with the SHPO, and appropriate THPO(s), the Corps and the DNR will
evaluate for eligibility all significant historic properties by applying the National Register criteria
(36 CFR Part 60.4). The Corps will use its archival documentation as a context in which to make
National Register evaluations of historic properties.

1. For those properties that the Corps, the DNR, and the SHPO/THPO(s) agree are not
eligible for inclusion in the National Register, no further historic properties investigations will be
required, and the project may proceed in those areas,

2. Ifthe survey results in the identification of properties that the Corps, the DNR, and
the SHPO/THPO(s) agree are eligible for inclusion on the National Register, the Corps
and the DNR shall treat such properties in accordance with Part II below.

3. Ifthe Corps, DNR, and SHPO/THPO(s) do not agree on National Register
eligibility, or if the Council or the National Park Service so request, the Corps and DNR will
request a formal determination of eligibility from the Keeper of the National Register, National
Park Service, whose determination shall be final.

4. Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, the Corps and the DNR will continue to provide the appropriate Tribe(s)
and the THPO(s) information related to treatment measures proposed by the Corps and DNR.
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Consideration of comments received by the Corps and the DNR can be considered by the signa-
tories to be measures to assist the Corps and the DNR in meeting its responsibilities under the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (Public Law 89-665), and the regulations
of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, “Regulations for the Protection of Historic and
Cultural Properties” (36 CFR, Part 800).

II. TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Those individual historic properties and multiple property districts that the Corps, DNR, and
SHPO/THPO(s) agree are eligible for nomination to, or that the Keeper has determined eligible
for inclusion on, the National Register, will be treated by the Corps and the DNR in the following
manner:

A i ‘onstruction and Operation of t

Dams and Management gf Historic Properties: The Corps has provided achnlarly evidence
of stewardship in the recordation, protection, and management of historic properties along the
Illinois Waterway System through systemic research and studies which have been finalized and
approved, then placed in the permanent files of the Corps and SHPO. These studies included:
(1) archeological studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties),
(2) architectural and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with
Multiple Property National Register-eligible Chicago to Grafton, Illinois, Navigable Water
Link, 1839-1945 and the Upper Mississippi River 9-Foot Navigation Project 1931-1948,
(3) land form sediment assemblage studies (geomorphology), and (4) submerged historic property
study (historic shipwrecks and other underwater or previously inundated historic properties).

B. Treaiment of Archaeological His

1. Ifthe Corps and the DNR determine, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s),
that no other actions are feasible to avoid and minimize effects to archaeclogical historic prop-
erties, then the Corps and the DNR will develop a treatment plan, which may include various
levels of data recovery, recordation, documentation, and active protection measures. The
Corps and the DNR will implement the treatment plan in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s).

2. If data recovery is the agreed upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research guestions developed in consultation with the SHPO/ THPO(s). The treat-
ment plan shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for
Archaenlogical Documentation {48 FR 44734-37) and take into account the Council's publication,
Treamment of Archaeological Properties (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 1980) and
SHPO/THPO(s) guidance. It will specify, at a minimum, the following;:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan is to
be carned out;
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b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research
relevance and importance,

¢. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance to the
research questions,

d. Proposed methods of disseminating results of the work to the interested public;
and,

e. A proposed schedule for the submission of progress reports to the
SHPO/THPO{s).

3. The Corps and the DNR will submit the treatment plan to the SHPO/THPO(s) for
30 days’ review and comment. The Corps and the DNR will take into account SHPO/THPO(s)

comment(s), and will ensure that the data recovery plan is implemented. The SHPO/THPO(s)
may monitor this implementation.

4. The Corps and the DNR will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or
under the direct supervision of an archaeologist(s), architectural historian(s) and/or other
appropriate cultural resource specialist that meets, at minimum, the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5. The Corps and the DNR. will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel,

time, and laboratory space are available for the analysis and curation of recovered materials from
historic properties.

6. The Corps and the DNR will develop and implement an adequate program in

consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) to secure archaeological historic properties from vandalism
during data recovery,

. TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED
OBIJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL PATRIMONY, AND CURATED ITEMS

A When human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patri-mony
are encountered or collected, the Corps and the DNR. will comply with all provisions outlined in
the appropriate state acts, statutes, guidance, provisions, etc., and any decisions regarding the
treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the rights of lineal descendants, Tribes,
and other Native American Indians and under consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s), designated
Tribal Coordinator, and/or other appropriate legal authority for future and expedient disposition
or curation. When finds of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural
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patrimony are encountered or collected from Federal lands or federally recognized tribal lands, the
Corps and the DNR will coordinate with the appropriate federally recognized Native Americans,
as promulgated by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25
U.S.C. § 3001 ef seq.).

B. Collected artifacts, samples, and other physical objects will be returned to the landowner
as real estate, unless owners donate their rights to the Corps or the DNR. In consultation with
the SHPO/THPO(s), the Corps and DNR will ensure that all donated artifacts, samples, and other
physical objects with related and associated research materials and records resulting from the
historic properties studies are curated at a repositories within States of Illinois in accordance with
36 CFR Part 79,

IV. REPORTS

The Corps and the DNR will ensure that all final historic property reports resulting from the
actions pursuant to this Agreement will be provided in a format acceptable to the appropriate
SHPO(s)/THPO(s). The Corps and DNR will ensure that all such reports are responsive to
contemporary standards, and to the Department of the Interior's Format Standards for Final
Reports of Data Recovery (42 FR 5377-79). Precise locations of significant historic properties
may be provided only in a separate appendix if it appears that the release of this data could
jeopardize historic properties. Locations of traditional cultural properties or sacred sites,
consisting of architectural, landscapes, objects, or surface or buried archaeological sites, identi-
fied in coordination with Tribes and THPO(s), will be considered to be sensitive information
and, pursuant to Section 304 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Corps and the DNR
will not make this information available for public disclosure. The Corps and DNR will make
available for publication and public dissemination the reports and associated data, minus precise
aforementioned locations and sensitive information.

¥. PROVISION FOR POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES

In accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.13, if previously undetected or undocumented historic
properties are discovered during project activities, the Corps and the DNR will cease, O cause
to stop, any activity having an effect and consult with the SHPO/THPO(s) to determine if
additional investigation is required. If further archaeological investigations are warranted

or required, the Corps will perform any treatment plan in accordance with Part I -
TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES, Part 11 - TREATMENT OF HUMAN
REMAINS, FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL
PATRIMONY, AND CURATED ITEMS, Part IV - REPORTS, and Part V - PROVISION
FOR POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES, all of this Agreement. If the Corps, the DNR, and the
SHPO/THPO(s) determine that further investigation is not necessary or warranted, activities may
resume with no further action required. Any disagreement between the Corps, the DNR, and the
SHPO/THPO(s) concerning the need for further investigations will be handled pursuant to Part
VI - DISPUTE RESOLUTION of this Agreement.
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V1. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Should the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council object within 30 days to any plans or actions provided
for review pursuant to this Agreement, the Corps and the DNR will consult with the objecting
party to resolve the objection. If the Corps and the DNR determine that the disagreement cannot
be resolved, the Corps will request further comment from the Council in accordance with the
applicable provisions of 36 CFR. Part 800.7. The Corps and the DNR, in accordance with 36
CFR Part 800.7(c)(4), will take any Council comment provided in response into account, with
reference only to the subject of the dispute. The Corps’ and the DNRs responsibility to carry
out all actions under this Agreement that are not the subjects of the dispute will remain
unchanged.

YII. TERMINATION

Any of the signatones to this Agreement may request a reconsideration of its terms or revoke
the relevant portions of this Agreement upon written notification to the other signatories, by
providing 30 days’ notice to the other signatories, provided that these signatories will consult
during the peried prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that
would avoid termination. In the advent of termination, the Corps and the DNR will comply

with 36 CFR Parts 800.3 through 800.7 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this
Agreement.

VIII. AMENDMENTS

Any signatories to this Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the other signa-
tories parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800,13 to consider such amendment.

IX. REPORTING AND PERIODIC REVIEW

The Corps and the DINR will provide the SHPO/THPO(s) with eviderce of compliance with

this Agreement by letter on January 30, 2002, and once every 2 years thereafter said date. This
documentation shall contain the name of the project, title of the documents that contained the
Agreement, historic properties identified, determinations of effect, avoidance procedures, level
of investigation(s) and/or mitigation(s) conducted with titles of all project reports related to such
investigation(s) and/or mitigation(s) which have been completed. Every 5 years starting from
the dzte of January 30, 2002, the Corps and the DMR will provide the SHPQ/THPO(s) & review
report of the overall IRER to determine this Agreement’s effectiveness, accuracy, and economy.
Based upon this review, the Corps, the DNR, the SHPQY THPO(s), and the Council will deter-
mine whether the Agreement shall continue in force, be amended, or be terminated.
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X. EXECUTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. Nothing in this Agreement is intended to prevent the Corps and the DNR from
consulting more frequently with the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council concerning any questions
that may arise or on the progress of any actions falling under or executed by this Agreement.
Any resulting modifications to this Agreement will be coordinated in accordance with Section
800.5(e)(5).

B. The undersigned concur that the Corps and the DNR have satisfied their Section 106
responsibilities for all individual undertakings through this Agreement regarding the
implementation of IRER.

This Agreement allows the executing parties, agents, and contractors ingress/egress to all the
Corps or the DNR lands and/or properties for all IRER related investigations, as promulgated by
the NHPA.

XL SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT

A CHICAGO DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: Date:
Colonel Mark A. Roncoli
District Engineer
U. §. Army Corps of Engineers
Rock Island District

B. ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT, U.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: Date:
Colonel William J. Bayles

District Engineer
U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
Rock Island District
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XL SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT (Continued)

C. ST.LOUIS DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: Date:

Colonel Michael R. Morrow
District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
St. Louis District

D. ILLINOIS DEPARTMENF OF NATURAL RESOURCES:

BY: Date:

Brent Manning
Director
lllinois Department of Natural Resources

E. ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER:

BY: Date:

Anne E. Haaker
lllinois Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

F. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION:

BY: Date:

John M. Fowler
Executive Director
Adwvisory Council on Historic Preservation
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B |
f

\ |.M£.‘HE\.'H ' ‘E 4
~ .
| | { | |
A | pERALE I i
i T e - i‘.
_-'I |—— = /r, Wm - .
-~ LEE e,
:’ | I.--""_-"-/.p ! d
"‘ "2

o —_— =
. e
| LASALLE

!
\ e SHELBY
MACOUPIN T |

I I

MONTOOMERY |

[\  iinois River and Tributaries
oy of Engineers
b Rk :'l?me Diaarizr

25 July 2001

‘ Key to Features N
Tilinois River Watershed [—l
w : Ly

US Army Corps

A-60

25 50 Miles
E&ChoSyOE a



TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY AND SACRED SITE FORM*

The purpose of this form Is to document a traditional cultural property and/or sacred site, which may
be affected by a project currently proposed. Providad balow Is information on our proposed project.

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
and the lllinois Depariment of Natural Resourcas {DNR) have entered into a partnership for the purposes of implemanting the lllinois
River Ecosystemn Restoration (IRER), authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 518 (lllinois River Basin
Restoration) of Water Resources Development Act of 2000. The Corps and the DNR have datermined that the implementation of
the IRER may have an effact upon properties listed on, or eligible for inciusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register), and will consult with the Advisory Council on Historic Praservation {Council) and the llinois State Historic Presarvation
Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section B00.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Presarvation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act (16 U.S.C. 470h-2[f]).

2. GENERAL INFORMATION:
2.1. Site or Property Mame (if applicable):
22, Address:
2.3,  County: City: Zip:
2.4. Federal Agency(s) Responsible: United States Army Corps of Engineers.

25 Contact Person on Project: Mr. Ron Deiss, CEMVR-PM-AR, telephone: 1-309-794-5185.
26. Return Address: Clock Tower Building, PO Box 2004, Rock Island, llinois, 61204-2004.

3. TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY OR SACRED SITE:
3.1. Check box(es) as appropriate:
[0 ARCHITECTURE, | LANDSCAPE, [] OBJECT,andior [] SURFACE OR ARCHEOLOGY SITE

32 [ves. [] No  The project will directly or visually affect an area, building, structure, landscape, object,
element, feature, or object S0 years of age or oldar.

If Yes, please submit this completed form on each such property/site and check below the kinds of project
activities which would affect cultural property andlor sacred site

[0 rehabilitation [  Mew Construction (e. g., addition); O Yard, sidewalks, plantings;
[l Demalition; [ vacate/Abandon/Sell;
E Other:

3.3, [ ves L] Me  The project will ha affected by excavation and/or ground disturbance.
If yes, plaass submit all of the following information with this form:
O Precise project location map (preferably USGS 7.5 min Quad with name, date, & location);
[ Site plan showing property or site shape with map legend;
[J Mumber of acres or dimensions
[} Legal location: Section(s) , Townshipis) Range(s)

[J Description of historical, architectural, archeological, or cultural significance

4. DISCLOSURE INFORMATION: The undersigned maintains that the completed information on this form is true and

accurate and _ canor E cannot be provided as public informalion; write name

date . affillation . and addrass

*\We are seeking your comments Lo fulflll cultural resources obligaltians as set forth in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
{Public Law [PL]88-665) as amended: the National Envirenmental Policy Act of 1968 (PL 91-190); Executive Order (EO) 11593 for the
"Brotection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment” (Federal Register, May 13, 1971); the Archaeological and Historical
Preservation Acl of 1974 (PL 93-291); the Advisory Council on Historic Presarvation "Regulations for the Protection of Historic and
Cultural Properties” (36 CFR, Part 800): and the applicable National Park Service and Corps of Engineers regulations. 2y, Suls 3
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I (Ron Deiss, PM-A, ext 5185) received a telephone call from Preservation Partners,
located in Kane County, Illinois. They desize to be involved in, ard be included on, all
correspondence regarding the implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration
(IRER) project, authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section
519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of Water Resources Development Act of 2000.
In the October 15, 2001 Corps letter to consulting parties, and pursuant to Section 800.3
of the Council’s regulations and to meet the responsibilities under the NEPA of 1969, the
Corps and the DNR developed a preliminary Consulting Parties List. Only those
consulting parties that responded to this correspondence will remain on the final
Consulting Parties List. Those on the final Consulting Parties List will be provided with
study newsletters, public meeting announcements, special releases, and notifications of
the availability of report(s), including all draft agreement documentation, as stipulated by
36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA.

The address for Preservation Partners is:

®/o Ms. Liz Safanda

Preservation Partners
P.O. Box 903
St. Charles, Illinois 60174
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University of Illinois ' UNIVEESITY LIBRARY

at Urbana-Champaign Mlinois Historical Survey 217 333-1777
34¢ Main Library

1408 West Gregory Drive
Urbana, IL 61801

October 15, 2001

Mr. Ron Deiss

Flanning, Programs, and Project Management Division
Rock Island District

Corps of Engineers .

Department of the Army

Clock Tower Bldg., P.0O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Il., 61204-2004

Dear Mr. Deiss:

Having received a letter of October 5 from Mr. Kenneth
A. Barr, regarding plans for the Illincis River Ecosystem
Restoration, I would like to reguest that the Illinois
Historical Survey be placed on your mailing list.

I find the project of interest especially because I
read in manuscript Professor John Thompson's fascinating
study of the history of changes in the Illinois River
ecosystem, a study soon to bq.puhlished.

-

Thank you,
B
mﬂu%«_

John Hoffmann
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Dectober 16,2001

Ron Deiss
Planning,Programe ,and Project Management Division
Depr. of the Army

Rock Island Disctrict Corps of Engineers
Rock Island ,I11.61204-2004
Dear Mr. Deiss:

I recently recieved the Army Corps Distribution on
the Illincis River Project called IRER.It was addressed
to the Illinois Canal Society. That organization has
turned its files etc., over to the Lewis University Canal
& Regional History Collection. This large collection
has many maps etc. relating to the Illineois River,also
reports dating back to the constuction of the Illinois
and Michigan Canal.Frem this collection I recently wrote
an article on the mapping of the Illinois River 1674
to 1951 to be published in the Wetlands Initiative sometime
500N .

For all these reasons we would like to be placed on
your mailing list in regard to the Illinois Ecosystem
Restoration in place of the Illinois Canal Society.

Yoprs Arulsg,

hn Lamb, Director
anal and Regional History Cellection

Ext. 2279
Pauﬂuh:r‘
One Universit Eamgatieo
h «  Romeaville, IL 60446.2208 + H15838.0500 -+ FAXB15838.9456

A Christian Brathers University
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United States Department of the Interior
ILLINOIS & MICHIGAN CANAL

Manonal Heritage Corridor Commission
2001 Wesn Tenth Sireer, #1-5E
Lockport, Nlineis 60441

< neouy nerERTO (815) 588-6040

H24-15(1LMI)

October 18, 2001

Department of the Army

Rock Island District, Corps of Engineers
Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, IL 61204-2004

Attention: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division (Ron Deiss)

Thank vou for the information provided on plans to implement the Illinois River Ecosystem
Restoration (IRER). The Illinois & Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor Commission
wishes to be included on the final Consulting Parties List for this undertaking, as the Illinois &
Michigan Canal forms a significant part of the historical water resources of the region.

We have only one comment at the time on the draft PA, regarding Section I1., Treatment of
Historic Properties. If paragraph A of that section is intended to identify the major known
historical properties and districts in the project area, then it should also include the Illinois &
Michigan Canal, which is a National Historic Landmark, and which functioned between Chicago
and LaSalle/Peru. Extensive documentation is available on this resource and its components,
including documentation by the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER.) and Historic
American Buildings Survey (HABS).

Sincerely,

Prgi B

Phyllis M. Ellin
Executive Director

ee: Anne Haaker, THPA
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October 20, 2001

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

U.S.Army Engineering District, Rock Island
Clock Tower Bldg, - P.0O. Box 2004

Rock Island, IL 61204-2004

ADDRESS COREECTION:

Thank you for your mailing of Oct. 9, 2001, DISTRIBU-
TION LISTS, etc. '

FORD CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
PAXTON IL 60057 Faen

Please correct your record of our address, for the

one you have was the residence of our Executive Direct-
or who is deceased, and none of our members live at
that address.

Please use address:
FORD CNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY
201 west State St.
FP.O. BOX 115
Paxton, IL 60957-0115

Thank you.

ﬂ Froga” _,_Ei-- ﬁl\.{bmm
“James F. Anderson

(ECElvE
l'-]J - .
0! e 22 20
1 |
e CEMVR-OD-P
FUOST IFEICE [ 048 PANTOS LLIN: S B0usT

A-66



TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY AND SACRED SITE FORM*

The purpase of this form is to document a traditional cultural property andior sacred site, which may
be affacted by a project currently proposed. Provided below is Information on our proposed project.

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Englneers (Carps)
and the llinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR) have entered into a partnership for the purposes of implementing the llinois
River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER). authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (llinois River Basin
Restoration) of Water Resources Development Act of 2000. The Corps and the DNR have determined that the implementation of
the IRER may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register), and will consull wilh the Advisery Council'on Historic Pféservation (Council) and the lilinois State Histonc Freservation
Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (38 CFR Part B00) implementing Section 106 of tha National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.5.C. 470{f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act (168 U.5.C. 470h-2{f]).

2. GENERAL INFORMATION: )
2.1, Site or Property Name (if applicable): ba Selle. ( rr‘-...f.u_f: ”‘/ %Zifi e val 4 S L A
22, Address: M. /f v Cdnig /s 2 Po Begazw”
23 County: _Ap S jje cty _ ({4 eq T Zip:_lp /373
24. Federal Agency(s) Responsible: United States Army Corps of Engineers,
25 Contact Person on Project: Mr. Ren Deiss, CEMVR-PM-AR, telephone: 1-309-794-5185.
2.6, Retumn Address: Clock Tower Building, PO Box 2004, Rock Island, lllinois, 61204-2004,
3. TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY OR SACRED SITE:
3.1, Check box{es) as appropriata:
ARCHITECTURE, [] LANDSCAPE, [] OBJECT.andlor [] SURFACE OR ARCHEOLOGY SITE

3.2 w Yes, O No The project will directly or visually affect an area, building, structure, landscape, object,
element, feature, or object 50 years of age or alder.

If Yos, please submit this completed form on each such property/site and check below the kinds of project
activities which would affect cultural property and/or sacred site :

[l Rehabiltsion [ Mew Construction (e. g., addition); O Yard, sidewalks, plantings:
O pemoition; [J vacate/abandon/Sell;

Xj Other: A{.«sr‘ex..b S fe  hipa fed or r;’r-‘*fﬁ"?.cﬁ-t}‘dnj

] Canal, ff'g.c,'},q)t. Lo dat
33 D ves || Mo The project will he affected by excavatian andler ground disturbanon.

If yos, please submit all of the following information with this form:
[ Precise project location map (preferably USGS 7.5 min Quad with name, date, & location);

[ site plan showing property or site shape with map legend;
[J Mumber of acres or dimensions ;
O Legal location: Section{s) , Township{s) Range(s)

a Description of historieal, architectural, archeclogical, or cultural significance

4. DISCLOSURE INFORMATION: The undersigned maintains that the completed information on this form is true and

+or—

accurate and [ canor [ cannct be provided as public information; write name {2,{&_’ L7 fringte Sou J

date 0 A3 "@{  affiliation () e efod , and address

*We are seeking your comments to fulfill cultural resources obligations as set forth in the National Historic Pres-
{Public Law [PL]89-665) as amended: the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190); Executive Ora
“Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment® (Federal Register, May 13, 1971); the Archaeolo,
Presarvation Act of 1974 (PL §3-291); the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation "Regulations for the Protech.
Cultural Properties™ (36 CFR, Part 800); and the applicable National Park Service and Corps of Engineers regulations.
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PALOS HISTORICAL SOCIETY
c/o PALOS PARK PUBLIC LIBRARY
12330 Forest Glen Boulevard

Palos Park, lllincis 60444

October 24, 2001

Department of the Army

Attention: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division
Rock Island Corps of Engineers

Clock Tower Building — PO Box 2004

Rock Island, lllinois 61204-2004

Gentlemen:

With reference to your letter of October 5, 2001 concermning your project to implament
the llinois River Ecosystem Restoration Act, please place the Palos Historical Society on
your final Consuiting Parties List. Thank you.

Sinceraly,

William Pdore
Secretary

cc: Robert Hazel
President, Palos Historical Society
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Illinois Historic
==-¢ Preservation Agency

i
L1 Old State Capitol Plaza + Springfield, Illinois 62701-1507 + (217) 782-4836 = TTY (217) 524-7128

Various County

Illinois
Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration
Illinois River Watershed (54 counties)
IHPA LOG #0110100006WVA

October 25, 2001

Mr. Kenneth A. Barr

U.S. Army Corps of Enginears, Rock Island Diatrict
Chief, Economic & Environmental Analysis Branch
Clock Tower Building/P.0. Box 2004

Rock Island, IL 61204-2004

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the Draft Programmatic Agreement (P.A.) regarding the
implementation of the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration. We concur that
undertakings implemented under this program in accordance with the stipulations of
the P.A. will adaguataly take inte accocunt the Corpsa’ and IDNR's responaibilitias
under Section 106 of the Hational Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. We
look forward to receiving the Final P.A. for signature and the subsegquent
implementation of this agresement.

Sincerely,

Deputy State Historic
Preservatiocn Officer

REH:CW
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SAC AND FOX NAGPRA CONFEDERACY

NS WA KT
Sac and Fox of the

Mississippi in lowa
349 Meskwaki Rd
Tama, IA 52339-9629
515-484-4678

Fax: 515-484-5358
Contact:

Johnathan L. Buffalo

Sae and Fox Nation
of Missouri

in Kansas and Nebraska

305 N Main
Reserve, KS 66434
TB5-742-T471
Fax: 785-742-297%
Contact: Deanne Bahr

Sae and Fox Nation of
Oklahoma

Rt. 2 Box 246

Stroud, OK 74079

918-968-2353

Fax: 918-968-2353

Contact: Sandra Massey

November 26, 2001

Department of the Army

Rock Island District, Corps of Engineers

Clock Tower Building - P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, llinois 61204-2004

ATTN: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division
(Ron Deiss)

Dear Mr. Diess.

Thank you for your letter, which is in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 110.

The main contact group of the Sac and Fox in issues that rasult in
inadvertent finds of human remains or funerary objects pertaining to:

The Chicago, Rock Island, and 5t. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) and the State of lllinois Department of Matural Resources
(DNR) have entered into a partnership for the purposes of implementing
the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) project,

will be Johnathan Buffalo of the Sac and Fox Tribe of Mississippi in lowa.
Mr. Buffalo's number is 515-484-4678.

Sincerely,

oo Bal.

Deanne Bahr
Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri
NAGPRA Contact Representative
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~|Illinois
Department of

Natural Resources S

= £ 524 South Second Street, Springfield, linols 62701-1787 George H. Ryan, Governor » Brent Manning, Director

December 13, 2001

Mr. Ron Diess

Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch
Department of the Army

Rock Island District, Corps of Engineers
Clock tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Illinois 61204-2004

Dear Ron,

Enclosed is a modified version of the draft Programmatic Agreement for the Illinois River
Ecosystem Restoration project. Essentially, the Illinois Department of Natural Resources desires
to be a participant to the Programmatic Agreement but does not think it should have
responsibility for the administration of Historic Properties. Consequently, I have deleted
appropriate references to DNR. As we discussed, it is expected that DNR will be consulted when
archaeological investigations are conducted on DNR property. It is also expected that DNR will
have an opportunity to review and comment on all archaeological work conducted on DNR

property.

Under separate cover I will provide you with a permit to conduct archaeological work on DNR
property that will apply to the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration project.

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Jlpr—

Harold Hassen, Ph.D.
Cultural Resource Coordinator
Division of Resource Review and Coordination
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PEORIA TRIBE OF INDIANS OF OKLAHOMA

118 §. Eight Tribes Trail (918) 5402535 FAX (918) 540-2538 Mnc: pl
P.O. Box 1527 Ll
MIAM|, OKLAHOMA 74355 SECOND CHIEF

Joa Golorth

February 19, 2002

Kenneth A. Barr

Chief, Economic & Environmental Analysis Branch
Rock Island District Corps of Engineers

Clock Tower Building PO Box 2004

Rock Island, 111 61204-2004

RE: Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration Project

Thank you for notice of the referenced project. The Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma is currently
unaware of any documentation directly linking Indian Religious Sites to the Illinois River Ecosystem
Project. In the event any items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) are discovered during construction, the Peoria Tribe request notification and further
consultation.

The Peoria Tribe has no objection to the proposed construction. However, if any human skeletal remains
and/or any objects falling under NAGPRA are uncovered during construction, the construction should

stop immediately, and the appropriate persons, including state and tribal NAGPRA representatives
contacted.

John P. Froman
Chief

x¢:  Bud Ellis, Repatriation/NAGPRA Committee Chairman

TREASURER SECRETARY FIRST COUNCILMAN SECOND COUNCILMAN THIRD COUNCILMAN
LeAnne Resves Hank Downurm Claude Landers Jenny Rampay Steven C. Kindar

A-72



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
CLOCK TOWER BUILDING - P.O. BOX 2004
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS 61204-2004

| A— October 16, 2002

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Programs, and
Project Management Division (310-2d)

Mr. Brent Manning

Director

llinois Department of Natural Resources
One Natural Resources Way

Springfield, Hlinois 62702-1271

Dear Mr. Manning;

The Chicago, Rock [sland, and St. Louis Districts of the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
{Corps) and the State of lllinois Department of Natural Resources (DINR) have entered into
a partnership for the purposes of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration
(IRER) project, authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519
(Mlinois River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

The Corps and the Illinois DNR have determined that the implementation of the [RER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). The Corps and the Illinois DNR have consulted with the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (Council) and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]) (NHPA), and Section
110{f) of the same Act (16 U.5.C. 470h-2[f]) (see enclosed Fact Sheet, Enclosure 1).

Pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council’s regulations and to meet the responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Corps and the lllinois
DNR developed a preliminary Consulting Parties List comprised of 325 parties, including
47 federally recognized Native American Tribes. Only those consulting parties that responded
to the initial correspondence (dated October 5, 2001) to participate in the consultation process
remained on the final Consulting Parties List (Enclosure 2). The final Consulting Parties List
allows for agencies, tribes, individuals, organizations, and other interested parties an opportunity
to provide views on any effects of this undertaking on historic properties resulting from the
IRER and implementation of the PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT Among the Chicago,
Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State of Ilinois
Department of Natural Resources, the llfinois State Historic Preservation Officer, and the
Advisory Cauncil on Historic Preservation, Regarding Implementation of the lllinois River
Ecosystem Restoration (PA).
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Enclosure 3 is correspondence received from the Illinois DNR, the Illinois Historic
Preservation Agency (IHPA), and other consulting parties (in chronological order). All
comments were taken in consideration during the development of the final draft of the PA.

Those on the enclosed final Consulting Parties List will be provided with study news-
letters, public meeting announcements, special releases, and notifications of the availability
of report(s), as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA. The Corps and the
[linois DNR will execute the PA, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA,
to afford protection to known and unknown historic properties accorded by the NHPA. The
executed PA will be in every NEPA document resulting from the IRER, as evidence of the
Corps and the Illinois DNR's compliance promulgated by the NHPA and the consulting process.

The enclosed PA (Enclosure 4) has been signed by the Commanders of the Corps’ Chicago,
Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts participating with the Illinois DNR in the IRER program.
The Corps requests Mr. Brent Manning, Director of the Illinois DNR, to sign the PA in support
of the IRER program in partnership with the Corps. Following signature, the Corps requests that
the Illinois DNR forward the PA to the IHPA (in the envelope provided). The Corps appreciates
the efforts of the Illinois DNR and the IHPA in executing this PA and in fulfilling our require-
ments promulgated under the NHPA and NEPA.

By copy of this letter forwarding the original executed PA to the Illinois DNR, the Corps
requests that the [HPA refer to past compliance correspondence on this subject (IHPA LOG
#0110100006WVA) and that Deputy SHPO Ms. Anne Haaker please sign the PA when it is
forwarded from the Illinois DNR. The Corps and the Illinois DNR appreciate the contributions
of the [HPA and Ms. Haaker. Upon signature of the original PA by the Deputy SHPO, the Corps
directs the IHPA to return the original signed PA to Mr. Ron Deiss at the Corps® Rock Island
District (in the envelope provided) for final execution by the Council.

If you have questions concerning the IRER and the execution of the PA, or the Corps and
the Illinois DNR’s coordination procedures and efforts promulgated by the NHPA, please call
Mr. Ron Deiss of our Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch, telephone 309/794-5185,
or write to our address above, ATTN: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division
(Ron Deiss).

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY
John P. Carr
Acting Chief, Economic and
Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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Copies Furnished:

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

1 O1d State Capitol Plaza

Springfield, Illinois 62701 (with/enclosures 1-3)

Dr. Harold Hassen

Ilinois Department of Natural Resources

One Natural Resource Way

Springfield, llinois 62702-1271 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: Mr. Thomas McCullouch

C/o Mr. Don L. Klima, Director

Eastern Office of Project Review

The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., Suite 809
Washington, D.C. 20004 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CEMVD-MD-PR (Ms. Carroll Johnson)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer Division, Mississippi Valley

1400 Walnut Street

P.O. Box 80

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39181-0080 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CEMVS-PM-EA (Mr. Terry Norris)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer District, St. Louis

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101-2833 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CELRC-PM-PS (Mr. Keith G. Ryder)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer District, Chicago

111 North Canal Street

Chicago, [llinois 60606 (with enclosures 1-3)
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FACT SHEET
Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) Project

The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
{Corps) and the State of [llinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR) have prepared for
exccution the final Programmatic Agreement Among the Chicago, Rock Island, and 5t. Louis
Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State of lllinois Department of Natural
Resources, the lllinois State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, Regarding Implementation of the lllinois River Ecosystem Restoration.
The execution of this Programmatic Agreement by the signatories forms a partnership for
the purposes of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) project,
authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Centrol Act and Section 519 (Illinois River
Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000,

The Corps and the lilinois DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP), and will consult with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(Council), the Hlinois State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and other consulting parties
pursuant to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of
the same Act (16 U.5.C. 470h-2[f]). The Corps and the lllinois DNR have previously invited
the SHPO, Council, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, and any other interested parties to
participate in the consultation process and in the development of the final Programmatic
Agreement for the IRER.

The IRER encompasses the reach of the Illinois River watershed located in the State of
Illinois (54 counties) (see enclosed map) with two types of efforts: (1) system evaluations
focused on assessing the overall watershed needs and general locations for restoration and
(2) site-specific evaluations focused on developing detailed restoration options for possible
implementation at specific sites by project planning, engineering, construction, and monitoring,
with interdisciplinary and collabozative planning for habitat restoration, preservation, and
enhancement. The Corps and the Hlinois DNR will manage the IRER throughout all stages
of individual habitat project development, restoration, construction, and management. Several
other Federal agencies, as well as non-government entities and individual citizens, also will
regularly participate in the development of projects within the IRER.

Pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council’s regulations and to meet the responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Corps and the Illinois DNR
developed a preliminary Consulting Parties List. The preliminary Consulting Parties List,
comprised of 325 parties, included 47 federally recognized tribes. Although the IRER presently
lies entirely within the State of Illinois, consulting parties from elsewhere in the United States
are given equal and due consideration. Since the Corps remains unaware of any lands held in
Federal trust or of any Federal trust responsibilities for Native American Indians within the
lilinois River watershed, the Corps requested any information concerning our Federal trust
responsibilities.

Enclosure |
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Those on the list were asked to comment on earlier drafts of the Programmatic Agreement
and submit a request to be placed on the final Consulting Parties List. Those on the final
Consulting Parties List will be provided with study newsletters, public meeting announcements,
special releases, and notifications of the availability of report(s), including all draft agreement
documentation, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA. Consulting parties may
request correspondence on future topics relevant to compliance concemning IRER and to provide
comments. Comments on the IRER program or projects received by the Corps and the Illinois
DNR will be taken into account when finalizing plans for the IRER, as promulgated by the
NHPA.

The Corps is concemed about impacts to those traditional cultural properties and sacred
sites recognized by Native Americans, tribes, ethnic and religious organizations, communities,
and other groups as potentially affected by the IRER. Presently, the Corps 1s unaware of any
traditional cultural properties or sacred sites within the Illinois River watershed. Those on the
preliminary Consulting Parties List were asked to notify the Corps about traditional cultural
properties or potential effects known or identified. To facilitate tribal coordination, the Corps
asked those on the prehmlnﬂn' Consutung Pamf:s List to refer to lhe Natmnal Park Service,
NRHP Bulletin 38, al Properties
and were provided with a Tradltmnal Cultural PTopeﬂy and Sacred Slte Form developed by
the Corps for the IRER. Traditional Cultural Property location and ancillary information may
not be disclosed to the public pursuant to Section 304 of the NHPA.

The Corps and the [llinois DNR propose to execute the Programmatic Agreement, as
stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA to afford protection to known and
unknown historic properties accorded by the NHPA. As regulated by 36 CFR Part 800.8(c){1),
the executed Programmatic Agreement will be used within reports promulgated under NEPA.

Questions conceming the IRER Programmatic Agreement, the final Consulting Parties
List, or the Corps and the Illinois DNR coordination procedures and efforts promulgated by
the NHPA, can be addressed to Mr. Ron Deiss of the Rock Island District’s Economic and
Environmental Analysis Branch, by telephoning 309/794-51835, or by writing to the following
adtircss: ATTN: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division (Ron Dreiss), ULS.
Army Engineer District, Rock Island, Clock Tower Building, P.O. Box 2004, Rock Island,
Illinois 61204-2004.

END
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Consulting Parties List
Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER)

Mr. John Hoffman

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

University Library
Illinois Historical Survey
346 Main Library

1408 West Gregory Drive
Urbana, Illinois 61801

Mr. John Lamb

Director

Canal and Regional History Collection
Lewis University

One University Parkway

Romeoville, Illinois 60446-2298

Ms. Phyllis M. Ellin

Executive Director

United States Department of the Interior
IMinois & Michigan Canal

National Heritage Corridor Commission
201 West Tenth Street, #1-SE
Lockport, Illinois 60441

Mr. James F. Anderson

Ford County Historical Society
201 West State Street

P.O. Box 115

Paxton, linois 60957-0115
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Director

La Salle County Historical Museum
Mill & Canal Street

P.O. Box 278

Utica, Illinois 61373

Mr. Wilham Poore

Secretary

Palos Historical Society

c/o Palos Public Library
12330 Forest Glen Boulevard
Palos Park, Illinois 60464

Mr. Johnathan Buffalo

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi
in lowa

349 Meskwaki Road

Tama, Iowa 52339-9629

Mr. John P. Froman

Chaef

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
118 §. Eight Tribes Trail

P.O. Box 1527

Miami, Oklahoma 74355

Ms. Liz Safanda
Freservation Partners

P.O. Box 903

St. Charles, lllinois 60174
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

Among the
Chicago, Rock Island, and St Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
the State of Illinois Department of Matural Resources,
the Tllinois State Historic Preservation Officer,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Regarding Implementation of the
Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration

WHEREAS, the Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the .S, Army Corps
of Engineers (hereafter, Corps) and the State of llinois Department of Natural Resources
(hereafter DNR) determined that the Illinois River watershed exhibits loss of aquatic habitat
and have entered into a partnership for the purpose of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem
Restoration (IRER) authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section
518 (Ilhnois River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Corps and the DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register), and have consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (Council) and the [llinois State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant
to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the
National Historie Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act
(16 U.S.C. 470h-2[f]); and

WHEREAS, the IRER study area encompasses the entire [llinois River watershed located
in [llinois (54 counties) with two types of efforts: (1) system evaluations focused on assessing
the overall watershed needs and general locations for restoration and (2) site-specific evaluations
focused on developing detailed restoration options for possible implementation at specific
sites by project planning, engineering, construction, and monitoring with interdisciplinary and
collaborative planning for habitat restoration, protection, preservation, and enhancement. The
Corps and the DNR will manage the IRER throughout all stages of individual habitat project
development, restoration, and management. Several other Federal agencies, as well as non-
govemment entities and individual citizens, also will regularly participate in the development
of projects within the [RER; and

WHEREAS, the study area includes four [RER areas identified as (1) watershed stabili-
zation, (2) side channel and backwater modification, (3) water level management, and (4)
floodplain restoration and protection. The focus areas will be implemented by habitat creation
(islands, ponds, wetlands, potholes, channels, backwaters, etc.), flow control structures (grade

Enclosure ¢
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controls, dams, dikes, detention basins, weirs, riffles, fish passage, levees, etc.), habitat enhance-
ments (anchor trees, stumps, plantings, management of timber and forest stands, regulation of
water levels, etc.), and structure removals/modifications (snagging, clearing, dikes, borrowing,
trenching, dredging, etc.); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council’s regulations, and to meet the Corps’
and DNR's responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Corps has
developed a Consulting Parties List which was developed in consultation with the SHPO/Tribal
Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), Tribes, and other parties that may have an interest in
the effects of this undertaking on historic properties. Those on the Consulting Parties List,
comprised of 325 parties, including 47 federally recognized Tribes, were asked to comment
on earlier drafts of this Programmatic Agreement or be provided with study newsletters, public
meeting announcements, special releases, and notifications of the availability of report(s),
including all draft agreement documentation, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of
the National Historic Preservation Act. Comments received by the Corps were taken under
consideration in developing this Programmatic Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Corps has provided scholarly evidence of stewardship in the recordation,
protection, and management of historic properties along the Illinois Waterway System through
systemic research and studies which have been finalized and approved, then placed in the perma-
nent files of the Corps and SHPO as evidence of compliance promulgated under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR.
Part 800: “Protection of Historic Properties.” [These studies included: (1) archeological
studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties), (2) architectural
and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with Multiple Property
National Register Districts), (3) erosion studies, (4) land form sediment assemblage studies

(geomorphology) and (5) submerged historic property study (historic shipwrecks and other
underwater or previously inundated historic properties)]; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the Corps, the DNR, the SHPO, and the Council agree that the
undertakings authorized under Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519

(Illinois River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 shall be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations:

I. IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES
The Corps will ensure that the following measures are implemented:
A. The Corps will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and avoid significant
historic properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register, burials, cemeteries,

or sites likely to contain human skeletal remains/artifacts and objects associated with interments
or religious activities, and provide this information, studies, and/or reports to the SHPO/THPO.

20f10
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Under consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties, the Corps will
describe and define the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred to as the APE) in accordance
with the definition contained in 36 CFR Part 800.16(d). The APE may be modified upon
consultation with the appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO(s) through avoidance documented through
the implementation of historic property surveys and testing, documentary research, recordation,
and other investigation data.

B. Unless recent and medern ground surface disturbances and/or historic use can be docu-
mented and a determination made by the Corps, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and
the other consulting parties, that there is little likelihood that historic properties will be adversely
affected, the Corps will then conduct a historic property (reconnaissance) survey in (1) areas
with the potential for containing submerged or deeply buried historic properties and (2) areas
indirectly and directly affected by construction, use, maintenance, and operation during the
implementation of the [RER program.

C. The Corps will ensure that all reconnaissance surveys and subsurface testing are
conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines
for Identification and Evaluation (48 FR 44720-23) and take into account the National Park
Service publication The Archaeological Survey: Methods and Uses (1978) and any extant
or most recent version of appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO(s) guidelines for historic properties
reconnaissance surveys/reports, related guidance, etc. The reconnaissance surveys and
subsurface testing will be implemented by the Corps and monitored by the SHPO/THPO(s).

D. In consuitation with the SHPO, the appropriate THPO(s), and the other consulting
parties, the Corps will evaluate for eligibility all significant historic properties by applying the
National Register criteria (36 CFR Part 60.4). The Corps will use its archival documentation
as a context in which to make National Register evaluations of historic properties.

1. For those properties that the Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the other consulting
parties agree are not eligible for inclusion on the National Register, no further historic properties
investigations will be required, and the project may proceed in those areas,

2. Ifthe survey results in the identification of properties that the Corps, the SHPO/
THPO(s), and the other consulting parties agree are eligible for inclusion on the National
Regster, the Corps shall treat such properties in accordance with Part I below.

3. Ifthe Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the other consulting parties do not agree

on National Register eligibility, or if the Council or the National Park Service so request, the

Corps will request a formal determination of elj gibility from the Keeper of the National Register,
National Park Service, whose determination shall be final.

3of10

A-81



4. Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, the Corps will continue to provide the appropriate Tribe(s), the THPO(s),
and the other consulting parties information related to treatment measures proposed by the
Corps. Consideration of comments received by the Corps can be considered by the signatories
to be measures to assist the Corps in meeting its responsibilities under the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (Public Law 89-665), and the regulations of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, “Regulations for the Protection of Historie and Cultural
Properties™ (36 CFR, Part 800).

II. TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Those individual historic properties and multiple property districts that the Corps, the SHPO/
THPO(s), and the other consulting parties agree are eligible for nomination to, or that the Keeper
has determined eligible for inclusion on, the National Register, will be treated by the Corps in the
following manner:

A.  Archival Documentation of the Construction and Operation of the Historic Locks and
Dams and Management of Historic Properties: The Corps has provided scholarly evidence

of stewardship in the recordation, protection, and management of historic properties along the
Illinois Waterway System through systemic research and studies which have been finalized and
approved, then placed in the permanent files of the Corps and SHPO. These studies included:
(1) archeological studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties),
(2) architectural and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with
Multiple Property National Register-eligible [llinois Waterway Navigation System Facilities,
(3) land form sediment assemblage studies (geomorphology), and (4) submerged historic
property study (historic shipwrecks and other underwater or previously inundated historic
properties).

B. Treatment of Archaeological Historic ies:

1. Ifthe Corps determines, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties, that no other actions are feasible to avoid and minimize effects to archaeo-
logical historic properties, then the Corps will develop a treatment plan, which may include
various levels of data recovery, recordation, documentation, and active protection measures.
The Corps will implement the treatment plan in consultation with the SHPO/THPQ(s) and the
other consulting parties.

2. If data recovery is the agreed upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research questions developed in consultation with the SHPO/ THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties. The treatment plan shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and take into
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account the Council's publication, Treatment of Archaeological Properties (Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, 1980) and SHPO/THPO(s) guidance. It will specify, at a minimum,
the following:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan is
to be carried out;

b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research
relevance and importance;

c. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance to the
research questions;

d. Proposed methods of disseminating results of the work to the interested public;
and,

e. A proposed schedule for the submission of progress reports to the
SHPO/THPOs).

3. The Corps will submit the treatment plan to the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties for 30 days’ review and comment. The Corps will take into account
SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties’ comment(s), and will ensure that the data
recovery plan is implemented. The SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties may
monitor this implementation.

4. The Corps will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or under the
direct supervision of an archaeologis(s), architectural historian(s) and/or other appropriate
cultural resource specialist that meets, at minimum, the Secretary of the Interior's Professional

Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5. The Corps will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel, time, and
laboratory space are available for the analysis and curation of recovered materials from historic
properties.

6. The Corps will develop and implement an adequate program in consultation with
the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties to secure archaeological historic properties
from vandalism during data recovery.

5of 10
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IIl. TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED
OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL PATRIMONY, AND CURATED ITEMS

A. When human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patri-
mony are encountered or collected, the Corps will comply with all provisions outlined in the
appropriate state acts, statutes, guidance, provisions, etc., and any decisions regarding the
treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the rights of lineal descendants, Tribes,
and other Native American Indians and under consultation with the SHPO/T HPO(s) and the
other consulting parties, designated Tribal Coordinator, and/or other appropriate legal authority
for future and expedient disposition or curation. When finds of human remains, funerary objects
sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are encountered or collected from Federal lands
or federally recognized tribal lands, the Corps will coordinate with the appropriate federally
recognized Native American Tribes, pursuant to the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. § 3001 et seq.) and its implementing regulations (43 CFR
Part 10).

¥

B. Cemeteries,

. Any project activities that affect burials shall comply with state and local burial
and cemetery laws. The county coroner shall be notified of the discovery of any human remains
within 48 hours (SILCS 5/2 and 20 ILCS 3440). The City shall notify the SHPQ in order to
obtain the proper permit prior to removal of remains. Burials, grave markers, and burial artifacts
will not be disturbed or removed without this authorization.

2. Bunals in cemeteries registered with the State Comptroller’s Office are subject to
the Cemetery Care Act (760 ILCS 100). A number of state laws may apply to burials that are
less than 100 years old but that are not in registered cemeteries. These laws include, but are not
limited to, the Cemetery Protection Act (765 ILCS 835), the Public Graveyards Act (50 [LCS
610), and several laws applying to municipalities (see 65 ILCS 5/11.49 through 65 ILCS 5/11-
52.2). Authorization for removal of burials shall be as required under the applicable statute.

3. Burials over 100 years old that are not in registered cemeteries are subject to the
Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act (HSRPA) (20 ILCS 3440 and its rule 17 [Il.Adm.Code
4170). This agreement constitutes authorization under Section 16 of HSRPA for removal of
any burials that will be affected by the project at locations the SHPO agrees cannot be easily

avoided. However, review and approval of specific data recovery plans are still required under
17 1l Adm.Code 4170.300(d)(3).

4. Disposition of any discovered human skeletal remains, burial markers, burial
artifacts, and documentation of the removal project shall be completed as required by the
applicable statute and shall be fully coordinated with the SHPO pursuant to 17 TAC 4147,
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C. Collected artifacts, samples, and other physical objects shall be returned to the land-
owner as real estate upon request. Owners can donate or transfer their ownership rights to the
Corps. In consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s), the Corps will ensure that all donated artifacts,
samples, and other physical objects with related and associated research materials and records
resulting from the historic properties studies are curated at repositories within the State of Ilinois
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79,

IV. REPORTS

The Corps will ensure that all final historic property reports resulting from the actions pursuant
to this Agreement will be provided in a format acceptable to the appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO(s).
The Corps will ensure that all such reports are responsive to contemporary standards. and to

the Department of the Interior's Format Standards for Final Reports of Data Recavery (42 FR
2377-79). Precise locations of significant historic properties may be provided only in a separate
appendix if it appears that the release of this data could jeopardize historic properties. Locations
of traditional cultural properties or sacred sites, consisting of architectural, landscapes, objects,
or surface or buried archaeological sites, identified in coordination with Tribes and THPO(s),
will be considered to be sensitive information and, pursuant to Section 304 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, the Corps will not make this information available for public
disclosure. The Corps will make available for publication and public dissemination the

reports and associated data, minus precise aforementioned locations and sensitive information.

V. PROVISION FOR POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES

In accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.13, if previously undetected or undocumented historic
properties are discovered during project activities, the Corps will cease, or cause to stop, any
activity having an effect and consult with the SHPO/THPO(s) to determine if additional
investigation is required. If further archaeological investigations are warranted or required,

the Corps will perform any treatment plan in accordance with Part II - TREATMENT OF
HISTORIC PROPERTIES, Part Il - TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY
OBJECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL PATRIMONY, AND
CURATED ITEMS, Part IV - REPORTS, and Part V - PROVISION FOR POST-REVIEW
DISCOVERIES, all of this Agreement. If the Corps and the SHPO/THPO(s) determine that
further investigation is not necessary or warranted, activities may resume with no further action
required. Any disagreement between the Corps and the SHPO/THPO(s) concerning the need
for further investigations will be handled pursuant to Part VI - DISPUTE RESOLUTION of this
Agreement.

7of 10
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V1. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Should the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council object within 30 days to any plans or actions provided
for review pursuant to this Agreement, the Corps will consult with the objecting party to resolve
the objection. If the Corps determines that the disagreement cannot be resolved, the Corps will
request further comment from the Council in accordance with the applicable provisions of 36
CFR Part 800.7. The Corps, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7(c)(4), will take any Council
comment provided in response into account, with reference only to the subject of the dispute.

The Corps’ responsibility to carry out all actions under this Agreement that are not the subjects
of the dispute will remain unchanged,

VII. TERMINATION

Any of the signatories to this Agreement may request a reconsideration of its terms or revoke
the relevant portions of this Agreement upon written notification to the other signatories, by
providing 30 days’ notice to the other signatories, provided that these signatories will consult
during the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that
would avoid termination. In the advent of termination, the Corps will comply with 36 CFR
Parts 800.3 through 800.7 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this Agreement,

VII. AMENDMENTS

Any signatories to this Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the other signa-

tories will consult in accordance with 36 CFR, Parts 800.6(c)(7) and 800.14(b)(3), to consider
such amendment.

IX. REPORTING AND PERIODIC REVIEW

The Corps will provide the SHPO/THP(QYs) with evidence of compliance with this Agreement
by letter on January 30, 2003, and once every 2 years thereafter said date. This documentation
shall contain the name of the project, title of the documents that contained the Apgreement,
historic properties identified, determinations of effect, avoidance procedures, level of investi-
gation(s) and/or mitigation(s) conducted with titles of all project reports related to such investi-
gation(s) and/or mitigation(s) which have been completed. Every 5 years starting from the date
of January 30, 2003, the Corps will provide the SHPO/THPO(s) a review report of the overall
IRER to determine this Agreement’s effectiveness, accuracy, and economy. Based upon this
review, the Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the Council will determine whether the Agreement
shall continue in force, be amended, or be terminated.
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X. EXECUTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. Nothing in this Agreement is intended to prevent the Corps from consulting more
frequently with the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council concerning any questions that may arise
or on the progress of any actions falling under or executed by this Agreement.

B. The undersigned concur that the Corps has satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities
for all individual undertakings through this Agreement regarding the implementation of IRER.

C. The stipulations of this Agreement are limited solely to undertakings authorized under
Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

XI. SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT

A. CHICAGO DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORFS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: M‘ﬁ M Date: Y 5/ oL

Colohel Mark A. Roncoli
District Engineer

U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District

B. ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

By: sl Date:luen 2082 —
Colunel Wedliam J. Bayles v
District Engineer
U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Rock Island District

C. ST.LOUIS DISTRICT, 1.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

L=

BY: / } A’%M& Date: 2 7 d2
Colonel C. Kevin Wiliiams
District Engineer
U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
St. Louis District

9of 10

A-87



XI. SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT (Coantizued)

D. ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES:

BY: Date:

Brent Manning
Director
llinois Department of Natural Resources

E. ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER:

BY: Date:

Anne E. Haaker
Illinois Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

F. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION:

BY: Date:

John M. Fowler
Executive Director
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ROCK IELAND DISTRICT COFPE OF ENGINEERS
CLOCK TOWER BUILDING - P.O. BOX 2004
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS 612042004

December 4, 2002

PREPLY T

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Programs, and
Project Management Division (310-2d)

Mr. Thomas McCullouch

c/o Mr. Don L. Klima, Director

Eastern Office of Project Review

The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., Suite 809
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Mr. McCullouch:

The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps), the State of Illinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the Illinois State
Historie Preservation Officer (SHPO) have entered into a partnership for the purposes of
implementing the [llinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) project, authorized by Section
216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000. This protection requires the execution of a
PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT Among the Chicago, Rock Island, and 5t. Louis Districts
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State of [llinois Department of Natural Resources, the
Hlinois State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Regarding Implementation of the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (PA) to afford protection
to historic properties during the implementation of the IRER.

The Corps and the Illinois DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), and has consulted with the Advisory Couneil on Historic Preservation
{Council) and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section
800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470[{]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act
(16 U.8.C. 470h-2[f]) (see enclosed Fact Sheet, Enclosure 1).

Pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council's regulations and to meet the responsibilities
under the National Environmental Poliey Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Corps and the Illinois
DNR developed a preliminary Consulting Parties List comprised of 325 parties, including 47
federally recognized Native American Tribes. Only those consulting parties that responded
to the initial correspondence to participate in the consultation process, dated October 3, 2002,
remained on the final Consulting Parties List (Enclosure 2). The final Consulting Parties List
allows for agencies, tribes, individuals, organizations, and other interested parties an opportunity

to provide views on any effects of this undertaking on historic properties resulting from the
IRER and implementation of the PA.
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The enclosed comments (see Correspondence, Enclosure 3) were received from the Illinois
DNR, the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, and nine other consulting parties comprising
the final Consulting Parties List. All comments were taken into consideration during the
development of the final draft of the PA. Those on the enclosed final Consulting Parties List
will be provided with study newsletters, public meeting announcements, special releases, and
notifications of the availability of report(s), as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the
NHPA. The Corps and the Illinois DNR will execute the PA, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part
BOO.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA to afford protection to known and unknown historic properties
accorded by the NHPA. The executed PA will be in every NEPA document resulting from

the IRER, as evidence of the Corps and the Illinois DNR compliance promulgated by the NHPA
and the consulting process.

The enclosed PA (Enclosure 4) has been signed by the Corps Commanders (Chicago, Rock
Island, and St. Louis Districts); Mr. Brent Manning, Director of the [llinois DNR: and Ms. Anne
Haaker, Illinois Deputy SHPO. By execution, the signatories agree that the PA is an appropriate
document to afford protection to significant historic properties during implementation of the
IRER. The Corps and the Illinois DNR request that the Director of the Council sign the PA for
full execution of the IRER PA. The Corps and the Illinois DNR. appreciate your contributions
and that of the Council in commenting on drafts of the PA, providing consultation, and in
meeting our request to sign the PA. After the Council Director signs the PA, we ask that you
please forward a copy of the fully executed PA to all signatories.

If you have questions concerning the [RER and the execution of the PA, or the Corps and
the Illinois DNR coordination procedures and efforts promulgated by the NHPA, please call
Mr, Ron Deiss of our Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch, telephone 309/794-5185,

or write to our address above, ATTN: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division
{Ron Deiss).

Sincerely, QRIGINAL SIGNED BY
RICEARD FR ST
S0
Dorene A. Bollman

Acting Chief, Economic and
Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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Copies Furnished:

Dr. Harold Hassen

Illinois Department of Natural Fesources

One Natural Resources Way

Springfield, Illinois 62702-1271 (with enclosures 1-3)

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

0Old State Capitol

Sprngfield, Nllinois 62701 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CEMVD-PM-R (Ms. Carroll Kleinhans)

U.S. Army Engineer Division, Mississippi Valley

1400 Walnut Street

P.O. Box 80

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180-0080 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CEMVS-PD-A (Mr. Terry Norris)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer District, St. Louis

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101-2833 (with enclosures 1-3)

ATTN: CELRC-PD-S (Mr. Keith G. Ryder)
Commander

U.5. Army Engineer District, Chicago

111 North Canal Street

Chicago, linois 60606 (with enclosures 1-3)
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FACT SHEET

Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration
and
Illinois River Basin Restoration

The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) and the State of Illinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR) desire to execute the
final Programmatic Agreement Among the Chicago, Rock [sland, and St. Louis Districts of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State of lilinois Department of MNatural Resources, the
{llinois State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Regarding Implementation of the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration. The execution of this
Programmatic Agreement (PA) by the signatories forms a partnership for the purposes of
implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER), authorized by Section 216
of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000.

The Corps and the [llinois DNR have determined that implementation of the IRER may
have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), and will consult with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(Council), the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and other consulting parties
pursuant to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of
the same Act (16 U.S.C. 470h-2{f]). The Corps and the Illinois DNR have previously invited
the SHPO, Council, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, and any other interested parties to
participate in the consultation process and in the development of a final PA for the IRER.

The IRER encompasses the reach of the Illinois River watershed located in the State
of Illinois (54 counties) (see attached map) with two types of efforts: ( 1) system evaluations
focused on assessing the overall watershed needs and general locations for restoration and
(2) site-specific evaluations focused on developing detailed restoration options for possible
implementation at specific sites by project planning, enginesring. construction, and monitaring,
with interdisciplinary and collaborative planning for habitat restoration, preservation, and
enhancement. The Corps and the Illinois DNR will manage the [RER throughout all stages
of individual habitat project development, restoration, construction, and management. Several
other Federal agencies, as well as non-government entities and individudl citizens, also will
regularly participate in the development of projects within the [RER.

Pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council's regulations and to meet the responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Corps and the Illinois DNR
developed a preliminary Consulting Parties List. Those on the preliminary Consulting Parties
List, comprised of 325 parties, including 47 federally recognized Tribes, were provided an
opportunity to comment on a draft of the PA. Although the IRER presently lies entirely within
the State of Illinois, consulting parties from elsewhere in the United States are given equal and
due consideration. Since the Corps remains unaware of any lands held in Federal trust or of any
Federal trust responsibilities for Native American Indians within the [llinois River watershed, the
Corps requestad any information concerning our Federal trust responsibilities.
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The NHPA recoznizes that propertics of traditional religious and cultural importance to
a tribe may be determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. In order to preserve, conserve,
and encourage the continuation of the diverse traditional prehistoric, historic, ethnic, and folk
cultural traditions within the Illinois watershed, the IRER wil| be implemented in compliance
with Executive Order No. 13007, specifically:

Section 1. dccommodation of Sacred Sites. (a) In managing Federal lands, each
execulive branch agency with statutory or administrative responsibility for the
management of Federal lands shall, to the extent practicable, permitted by law, and
not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, (1) accommodate access to
and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and (2)
avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. Where
appropriate, agencies shall maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency Historic
Preservation Programs pursuant to the NHP A states that a-

Traditional Cultural Property is defined as a property that is associated with cultural
practices or beliefs of a living community that (1) are rooted in that COMMuUNIty’s
history, and (2) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the
community.

Allowing for tribal review and comment contributes to fulfilling our obligations as set
forth in the NHPA (Public Law [PL] 89-665), as amended; the NEPA of 1969 (PL 91-190);
Executive Order (EQ) 11593 for the “Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment”
(Federal Register, May 13, 1971); the Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974
(PL 93-291); the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation “Regulations for the Protection of
Historic and Cultural Properties™ (36 CFR, Part 800); and the applicable National Park Service
and Corps regulations and guidance.

The Corps is concerned about impacts to those traditional cultural properties and sacred
sites recognized by Native Americans, tribes, ethnic and religious organizations, cormmunities,
and other groups as potentially affected by the IRER. Presently, the Corps is unaware of any
traditional cultural properties or sacred sites within the llinois River watershed. If there are
concems or potential effects known or identified, please complete a “Traditional Cultural
Property and Sacred Site Form.” To facilitate tribal coordination, the Corps asks those on
the Consulting Parties List to refer to the National Park Service, NRHP Bulletin 38, Guidelines
for Evaluating and Dacumenting Traditional Culi ural Properties, available for internet viewing
at (hitpwww cr nps. govine publicati bulletnes.fitm). Locations of traditional cultural
properties or sacred sites, consisting of architecture, landscapes, objects, or surface or buried
archaeological sites, identified in this coordination effort, can be considered to be sensitive
information, pursuant to Section 304 of the NHPA. Upon request from any consulting parties
not to disclose locations, the Corps and the Illinois DNR will secure this information from the
general public,
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Those on the list were asked to comment on earlier drafts of this PA and submit a request
to be placed on the final Consulting Parties List. Those on the final Consulting Parties List
will be provided with study newsletters, public meeting announcements, special releases, and
notifications of the availability of report(s), including all draft agresment documentation, as
stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA. Consuiting parties may request
correspondence on future topics relevant to compliance concerning IRER and to provide
comments. Comments on the [RER program or projects received by the Corps and the Illinois
DNR will be taken into account when finalizing plans for the IRER, as promulgated by the
NHPA.

The Corps and the Illinois DNR propose to execute the PA, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part
800.14(b}(1i) of the NHPA to afford protection to known and unknown historic properties
accorded by the NHPA. As regulated by in 36 CFR Part 800.8(c)(1), the executed PA will
be used within reports promulgated under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Questions concerning the IRER PA, the final Consulting Parties List, or the Corps and the
lllinois DNR coordination procedures and efforts promulgated by the NHPA, can be addressed
to Mr. Ron Deiss of the Rock Island District, Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch,
by telephoning 309/794-5185, or by writing to the following address, ATTN:- Planning,
Programs, and Project Management Division (Ron Deiss), U.S. Army Engineer District,

Rock Island, Clock Tower Building, P.O. Box 2004, Rock Island, [llinois 612604-2004.

END
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Consulting Parties List
lllinois River Ecosystem Restoration

and

[linois River Basin Restoration

Mr. William Poore

Secretary

Palos Historical Society

c/o Palos Public Library
12330 Forest Glen Boulevard
Palos Park, [llinois 60464

Ms. Phyllis M. Ellin

Executive Director

United States Department of the Interior
Illinois & Michigan Canal

National Heritage Comdor Commission
201 West Tenth Street, #1-5E
Lockport, [llinois 60441

Mr. Johnathan Buffalo

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi
in lowa

349 Meskwaki Road

Tama, lowa 52339-9629

Mr. John Lamb

Director

Canal and Regional History Collection
Lewis Universiry

One University Parkway

Romeoville, [llinois 60446-2298
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Ms. Liz Safanda
Preservation Partners

P.O. Box 903

St. Charles, Illinois 60174

Mr. John F. Anderson

Ford Country Historical Society
201 West State Strest

P.O.Box 115

Paxton, Hllineis 60957-0115

Mr. John Hoffman

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
University Library

IMinois Historical Survey

346 Main Library

1408 West Gregory Drive

Urbana, Illinois 61801

Mr. Charles Clark

Director of NAGPRA
Citizen Potawatomi Nation
1601 Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT CORPE OF ENGINEERS
CLOCK TOWER BUILDING - P.O. BOX 2004
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINCIS 61204-2004

February 7, 2003

LY T
ATTENTION OF
Planning, Programs, and
Project Management Division (310-2d)

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

1 Old State Capitol

Springfield, lllinois 62701

Dear Ms. Haaker:

The Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps), the State of llinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the Illinois State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) have entered into a partnership for the purposes of
implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) project, authorized by Section
216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

The Corps and the Illinois DNR have determined that the implementation of the [IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), and have consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
{Council) and the Illinois SHPO pursuant to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part
800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C.
470[f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act (16 U.S.C. 470h-2[f]). This protection requires the
executed PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT Among the Chicage, Rock Island, and St. Lovis
Districts of the US. Army Corps of Engineers, the State of llinois Department of Natural
Resources, the Ilinois State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, Regarding Implementation of the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (PA) to
afford protection to historic properties during the implementation of the IRER.

The PA (copy enclosed) has been signed by the Corps Commanders {Chicago, Rock Island,
and St. Louis Districts); Mr. Brent Manning, Director of the Illinois DNR; Ms. Anne Haaker,
lllinois Deputy SHPO; and Mr. John Fowler, Executive Director of the Council. The Corps and
the lllinois DNR appreciate your contributions and that of the Council in commenting on drafis
of the PA, providing consultation, and in meeting our request to execute the PA. Please place

this final copy of the PA in your permanent files as evidence of our partial fulfillment of the
NHFPA.

A-97



By copy of this letter, those on the Consulting Parties List are copied the executed PA
and will be provided with study newsletters, public meeting announcements, special releases,
and notifications of the availability of report(s), as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii)
of the NHPA. The Corps and the Illinois DNR will execute the PA, as stipulated by 36 CFR
Part 800.14(b)(ii) of the NHPA, to afford protection to known and unknown historic properties
accorded by the NHPA. When necessary, the executed PA will be in every National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document resulting from the IRER, as evidence of the
Corps and the Illineis DNR’s compliance promulgated by the NHPA and the consulting process.

If you have questions concerning the IRER and the executed PA, please call Mr. Ron Deiss
of our Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch, telephone 309/794-5185, or write to our
address above, ATTN: Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division (Ron Deiss).

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

Dorene A. Bollman
Acting Chief, Economic and
Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosure

Copies Furnished:

Dr. Harold Hassen

{llinois Department of Natural Resources

One Natural Resources Way

Springfield, Illinois 62702-1271 (with enclosure)

ATTN: CEMVD-MD-PR (Ms. Carroll Johnson)
U.S. Army Engineer Division, Mississippi Valley
1400 Walnut Street

P.O. Box 80

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39181-0080 (with enclosure)

ATTN: CEMVS-PD-A (Mr. Terry Norris)
Commander
U.S. Army Engineer District, St. Louis
112 Spruce Streat
St. Louis, Missouri 63101-2833 (with enclosure)
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Copies Furnished (Continued):

ATTN: CELRC-PD-§ (Mr. Keith G. Ryder)
Commander

U.S. Army Engineer District, Chicago

111 North Canal Street

Chicago, Illinois 60606 (with enclosure)

Consulting Parties (See List) (with enclosure)
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Consulting Parties List
Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration

Mlinois River Basin Festoration

Mr. William Poore

Secretary

Palos Historical Society

c/o Palos Public Library
12330 Forest Glen Boulevard
Palos Park, Illinois 60464

Ms. Phyllis M. Ellin

Executive Director

United States Department of the Interior
Illinois & Michigan Canal

National Heritage Corridor Commission
201 West Tenth Street, #1-SE
Lockport, Illinois 60441

Mr, Johnathan Buffalo

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi
in lowa

349 Meskwaki Road

Tama, lowa 52339-9629

Mr. John Lamb

Director

Canal and Regional History Collection
Lewis University

One University Parkway

Romeoville, lllinois 60446-2298

Ms, Liz Safanda
Preservation Partners

P.O. Box 903

St. Charles, Illinois 60174

Mr. John F. Anderson

Ford Country Historical Society
201 West State Street

P.O. Box 115

Paxton, lllinois 60957-0115

Mr. John Hoffman

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
University Library

lllinois Historical Survey

346 Main Library

1408 West Gregory Drive

Urbana, Ilinois 61801

Mir. Charles Clark

Director of NAGPRA
Citizen Potawatomi Nation
1601 Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

Among the
Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
the State of Illinois Department of Natural Resources,
the Ilinois State Historic Preservation Officer,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Regarding Implementation of the
lilinois River Ecosystem Restoration

WHEREAS, the Chicago, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the U.S. Army Corps
of Enginesrs (hereafter, Corps) and the State of llinois Department of Natural Resources
(hereafter DNR) determined that the [llinois River watershed exhibits loss of aquatic habitat
and have entered into a partnership for the purpose of implementing the Illinois River Ecosystem
Restoration (IRER) authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section
519 (Illinois River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Corps and the DNR have determined that the implementation of the IRER
may have an effect upon properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (Mational Register), and have consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (Council) and the Nllineis State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant
to Section 800.14(b) of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470[f]), and Section 110(f) of the same Act
(16 U.5.C. 470h-2[f]); and

WHEREAS, the [RER study area encompasses the entire Illinois River watershed located
in lllinois (54 counties) with two types of effonts: (1) system evaluations focused on assessing
the overall watershed needs and general locations for restoration and (2) site-specific evaluations
focused on developing detailed restoration options for possible implementation at specific
sites by project planning, engineering, construction, and monitoring with int srdisciplinary and
callaborative planning for habitat restoration, protection, preservation, and enhancement. The
Corps and the DNR will manage the IRER throughout al] stages of individual habitat project
development, restoration, and management. Several other Federal agencies, as well as non-
govemnment entities and individual citizens, also will regularly participate in the development
of projects within the IRER; and

WHEREAS, the study area includes four IRER areas identified as (1) watershed stabili-
zation, (2) side channel and backwater modification, (3) water level management, and (4)
floodplain restoration and protection. The focus areas will be implemented by habitat creation
{islands, ponds, wetlands, potholes, channels, backwaters, etc.), flow control structures (grade
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controls, dams, dikes, detention basins, weirs, riffles, fish passage, levees, etc.), habitat enhance-
ments (anchor trees, stumps, plantings, management of timber and forest stands, regulation of
water levels, etc.), and structure removals/modifications (snagging, clearing, dikes, borrowing,
trenching, dredging, etc.); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 800.3 of the Council’s regulations, and to meet the Corps’
and DNR's responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Corps has
developed a Consulting Parties List which was developed in consultation with the SHPO/Tribal
Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), Tribes, and other parties that may have an interest in
the effects of this undertaking on historic properties. Those on the Consulting Parties List,
comprised of 325 parties, including 47 federally recognized Tribes, were asked to comment
on earlier drafts of this Programmatic Agreement or be provided with study newsletters, public
meeting announcements, special releases, and notifications of the availability of report(s),
including all draft agreement documentation, as stipulated by 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(ii) of
the National Historic Preservation Act. Comments received by the Corps were taken under
consideration in developing this Programmatic Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Corps has provided scholarly evidence of stewardship in the recordation,
protection, and management of historic properties along the Tllinois Waterway System through
systemic research and studies which have been finalized and approved, then placed in the perma-
nent files of the Corps and SHPO as evidence of compliance promulgated under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR
Part 800: “Protection of Historic Properties.” [These studies included: (1) archeological
studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties), (2) architectural
and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with Multiple Property
National Register Districts), (3) erosion studies, (4) land form sediment assemblage studies
(geomorphology) and (5) submerged historic property study (historic shipwrecks and other
underwater or previously inundated historic properties)]; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the Corps, the DNR, the SHPO, usd the Couneil agreethat the
undertakings authorized under Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519
(Ilinois River Basin Restoration) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 shall be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations:

L. IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES
The Corps will ensure that the following measures are implemented:

A. The Corps will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and avoid significant

historic properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register, burials, cemeteries,

or sites likely to contain human skeletal remains/artifacts and objects associated with interments
or religious activities, and provide this information, studies, and/or reports to the SHPO/THPO.

2of10

A-102



Under consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties, the Corps will
describe and define the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred to as the APE) in accordance
with the definition contained in 36 CFR Part 800.16{d). The APE may be medified upon
consultation with the appropriate SHPO(s) THPO(s) through avoidance documented through
the implementation of historic property surveys and testing, documentary research, recordation,
and other investigation data.

B. Unless recent and modemn ground surface disturbances and/or historic use can be docu-
mented and a determination made by the Corps, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and
the other consulting parties, that there is little likelihood that historic properties will be adversely
affected, the Corps will then conduct a historic property (reconnaissance) survey in (1) areas
with the potential for containing submerged or deeply buried historic properties and (2) areas
indirectly and directly affected by construction, use, maintenance, and operation during the
implementation of the IRER. program,

C. The Corps will ensure that all reconnaissance surveys and subsurface testing are
conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines
for Identification and Evaluation (48 FR 44720-23) and take into account the National Park
Service publication The Archaeclogical Survey: Methods and Uses (1978) and any extant
or most recent version of appropriate SHPO(s)y THPO(s) guidelines for historic properties
reconnaissance surveys/reports, related guidance, ete. The reconnaissance surveys and
subsurface testing will be implemented by the Corps and monitored by the SHPO/THPO(s).

D. Inconsultation with the SHPO, the appropriate THPO(s), and the other consulting
parties, the Corps will evaluate for eligibility all significant historic properties by applying the
National Register criteria (36 CFR Part 60.4). The Corps will use its archival documentation
as a context in which to make National Register evaluations of historic properties.

1. Far those properties that the Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the other consulting
parties agree are not eligible for inclusion on the National Register, no further historic properties
investigations will be required, and the project may proceed in those areas.

2. If the survey results in the identification of properties that the Corps, the SHPO/
THPQ(s), and the other consulting parties agree are eligible for inclusion on the Mational
Register, the Corps shail treat such properties in accordance with Part I below.

3. Ifthe Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the other consulting parties do not agree

on National Register eligibility, or if the Council or the National Park Service so request, the

Corps will request a formal determination of eligibility from the Keeper of the National Register,
Mational Park Service, whose determination shall be final.
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4, Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, the Corps will continue to provide the appropriate Tribe(s), the THPO(s),
and the other consulting parties information related to treatment measures proposed by the
Corps. Consideration of comments received by the Corps can be considered by the signatories
to be measures to assist the Corps in meeting its rezponsibilities under the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (Public Law 89-665), and the regulatisns of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, “Regulations for the Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties” (36 CFR, Part 800).

II. TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Those individual historic properties and multiple property districts that the Corps, the SHPO/
THPO(s), and the other consulting parties agree are eligible for nomination to, or that the Keeper
has determined eligible for inclusion on, the National Register, will be treated by the Corps in the
following manner:

A Jall M:l"'u"" Lo b L] =
MM;M The Cﬂrps has provided whnlarl}' evidence
of stewardship in the recordation, protection, and management of historic properties along the
Illinois Waterway Systemn through systemic research and studies which have been finalized and
approved, then placed in the permanent files of the Corps and SHPO. These studies included.
(1) archeological studies (management of documented and undocumented historic properties),
{2) architectural and engineering studies (buildings, structures, and objects associated with
Multiple Property National Register-eligible Illinois Waterway Navigation System Facilities,
(3) land form sediment assemblage studies (geomorphology), and (4) submerged historic
property study (historic shipwrecks and other underwater or previously inundated historic
properties).

B. Ireatment of Arehgeclogics! Historc Properiics:

1. [Ifthe Corps determines, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties, that no other actions are feasible to avoid and minimize effects to archaeo-
logical historic properties, then the Corps will develop a treatment plan, which may include
warious levels of data recovery, recordation, documentation, and active protection measures,
The Corps will implement the treatment plan in consultation with the SHPQVTHPO{s) and the
other consulting parties,

2. 1f data recovery is the agreed upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research questions developed in consultation with the SHPO/ THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties. The treatment plmﬂ shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's

Srandards and Guideijnes for Archaeoiomicai Documentanion (48 FR 44734-37) and take into
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account the Council's publication, Treamment of Archaeological Properties (Advisory Council

on Historic Preservation, 1980) and SHPO/THPO(s) guidance. It will specify, at a minimum,
the following:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan is
to be carned out;

b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research
relevance and importance;

c. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance to the
research questions;

d. Proposed methods of disseminating results of the work to the interested public;
and,

e. A proposed schedule for the submission of progress reports to the
SHPO/THPO(s).

3. The Corps will submit the treatment plan to the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other
consulting parties for 30 days’ review and comment. The Corps will take into account
SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties’ momment(s), and will ensure that the data
recovery plan is implemented. The SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties may
moenitor this implementation.

4. The Corps will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or under the
direct supervision of an archaeologist(s), architectural historian(s) and/or other appropriate
cultural resource specialist that meets, at minimum, the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5. The Corps will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel, time, and
laboratory space are available for the analysis and curation of recovered materials from historic
properties.

6. The Corps will develop and implement an adequate program in consultation with

the SHPO/THPO(s) and the other consulting parties to secure archaeological historic properties
from vandalism during data recovery.
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11. TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED
OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL PATRIMONY, AND CURATED ITEMS

A. When human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patni-
mony are encountered or collected, the Corps will comply with all provisions outlined in the
appropriate state acts, statutes, guidance, provisions, etc., and any decisions regarding the
treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the rights of lineal descendants, Tribes,
and other Native American Indians and under consultation with the SHPO/THPCXs) and the
other consulting parties, designated Tribal Coordinator, and/or other appropriate legal authority
for future and expedient disposition or curation. When finds of human remains, funerary objects,
sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are encountered or collected from Federal lands
or federally recognized tribal lands, the Corps will coordinate with the appropriate federally
recognized Native American Tribes, pursuant to the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. § 3001 ef seq.) and its implementing regulations (43 CFR
Part 10).

B. Cemeteries.

1. Any project activities that affect burials shall comply with state and local burial
and cemetery laws. The county coroner shall be notified of the discovery of any human remains
within 48 hours (SILCS 5/2 and 20 ILCS 3440). The City shall notify the SHPO in order to
obtain the proper permit prior to removal of remains. Burials, grave markers, and burial artifacts
will not be disturbed or removed without this authorization.

2. Burials in cemeteries registered with the State Comptroller’s Office are subject to
the Cemetery Care Act (760 ILCS 100). A number of state laws may apply to burials that are
less than 100 years old but that are not in registered cemeteries. These laws include, but are not
limited to, the Cemetery Protection Act (765 ILCS 835), the Public Graveyards Act (50 ILCS
610), and several laws applying to municipalities (see 65 ILCS 5/11-49 through 65 ILCS 5/11-
52.2). Authonzation for removal of burials shall be as required under the applicable statute.

3. Burials over 100 years old that are not in registered cemeteries are subject to the
Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act (HSRPA) (20 ILCS 3440 and its rule 17 Il Adm.Code
4170). This agreement constitutes authorization under Section 16 of HSRPA for removal of
any burials that will be affected by the project at locations the SHPO agrees cannot be easily

avoided. However, review and approval of specific data recovery plans are still required under
17 Nl Adm.Code 4170.300(d)(3).

4. Disposition of any discovered human skeletal remains, burial markers, burial
artifacts, and documentation of the removal project shall be completed as required by the
applicable statute and shall be fully coordinated with the SHPO pursuant to 17 LIAC 4147,
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C. Collected artifacts, samples, and other physical objects shall be returned to the land-
owner as real estate upon request. Owners can donate or transfer their ownership rights to the
Corps. In consultation with the SHPO/THPQ(s), the Corps will ensure that all donated artifacts,
samplss, and other physical objects with related and associated research materials and records

resulting from the historic properties studies are curated at repositories within the State of Illinois
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79.

IV. REPORTS

The Corps will ensure that all final historic property reports resulting from the actions pursuant
to this Agreement will be provided in a format acceptable to the appropriate SHPO(s) THPO(s).
The Corps will ensure that all such reports are responsive to contemporary standards, and to

the Department of the Interior's Format Standards for Final Reports of Data Recovery (42 FR
5377-79). Precise locations of significant historic properties may be provided only in a separate
appendix if it appears that the release of this data could jeopardize historic properties. Locations
of traditional cultural properties or sacred sites, consisting of architectural, landscapes, objects,
or surface or buried archaeological sites, identified in coordination with Tribes and THPO(s),
will be considered to be sensitive information and, pursuant to Section 304 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, the Corps will not make this information available for public
disclosure. The Corps will make available for publication and public dissemination the

reports and associated data, minus precise aforementioned locations and sensitive information.

¥. PROVISION FOR POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES

In accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.13, if previously undetected or undocumented historic
properties are discovered during project activities, the Corps will cease, or cause to stop, any
activity having an effect and consult with the SHPO/THFPO(s) to determine if additional
investigation is required. If further archacological investigations are warranted or required,

the Corps will perform any treatment plan in accordance with Part I - TREATMENT OF
HISTORIC PROPERTIES, Part Il - TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY
OUBIJECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF CULTURAL PATRIMONY, AND
CURATED ITEMS, Part IV - REPORTS, and Part V - PROVISION FOR POST-REVIEW
DISCOVERIES, all of this Agreement. If the Corps and the SHPO/THPO(s) determine that
further investigation is not necessary or warranted, activities may resume with no further action
required. Any disagreement between the Corps and the SHPQ/THP((s) concerning the need
for further investigations will be handled pursuant to Part VI - DISPUTE RESOLUTION of this
Agreement.
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¥1. DISPUTE EESOLUTION

Should the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council object within 30 days to any plans or actions provided
for review pursuant to this Agreement, the Corps will consult with the objecting party to resolve
the objection. If the Corps determines that the disagreement cannot be resolved, the Corps will
request further comment from the Council in accordance with the applicable provisions of 36
CFR Part 800.7. The Corps, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7(c)(4), will take any Council
comment provided in response into account, with reference only to the subject of the dispute.

The Corps' responsibility to carry out all actions under this Agreement that are not the subjects
of the dispute will remain unchanged.

VII. TERMINATION

Any of the signatories to this Agreement may request a reconsideration of its terms or revoke
the relevant portions of this Agreement upon written notification to the other signatories, by
providing 30 days’ notice to the other signatories, provided that these signatories will consult
during the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that
would avoid termination. In the advent of termination, the Corps will comply with 36 CFR.
Parts 800.3 through 800.7 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this Agreement.

VIII. AMENDMENTS

Any signatories to this Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the other signa-
tories will consult in accordance with 36 CFR, Parts 800.6{c)(7) and 800.14(b)(3), to consider
such amendment,

IX. REPORTING AND PERIODIC REVIEW

The Corps will provide the SHPO/THPQ(s) with evidence of compliance with this Agreement
by letter on January 30, 2003, and once every 2 years thereafter said date. This documentation
ghall contain the name of the project, tide of tie detumenis Wt contained the Agreement,
historic properties identified, determinations of effect, avoidance procedures, level of investi-
gation(s) and/or mitigation(s) conducted with titles of all project reports related to such investi-
gation(s) and/or mitigation(s) which have been completed. Every 5 years starting from the date
of January 30, 2003, the Corps will provide the SHPO/THPO(s) a review report of the overall
IRER to determine this Agreement’s effectiveness, accuracy, and economy. Based upon this
review, the Corps, the SHPO/THPO(s), and the Council will determine whether the Agreement
shall continue in force, be amended, or be terminated.
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X. EXECUTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. Nothing in this Agreement is intended to prevent the Corps from consulting more
frequently with the SHPO/THPO(s) or the Council concéiming any questions that may arise
or on the progress of any actions falling under or executed by this Agreement.

B. The undersigned concur that the Corps has satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities
for all individual undertakings through this Agreement regarding the implementation of IRER.

C. The stipulations of this Agreement are limited solely to undertakings authorized under
Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act and Section 519 (Tllinois River Basin Restoration) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

X1, SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT

A. CHICAGO DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: m..‘_/(/_'ﬁ M Date: Y 54F° el

Colohel Mark A. Roncoli
District Engineer

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District

B. ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

BY: ddaé.-ﬁ-— Date:%keq 20—
Colone! Widliam J. Bayles v
District Engineer
U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Rock Island District

C. ST.LOUIS DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

-

BY: / » I Date: 2 Qe I

Colonel C. Kevin Wilkhams
Dristrict Engineer

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
St. Louis District
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XI. SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT (Continued)

D. ILLIH(]}E DEF; NT OF NATURAL RESOURCES:

BY: 5 ' Z 7 (Eorrrrienec [/ Date: ﬂvll 2-02

Director,/
Nlinois Depariment of Natura|

BY:
Azne E. Haaker ©
lingis Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Mlinois Historic Preservation Agency

Date: H«- !‘_—f -!EQ:

F. ADVISORY COUNCIL DN!HISTOR.'IC PRESERVATION:

/ I a| _r"l
- b S e, y
BY: I'.,??.;ﬁ/{f.m }1:{* 3E Jv/é-‘_ Date: f 2‘{/ 'ﬂj
John M. Fowler d

Executive Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
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Final Consulting Parties List

Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration and
Illinois River Hasin Hestoration

Mr. William Poore

Secretary

Palos Historical Society

efo Palos Public Library
12330 Forest Glen Boulevard
FPalos Park, Illinois 60464

Ms. Phyllis M. Ellin

Executive Director

United States Department of the Interior
linois & Michigan Canal

National Heritage Corridor Commission
201 West Tenth Street, #1-5E

Lockport, llinois 60441

Mr. Johnathan Buffalo

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi
in lowa

349 Meskwalka Road

Tama, Jowa 52339-9629

Mr. John Lamb

Director

Canal and Regional History Collection
Lewis University

One University Parkway

Romeoville, llinois 60446-2298

Ms. Liz Safanda
Preservation Partners

P.O. By 3

St. Charles, [lhnms 60174

Mr. John F. Anderson

Ford Country Historical Society
201 West State Street

P.O. Box 115

Paxton, Illinois 609570115
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Mr. John Hoffman

University of llinois at Urbana-Champaign
University Library

[llinois Historical Survey

346 Main Library

1408 West Gregory Drive

Urbana, Nlinois 61801

Mr., Charles Clark

Director of NAGPRA
Citizen Potawatomi Nation
1601 Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
cfo Bud Ellis, Repatriation/NAGPRA
118 S. Eight Tribes Trail

P.O. Box 1527

Miami, OK 74355

Dr. Harold Hassen

[linois Department of Natural Resources
One Matural Resources Way

Springfield, NNlinois 62702-1271

ATTN: Mr. Thomas McCullouch
C/o Mr. Don L. Klima, Director
Eastern Office of Project Review
The Old Post Office Building 1100
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW Suite 809
Washington, D.C. 20004

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Ilineis Historic Preservation Agency

Old State Capitol

Springfield, lllinois 62701






ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
WITH INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

APPENDIX B

SYSTEM ECOLOGY






ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
WITH INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

APPENDIX B

SYSTEM ECOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

This appendix summarizes several investigations used in the preparation of the Comprehensive Plan for
the Illinois River Basin Restoration. Some of the reports summarized below were prepared by contract.
The reports are available at the Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District office in Rock Island, Illinois.

I. RESTORATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT

A major focus of the system study was to determine the problems, opportunities, and resource
conditions using a Restoration Needs Assessment (RNA) approach. The RNA evaluated the needs for
restoration in the entire basin, with a focus on the tributaries and sub-watersheds feeding into the main
stem of the Illinois River. It provided a practical and scientific basis for assessing the large study area
and identifying potential restoration project types and general locations for the Illinois River and its
tributaries. The RNA also defined the critical data gaps hindering the ability to determine habitat needs
and focus the study, planning, and construction efforts on the areas of critical need. The RNA provided
a comprehensive, basin-wide assessment of historic ecological change, existing conditions, predicted
future conditions, and desired future conditions. The information gathered for this effort has been
incorporated throughout the Comprehensive Plan. The RNA aspect of the study was designed to:

o evaluate existing data availability;
compile existing data in a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) application;
describe physiographic characteristics of the basin;
evaluate stream channel dynamics;
evaluate rapid watershed assessment techniques;
evaluate existing, predicted, and desired future conditions; and
compile a list of information needs.

The RNA provided information that significantly contributed to the development of the Illinois River
Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan and monitoring program.

Several research investigations were initiated to compile information for preparation of the RNA.
Summaries of the following products are included in this appendix:

Illinois River Restoration Needs Assessment GIS

ArcIMS Web Site for Serving Historical Aerial Photographs
Native Ecotype and Historic Change Assessment

Rapid Watershed Assessments

Additional research for the RNA is summarized in Appendix D, Geomorphology, Sediment Delivery,
Sediment Removal and Beneficial Use, under Section 1, Summary of Illinois River Basin Landforms and
Physiographic Regions; Section 2, Stream Dynamics Assessment; and Section 3, Sediment Budget.

The RNA and the research investigations listed above were used to prepare the Illinois River Basin
Restoration Comprehensive Plan. Much of this information will continue to be used well into the next
phases of the Illinois River Basin Restoration project.
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I1. ILLINOIS RIVER RESTORATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT GIS

Scott A. Tweddale, Corps of Engineers, Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (CERL),
Champaign, IL

The Illinois River RNA-GIS application and geospatial database were developed as a tool to support
the Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study - RNA. Its purpose is to assist in the
evaluation of historic, existing (primarily), predicted future, and desired future conditions of the
Illinois River Watershed by providing an extensive geospatial database and customized GIS analytical
capabilities. The study area and extent of the associated geospatial database includes the main stem
Illinois River, its tributaries, and watershed in the State of Illinois.

The application is structured to provide access to GIS themes at three different scales: (1) the Illinois
River Watershed, (2) the major tributary watersheds [United States Geological Survey (USGS)
Hydrologic Unit Code-8 (HUC 8)], and (3) the subwatersheds [USGS Hydrologic Unit Code-12
(HUC12)]. A large number of geospatial data layers in the GIS have been summarized for each HUC-
8 and HUC-12 watershed within the Illinois River Watershed. There are 19 HUC-8 and 944 HUC-12
watersheds in the basin. This method of organizing the application and geospatial database supports
data browsing, data queried, and summaries at all scales in support of large-scale planning and
smaller-scale, site-specific project formulation. The Illinois River RNA-GIS application was created
using Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) ArcGIS8.X software and Microsoft’s Visual
Basic for Applications (VBA), which is included in ArcGI1S8.X products.

I11. ArciIMS WEB SITE FOR SERVING HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

Dr. Donald E. Luman, Office of the Chief, Illinois State Geological Survey
Champaign, Illinois

The photographic record provided by aerial photographs offers information that may be used for
estimating baseline conditions and evaluating changes through time. Aerial photographs can serve as
an important resource for geomorphological analyses (e.g., movement of nick points or changes in
stream alignment) of physical and cultural landscapes. The first statewide collection of aerial
photography of Illinois landscapes was acquired in the late 1930s and early 1940s as part of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Adjustment Administration (USDA-AAA) program. In the
1980s, for safety reasons, the National Archives and Records Administration destroyed the silver
nitrate film negatives of this collection. The only remaining records of this photographic collection
are the photographic paper prints made from the original film negatives.

Today, there exist more than 27,000 photographic paper prints of this first collection of aerial
photographs of Illinois. These photographs represent the earliest and only remaining detailed,
historical, aerial photographic record of Illinois’ physical and cultural landscapes. The photographs
are stored in several university library archives within Illinois and are in nearly pristine condition.
However, because of their unique historic value, the photographs are not accessible to the public,
planners, or researchers.

The Illinois State Geological Survey initiated a project to digitize these historical aerial photographs.
The Survey has scanned more than 7,200 vintage photographs—dating from the 1930s and 1940s—of
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Illinois, including photographs from approximately 10 counties having areas that lie within the Illinois
River Basin. Photos from an additional four counties have recently been completed.

Historical aerial photographs from additional counties within the Illinois River Basin need to be
digitized. For each of the counties, an Excel spreadsheet was created that details the relevant
information concerning the print collection, including county name, USDA-AAA county prefix code,
acquisition date, total number of photographs, scale, number of flight lines, orientation of flight lines,
type of county index (photo or line), date of county index, and an area for comments.

The index sheets for the 14 project counties were georeferenced to form the basis of an ArcIMS
navigation map for each county. Each scanned county index sheet was geometrically corrected to a
standard cartographic map projection using the USGS 1:100,000-scale Digital Raster Graphic (DRG)
maps as the georeferencing base. ArcView 3.2 was used to create point data maps that indicate the
approximate center point for each aerial photograph. The end product is a vector-based shape file used
in ArcIMS as the navigation framework for searching and selecting images for download.

For the county-level and sub-county views, vector-based reference data layers including labeled
Illinois counties, municipalities, interstate, U.S. highways, and state highways would be used in
conjunction with the historical aerial photography center points. Recent Landsat Thematic Mapper ™
satellite imagery was used as the navigation raster image base, which provides a higher level of
surface feature resolution. In addition, all of the vector and raster-based data used for the navigation
maps were transformed to Lambert Conformal Conic projection, using the NAD27 datum.

All of the final scanned images for the 14 project counties were formally archived onto the Illinois
State Geological Survey’s UNIX-based system by county and flight line. This archive was added to
the Survey’s long-term data storage and back-up routines to ensure permanence for retrieval and
access for the project web site.

Although some historical aerial photographs have been digitized and others are being digitized, the
digitized images are not available for distribution. An Internet web interface was needed to make the
scanned images freely and readily accessible to Federal and State planners and researchers. ESRI’s
Arc Interactive Map Service software was used for the development of the interactive portion of the
Illinois Historical Aerial Photography (ILHAP) web site. This interactive web interface incorporates
all of the above information and data layers. These digitized historic aerial photographs are now
available at: http://crystal.isgs.uiuc.edu/nsdihome/webdocs/ilhap/

IV. NATIVE ECOTYPE AND HISTORIC CHANGE ASSESSMENT (DRAFT)

Dr. Michael Wiant, Illinois State Museum and Susan Post, Illinois Natural History Survey

Understanding the native ecotypes in the Illinois River Basin is important in establishing restoration
endpoints. Restoration to presettlement conditions throughout the Basin is certainly not the goal of
this program, but the knowledge helps define the limits, or expectations, for restoration in areas that
are selected for restoration.

A. Native Ecotypes by Physiographic Regions. Upland habitats, tributary streams, and main stem
floodplains and channels throughout the Illinois River watershed have been altered for a wide variety
of reasons using many different methods. Knowledge of the natural potential habitats is important in
order to establish a baseline for what could potentially be restored. There is not an expectation that the
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Basin will be returned to a pristine condition, but native ecotypes can serve as targets for restoration
activities. The first objective was to compile a short, well-illustrated summary of the potential native
ecotypes found in the various physiographic regions of the Illinois River Basin, with representative
photographs.

Each ecotype was identified, described, and illustrated with photographs for the major natural ecotypes
present in the Illinois River Basin. The discussion included the major land cover classes—forest,
prairie, marsh, and aquatic habitats—and the different types of those major classes likely to have been
found in the Illinois River Basin. Topographic features were mentioned to provide an overview of the
broad landscape patterns throughout the Basin. Statewide Government Land Office (GLO) survey
records and GIS presettlement land cover maps were referenced for baseline natural community
characteristics.

Natural Divisions of Illinois, Principal Natural Features
. Terrestrial Plant Communities

A. Forest
1. Dry upland
2. Mesic upland
3. Wet upland
4. Floodplain
5. Bottomland
6. Tamarack swamp
7. Scrub oak
B. Prairie
1. Prairie grove
2. Prairie
a. Dry
b. Mesic
Cc. Wet
3. Sand prairie
a. Dry
b. Mesic
c. Wet
4. Loess hill prairie
C. Wetlands
1. Fen
2. Marsh
3. Sedge meadow
4. Bog
Il. Aquatic Habitats
A. Lakes
B. Creeks
C. Rivers
D. Sloughs
E. Backwater lakes
F. Oxbow lakes
G. Prairie potholes
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B. Historic Change Assessment (Timeline). The second objective was to obtain a short summary of
the anthropogenic factors that created the highly developed landscape of the modern Illinois River
Basin. The pertinent literature and documents describing environmental change in the Illinois River
Basin were reviewed, and a concise summary of historical change to native ecotypes and ecosystem
function was provided. The analysis began with native cultures’ landscape management and
continued through European expansion into the Illinois Basin, conversion of upland savannas to crops,
upland wetland draining, and levee construction during the 1800s. A second time step to be
considered was the early 1900s waterway and urban development, sewage and other pollution
discharge to rivers, and further development of the uplands to crops. A third time step began after
WWII and emphasized agricultural specialization toward row crops, increased agricultural
mechanization, increased use of chemicals, and continued urbanization. A final time step was the
post-1970s conservation movement and the success of recent efforts to improve farming practices,
control water pollution, and increase conservation practices and habitat restoration. A timeline of
major events (legislation, improvements in tools or techniques, cultural factors, etc.) was developed.

V. RAPID WATERSHED ASSESSMENTS

A. Watershed Assessment Methods for Illinois Streams

Dr. Chester C. Watson, Don Roseboom, and Michael Robeson, Colorado State University

Channel modification or channelization activities are listed among the top 10 sources for non-point
pollution impacts to rivers. Activities such as straightening, widening, deepening, and clearing debris
from channels can be considered modification activities. These activities can severely impact major
river projects such as navigation and flood control, as well as alter or reduce the diversity of instream
and riparian habitats. The streams within the Illinois River Basin have experienced many of these
channel modification activities. As such, a watershed assessments program was developed to mitigate
these concerns. Stream restoration would reduce sediment input into the Illinois River and restore
riparian and instream habitats, helping achieve ecosystem restoration goals for the Illinois River Basin.

The primary objective of the watershed assessment report is to develop and improve procedures that
direct the focus for best management practice (BMP) design and implementation. This report presents
the watershed systems analysis planning procedure for channel rehabilitation, using two Illinois
watersheds, McKee Creek and Sugar Creek, as case studies. Both McKee and Sugar Creeks were
initially proposed as potential restoration projects as part of the Illinois River Basin Restoration and
Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study, though only McKee Creek was selected as one of the initial
Critical Restoration Projects.

A key factor for a successful project is to identify the causal problems. Within the watershed system,
problems generally fit into two categories—watershed and channel problems. These problems result
in a set of impacts that act upon the channel and watershed, and it is these impacts that must be
addressed. Watershed problems result from deforestation, intensive agriculture, urbanization, climate
change, and stream base level change. Channel problems occur from channelization, dredging,
meander cut-off, dams, inter-basin water transfer, navigation, levees, clearing and snagging, gravel
mining, and stabilization structures.

The methodologies outlined represent a systematic and organized process for planning and designing
regional sediment management projects that can be applied to lessen impacts of erosion on aquatic
habitat and reduce the damage to land and infrastructure in the Basin. A comprehensive and
systematic approach must be taken to solve stream and watershed problems. Strong emphasis is
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placed on evaluating the complete watershed and channel system. While all projects do not include
the resource to construct full-system rehabilitation, it is essential to incorporate planning and analysis
to identify opportunities, benefits, and potential problems related to piecemeal implementation.

Monitoring and feedback of the performance data for stream rehabilitation features are essential for
establishing operations and maintenance requirements, determining performance measures, and
providing feedback for future projects. In addition, when habitat restoration is a project goal, biotic
sampling is the only true measure of success.

B. Watershed and Pool Assessments

William P. White and Dr. Nani Bhowmik, University of Illinois

Central to the implementation of the Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan is a
methodology to rapidly assess individual watersheds and pools to help identify the most immediate
restoration needs. This effort focuses on the watershed scale analysis of stream instability, and
includes hydrologic analyses of selected watersheds.

The scope of this rapid watershed assessment project will be to perform pool and watershed
assessments along the Illinois River and several watersheds of the river in the next 5 years to identify
potential restoration project locations that meet the goals of the Illinois River Basin Restoration Study.
The following locations have been identified as priorities within the Basin:

Peoria Pool Tenmile Creek

Partridge Creek Marseilles Pool

Dresden Pool Kankakee River main stem

Upper Fox River Iroquois River (including Sugar Creek)
McKee Creek Vermilion River

The assessment techniques generally consist of the following:

Acquisition and analysis of aerial imagery from fly-overs using GPS for location information
In-air and office examination of imagery for channel process identification

“Ground-truthing” for verifying identification and general characteristics of potential target sites
Hydrologic analysis of selected watershed and pools

Sediment transport analysis of selected watersheds and pools

Geomorphic assessment of selected watersheds and pools

Biological assessment of selected watersheds and pools

NogkrwdE

After these assessments identify the most critical bed, bank, and erosion sites, more thorough field
assessments will be performed. These field assessments will provide more data on site conditions and
serve as baseline information to understand and document restoration efforts monitoring. The Illinois
State Water Survey will collaborate with the Regional Teams within the Illinois DNR and with other
Scientific Survey offices for these efforts. The Illinois Natural History Survey will coordinate the
assessments and inventory of the aquatic and riparian biota. The Illinois State Geological Survey will
coordinate the assessments and inventory of the basic geological and geomorphological settings.

This initial assessment phase is expected to take 5 years. During the first year, at least one report for a
single pool or watershed—identifying possible restoration project locations—will be completed. The
remaining reports will be prepared in subsequent years, summarizing the work completed for that
specific year.
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INTRODUCTION

This appendix summarizes the hydrologic and hydraulic investigations undertaken as a part of this
Comprehensive Plan. Some of the reports and efforts summarized in this appendix were prepared by
contract and are indicated as such. The reports are available at the Corps of Engineers, Rock Island
District office in Rock Island, Illinois.

1. GENERAL

The Illinois River Basin enjoys a continental-type climate characterized by frequent penetrations
throughout the year of different types of air masses and their associated weather disturbances (USACE
1996). The basin lies in the path of low- and high-pressure areas that pass from west to east at more or
less frequent intervals of about three to five days. Great variations in temperature occur from day-to-
day, month-to-month, and year-to year, and in annual precipitation from year-to-year. The seasons are
conspicuously distinct. Summers are commonly warm to hot and often humid. Winters are moderately
cold. July is the warmest month, with mean monthly temperatures of 72 to 78 degrees F (horth to
south), and January the coldest, with mean monthly temperatures of 16 to 28 degrees F (north to south).
Lake Michigan moderates temperatures locally in the Chicago area and causes relatively heavy snowfall
in a narrow band adjacent to the lake. The growing season varies from about 200 days near the mouth
of the Illinois River to about 160 days in the Fox River Watershed west of Chicago.

Storms in the Illinois River Basin are commonly of two types: the widespread frontal type and the local
thermal convection (thunderstorm) type. There are no orographic storms because of the low relief.
Total annual precipitation is fairly uniform throughout the basin, averaging from 34 to 36 inches.
Flood-producing storms can occur at any time, but their frequency is greatest from late winter to early
fall. During the cold season, large-area storms of from two to five days’ duration predominate. In the
warm season, storms are shorter but more intense. The average number of thunderstorms per year
varies from about 40 in the northeast to about 55 in the downstream end of the basin. June is the month
of maximum thunderstorm activity. Thunderstorms account for about 40 to 45 percent of the annual
precipitation.

Because of its flat gradient and copious channel and flood plain storage, floods on the Lower Illinois
River rise slowly, persist for long periods and recede slowly. A simple direct relationship between stage
and discharge does not pertain because of these conditions and the effects of changing discharge and
variable flows from tributaries. Quite often, flood-peak discharges actually diminish as a flood proceeds
down the river. Since records have been kept, the average flood year has resulted in water being out of
banks about 90 days.
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The two hydrologic conditions that have the greatest effect on the ecosystem integrity of the main
stem Illinois River are rapid water level fluctuations and lack of pool drawdown (Section 2, Illinois
River Ecosystem Restoration Study Water Level Management Analysis). High peak flows and low
base flows are the primary ecosystem stressors in the tributaries to the Illinois River. A suite of
models was used to analyze the current hydrologic conditions and the effects of proposed restoration
alternatives on the main stem Illinois River and its tributaries.

A hydrologic model of the Illinois River Basin was developed by the Illinois State Water Survey using
the USEPA’s Better Assessment Science Integrating Point and Nonpoint Sources (BASINS) model
(Section 3, Hydrologic Model Development for the Illinois River Basin Using Basins 3.0). This
hydrologic model was utilized by the USACE to evaluate restoration alternatives proposed for the
tributary watersheds to the Illinois River. The two types of restoration alternatives studied were:
increasing floodplain storage volume and increasing floodplain infiltration area. Increasing floodplain
storage volume was analyzed by modeling storage areas adjacent to the main channels of the
tributaries. This added storage volume was to be utilized at a water elevation in the channel that is
achieved three or four times per year during high runoff events. Increasing floodplain infiltration area
was analyzed by converting a portion of existing agricultural land areas in each tributary basin to land
areas with higher infiltration characteristics within the model. The simulations implementing each
alternative independently resulted in decreased peak flows and a general attenuation of the storm
volume occurring at the respective tributaries confluences with the Illinois River. The effects of the
basin restoration efforts on the water level conditions in the Illinois River main stem were evaluated
by using the tributary model results as input to the hydraulic model of the Illinois River and comparing
the fluctuation characteristics of the various scenario combinations.

A hydraulic model of the Illinois River main stem was developed using the One-Dimensional
Unsteady Flow Through a Full Network of Open Channels (UNET) model. The UNET model of the
Ilinois River is routinely used for management of the Illinois River and can simulate the interaction
between channel and floodplain flows; channel and storage areas; levee failures; and flow-through
navigation dams, gated spillways, weir overflow structures, bridges and culverts, and pumped
diversions. The Hydrologic Engineering Center Data Storage System (HEC-DSS) database was used
for managing input and output hydrographs with various time intervals, such as weekly, daily, hourly,
2-hour, 30-minute, etc. The hydrographs resulting from the BASINS model described above were
input to the UNET model using HEC-DSS. The UNET model was used during the course of this
study to evaluate the benefits from various restoration alternatives on water level conditions along the
Illinois River. The output hydrographs at specified locations along the main stem were developed for
each restoration alternative by the UNET model.

A FORTRAN program was developed by the Rock Island District to calculate the number of water
level fluctuations at specified locations along the main stem for the observed data and the alternative
restoration scenarios studied. Using HEC-DSS, the output hydrographs from the UNET analysis
described above, were input to FORTRAN program. The three time windows that were analyzed with
the FORTRAN program are 6 hours; 24 hours; and 120 hours (5 days). Each fluctuation was
categorized by the magnitude of water level change: 0.5 to 1.0 feet, 1.0 to 2.0 feet, and greater than
2.0 feet. The fluctuation regime at each location of interest was defined by the number of water level
fluctuations that occurred over the specified time windows. Nine different classes of fluctuation were
determined for each location; and the characteristics are as follows:
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e Time window = 6 hours
0 Water level fluctuations greater than or equal to 0.5-foot and less than or equal to 1.0-foot
o0 Water level fluctuations greater than 1.0-foot and less than or equal to 2.0-feet
0 Water level fluctuations greater than 2.0-feet

e Time window = 24 hours
0 Water level fluctuations greater than or equal to 0.5-foot and less than or equal to 1.0-foot
0 Water level fluctuations greater than 1.0-foot and less than or equal to 2.0-feet
0 Water level fluctuations greater than 2.0-feet

e Time window = 120 hours (5 days)
0 Water level fluctuations greater than or equal to 0.5-foot and less than or equal to 1.0-foot
0 Water level fluctuations greater than 1.0-foot and less than or equal to 2.0-feet
0 Water level fluctuations greater than 2.0-feet

The benefit for each of the proposed restoration alternatives was quantified as the reduced incidence of
fluctuation.

2. ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION STUDY WATER LEVEL
MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2004a). This analysis was
conducted by the Rock Island District to investigate the potential for ecosystem benefits arising from
possible changes in water level management activities on the Illinois Waterway, primarily in terms of
reduced incidence of rapid water level fluctuations. Since 1900, alterations in the Illinois River Basin
have resulted in an increased incidence of water level fluctuations at many points along the Illinois
Waterway. Water level management was determined to contribute to some of these fluctuations due in
part to the hydraulic nature of the flat pools, the methods of operation, and the highly variable inflows
from the watershed. Hydraulic modeling results indicate that certain management changes have the
potential to reduce water level fluctuations in the system.

Twenty water level records were analyzed to evaluate the current and historic fluctuation regimes in
the Illinois River system. Data from recent records were compared with available historic records to
investigate various influences on fluctuation patterns, including season and climate. Water level
fluctuation regimes differ by location on the river and location relative to dams; gages a short distance
downstream of dams exhibit many more fluctuations than do gages immediately upstream of dams,
but the differences tend to be less pronounced at the dams farther downstream. Some of the
downstream differentiation arises because from Lockport to Starved Rock the dams control the
navigation pools throughout the year whereas the Peoria and La Grange Dams maintain water levels
only during lower flow periods. Comparable records indicate that the river experiences more
fluctuations now than it did pre-1900, but in most locations the period 1989 through 2000 contained
fewer fluctuations per year than did the period 1979 through 1988.

Although a number of water level management activities are conducted in the canal system of the
upper Illinois Waterway, most of the fluctuations in the upper portion of the waterway arise due to
storm water flows. At times, gate changes at the run-of-river dams contribute to water level
fluctuation in dam tailwaters and areas immediately downstream. Downstream, wicket dam operation
also causes some water level fluctuations, but these are largely due to the hydraulic nature of changing
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between impounded and unimpounded conditions and are not controllable by changes in operations.
In general, the run-of-river water level management increases the magnitudes of water level
fluctuations immediately downstream of dams as a response to the changing flows from the basin.

Hydraulic modeling suggests that a number of management changes could reduce the fluctuations
occurring along the Illinois Waterway. A management scenario simulating smaller but more frequent
gate changes at the dams in response to a more complete knowledge of inflows is likely to
significantly reduce total fluctuations. These benefits would occur almost solely during times of low
water. Storm water detention has the potential to reduce the fluctuations due to storm events in the
reaches immediately downstream of the detention facilities. In order to be fully successful, storm
water control would have to be implemented throughout the basin, as improvements at one point can
be masked by fluctuating inflows downstream. Improved coordination in anticipation of storm
operations would likely reduce water level fluctuations associated with release of flows from
Lockport. Finally, use of the limited storage in the system to reduce fluctuations by centralizing
control and optimizing management might also provide benefits, but at this time the technology
required for system optimization has not yet been sufficiently developed.

This report also investigated the potential to lower the water level in the Peoria and La Grange Pools
in order to stabilize sediments and allow plant establishment. Without additional action, including
overdredging, drawing pool water levels down would have significant effects on navigation, recreation
and infrastructure, the extent of which and mitigation costs would increase with drawdown depth.
Flow conditions that allow maintenance of 30-consecutive-day drawdowns are most likely to occur
during the months of September or October, or if attempted over an extended period of time in the late
summer, but navigational and recreational users would be greatly affected during those times.
Drawdowns in December are less likely to succeed but may be desirable due to the reduced conflicts
during that month. From a biological perspective, optimal drawdowns would start in late June or early
July and extend for at least 60 days, but flow conditions during that period would allow a drawdown in
fewer than 1 in 5 years. The area exposed by a given drawdown is directly related to the depth below
flat pool that is maintained at the downstream dam.

3. HYDROLOGIC MODEL DEVELOPMENT FOR THE ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN USING
BASINS 3.0 (Demissie et al. 2003)

The objective of this study was to initiate the development of a continuous hydrologic model of the
entire Hllinois River Basin. This model was developed by the Illinois State Water Survey (ISWS).
This model may be used to assist in the development of critical restoration projects conducted as part
of the Illinois River Basin Restoration Program. The model will also be useful in assessing the flow
characteristics throughout the basin, the effects of changes in land use and climate, changes due to
project alternatives, and potential problem areas and restoration alternatives.

The BASINS modeling system, developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, was selected
for this study because it:

e isdesigned for multiple purposes in environmental and hydrological practices,
is based on state-of-the-art ARCVIEW technology for easy data processing,

e incorporates the widely-accepted HSPF and SWAT models to simulate watershed hydrology
and the transport of nutrients, pesticides and sediments,
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o utilizes a user-friendly interface to generate hydrological parameters,
¢ has an existing database of DEMs, land use, streams, and soils for the Illinois River Basin.

The Hydrologic Simulation Program — FORTRAN (HSPF, version 12) was used in this study to
simulate daily watershed stream flow. It was accessed through WinHSPF, a graphical user interface,
which interacts with the BASINS 3.0 utilities and data sets to aid in the development of an HSPF
project. The HSPF requires spatial information about watershed topography, river/stream reaches,
land use, and meteorology to accurately simulate the stream flow. It uses hourly precipitation,
potential evapotranspiration, temperature, wind speed, and solar radiation time series data for
performing hydrologic simulations when snow is also simulated. HSPF is a comprehensive and
dynamic watershed scale model that simulates nonpoint source hydrology and water quality, combines
it with point source contributions, and performs flow and water quality routing in the watershed
reaches. It has been widely used for watershed scale hydrologic simulations and for assessing the
effects of land-use changes on watershed scale hydrology and water quality.

The study plan to develop a calibrated and verified HSPF model for the entire Illinois River Basin
involved tasks that were performed in different phases. The initial phase involved preparation of data
that would be used for model development throughout the study. In the second phase, the HSPF
model was developed and parameters were calibrated for the Kankakee River and Spoon River
watersheds. In that process, the Kankakee River watershed was subdivided into two portions, the
upper-Kankakee and Iroquois River watersheds, with parameters calibrated for each. Thus, calibration
was performed for three areas: the upper-Kankakee, Iroquois, and Spoon River watersheds. In the third
phase of study, a model for the entire lllinois River Basin was developed, parameters from the three
calibrated watersheds were tested in other tributary watersheds, appropriate parameter values were
adopted, and the HSPF model was run to simulate flows for the entire Illinois River watershed. This
report discusses the work performed in all three phases.

A. Preparation of Input Data. Of the USEPA-WDM stations for which meteorological data are
given in the BASINS database, only 17 stations are located in the general vicinity of the Illinois River
Basin. More precipitation data stations were needed in order to reduce the effect of spatial variability
of rainfall over the large area of the watersheds studied. Numerous additional weather stations in the
Illinois River Basin with daily precipitation data available for the period of the study were identified
and daily data was extracted from the Midwestern Climate Center database for those stations. Hourly
precipitation data for sixteen more stations located in the watershed was also extracted from the
NOAA-NCDC database. All hourly stations were used as reference stations for disaggregating daily
precipitation data available at local stations into hourly precipitation.

B. Model Calibration and Verification for Two Watersheds. In the second phase of this study,
hydrologic component of HSPF was calibrated and validated separately for Kankakee and Spoon
River watersheds. The entire Kankakee River watershed was modeled in three sections: the upper
Kankakee River watershed upstream of Momence, Illinois; the Iroquois River watershed upstream of
Chebanse, Illinois; and the remainder of the watershed. During calibration of the Kankakee and
Spoon watersheds, values of several sensitive model parameters were varied within a reasonable range
to obtain an optimal agreement between the observed and simulated stream flow data. Calibration and
verification were based on data from the 25-year period—21970 to 1995—for which complete stream
flow and meteorological data records were available. Data from the 11-year period (1985 through
1995) was used to calibrate HSPF, and the calibrated model was verified separately for the 16-year
period of 1971 t01986. Agreement between observed and simulated stream flow data, on an annual,
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seasonal (monthly), and continuous (daily) basis was determined objectively (by plotting the time
series) as well as quantitatively. This was done to determine any trends due to seasonality and to have
an idea of any discrepancies in long-term data values. Quantitative comparison was based on
calculation of objective functions such as Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE), and coefficient of
determination (R?), intercept and slope of linear regression fit between observed and simulated data.
For monthly and annual time scales, relative percent difference between observed and simulated flows
was also calculated and reported.

C. Development of a Model for the Entire Illinois River Basin. In the third phase of this study,
hydrologic simulations were performed using HSPF for the entire Illinois River Basin using two
different approaches: an HSPF model using a single UCI data file; and an HSPF model using modular
approach. In the first approach, the entire Illinois River Basin was delineated into 60 sub-watersheds
using meteorological data from 56 gaging stations. The 60 sub-watersheds represent the practical
limit that can be developed and still be able to model the entire Illinois River Basin in a single HSPF
project. In the second approach, individual HSPF projects were created for the watersheds of seven
additional major tributaries (Des Plaines, Fox, Vermilion, Mackinaw, Sangamon, La Moine and
Macoupin) and the main stem Illinois River. In the modular approach, the entire Illinois River Basin
was divided into approximately 250 sub-watersheds, and data from all 95 available precipitation gages
were used in the simulation.

Model calibration was not performed for the entire Illinois River Basin for either of the two
approaches. Instead, calibrated parameters from the three previously calibrated watersheds—the
upper-Kankakee, Iroquois, and Spoon River watersheds—were tested over the entire Illinois River
Basin to determine which set of parameters worked best for various portions of the basin. Out of the
three parameter sets, the best results were consistently obtained by using calibrated parameters of
Spoon River watershed for all remaining portions of the Illinois River Basin.

For both approaches, much of the Des Plaines watershed was removed from the HSPF model and
replaced by an inlet location, by which flows from the Des Plaines River and Chicago Sanitary and
Ship Canal are represented by observed flows instead of model simulation. This was done for two
reasons: (1) the Chicago area is highly urbanized and the watershed characteristics are totally different
from the three calibrated watersheds; thus, it would not be appropriate to use any one of the three
calibrated sets of the parameters directly for the Chicago area; and (2) the Lake Michigan flow
diversion provides an additional source of flow to the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal. In the future,
a detailed HSPF model that includes the Des Plaines River watershed and Chicago-Calumet drainage
could potentially be linked with the model for the remainder of the Illinois River Basin.

The modular approach for modeling the entire Illinois River Basin is preferred for this project because
it provides a broader framework for future modeling work, leading to more detailed applications in the
major tributaries and sub-watersheds, such as may be needed for the evaluation of watershed
management practices and other applications.

4. FLOODPLAIN ANALYSIS
One of the major restoration concepts is the reconnection of the Illinois River with its floodplain, since

much of the floodplain has been disconnected from the river using levees. Reconnection involves
managing available areas for purposes such as flood storage, water level management, and ecosystem
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restoration. Hydraulic modeling is used to better understand the influence of restoration efforts on
river hydraulics. The UNET model was used to evaluate the impacts of different floodplain
management alternatives on water level conditions in the Peoria and La Grange Pools along the
Illinois River.

The Hennepin Drainage & Levee District (HDLD) at river mile (RM) 206 is the only significant
contiguous area of disconnected floodplain within the Peoria Pool. That area is 2,900 acres protected
from the river by an agricultural levee system. UNET modeling indicated that making use of the
leveed area to attenuate high flows could reduce maximum water levels at Henry, approximately 7
miles downstream, by as much as 0.5 feet, although benefits depend on the design of the structure that
would be used to divert flows into the district. Hydraulic modeling indicates that the area would be
most effective at reducing fluctuations if its inlet weir is set just above level pool elevation (440 feet
NGVD). With this design, the HDLD would reduce 5-day fluctuations downstream to the Peoria Lock
and Dam (RM 158) by approximately 5 percent. Upstream reductions would be less (2 percent at
Starved Rock Tail, RM 231), and downstream of the Peoria Lock and Dam, the river would display 1
percent reduction or less. These benefits would be roughly additive when combined with work to
restore tributary hydrologic regimes; if storage is added in the basin at levels of 10 acre-feet per square
mile or greater, additional fluctuation benefits can be expected, but combinations with infiltration
alternatives or low levels of storage are unlikely to display additional benefits beyond those
attributable to the HDLD alone.

Modeling of floodplain storage in the La Grange Pool indicates somewhat smaller reductions in water
level fluctuations from added storage area than the modeling of the HDLD. For this report, the Illinois
State Water Survey used the UNET model to simulate a number of scenarios wherein different
combinations of floodplain areas in the La Grange Pool were made available to attenuate low-level
fluctuations, in the same way that the HDLD was modeled in Peoria Pool. Changes in the water level
fluctuation regime were quantified at Kingston Mines, Copperas Creek, Havana, and Beardstown.

The results of this effort suggest that although location-specific effects are significant, the fluctuation
reductions due to the storage areas are roughly additive. The effects also depend on area at each site,
diminish quickly with distance, and are much greater downstream of the added storage than upstream.

5. INVESTIGATION OF FLOW HYDRAULICS AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT
PROCESSES AT THE CONFLUENCE OF THE KANKAKEE AND IROQUOIS RIVERS
WITH THE EnSed2D MODEL (Duan, 2003)

This report summarizes the results of computational modeling for the confluence of the Kankakee and
the Iroquois rivers. It consists of three parts: (1) post-processing of the survey data and generation of
the computational mesh; (2) technical descriptions of the hydrodynamic, mass dispersion, and
sediment transport model, which are included in Appendices A and B; and (3) modeling results of
flow hydrodynamics and sediment transport at the confluence of the Kankakee and the Iroquois
Rivers. This project aims to study the effectiveness of engineering alternatives on reducing
sedimentation at the confluence. The hydraulics and sediment transport patterns of three management
scenarios, which are maintain in a natural state without engineering structures, construction of three
short dikes on the left banks of the Kankakee River, and construction of three longer dikes on the left
banks, are studied by applying the EnSed2D model.
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The sediment transported in the Kankakee and Iroquois Rivers is primarily suspended sediment. The
channel bed has a thin layer of bed material, and occasionally be rocks are exposed. Therefore, this
study focused on the simulation of suspended sediment transport in the system. Two methods were
applied to simulating suspended sediment deposition and erosion processes. One method assumes that
the bed material layer is not thick enough for entrainment so that only deposition occurs; the other
method assumes there is a sufficient amount of sediment that can be entrained from the channel bed so
that the change of bed elevation is the difference between the rate of deposition and entrainment.

The simulated results showed that if the bed material layer is very thin, there is no scour in front of the
dikes, while if there is an entrainment, the scouring in front of the dikes is very apparent. In case of no
construction, the deposition at the confluence will spread at the confluence as well as immediately
downstream. The construction of three short dikes will reduce the deposition of suspended sediment
at the confluence and facilitate the passage of suspended sediment from the Iroquois River to the
Kankakee River. However, increasing the dike lengths will potentially block flow from the Iroquois
River to the Kankakee River, and worsen deposition at the confluence. Therefore, the results of this
study recommended that dikes with a reasonable length could be the most cost-effective alternative to
reduce sedimentation at the confluence. However, the locations, alignments, and dimensions of these
dikes should be determined through another detailed computational modeling study. To ensure the
mechanical stability and minimize the negative environmental effect of these dikes, flow
hydrodynamics and sediment transport at the near-dike region should be investigated by applying an
advanced computational model or conducting physical laboratory experiments.
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INTRODUCTION

This appendix summarizes several investigations undertaken as part of the Comprehensive Plan
efforts related to geomorphology, sediment delivery, sediment removal, and beneficial use. The
reports and efforts summarized below in sections 1 through 6 were prepared by contract. The reports
are available at the Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District office in Rock Island, Illinois. Section 7
provides an overview of sediment removal and beneficial use options that have either been tested or
could be tested in the basin.

1. SUMMARY OF ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN LANDFORMS AND PHYSIOGRAPHIC
REGIONS

The goals of this study were to provide summaries of the geomorphology and surficial geology of
the Illinois River Basin and to characterize the variability of such properties that are important for
ecosystem restoration assessments. The three products developed were intended to facilitate
discussions among the public, managers, and scientists.

A. Geological History of the Illinois River Watershed. This paper describes the development of
landforms and surficial deposits during the Pleistocene Epoch. It focuses on glacial sedimentary
processes and the complexity of glacial environments, but also discusses contemporary sediment-
related problems. The paper was presented at the 2001 Governor’s Conference on the Management
of the Illinois River System (Phillips and Shilts 2001).

B. Revision of Physiographic Divisions of Illinois (Leighton et al. 1948). The product of this
investigation was an updated map of the physiographic divisions of Illinois. Physiographic divisions
are regions with distinctive landforms distinguished by slope and relief. The many influences on
landforms/development include pre-existing variations in topography; the texture and thickness of
surficial materials; relative age of the surface; and glacial, fluvial, or lacustrine molding of the
surface. Recognition of the regions may be useful in identifying the expected range of
geomorphological parameters for a given site. Leighton et al.’s (1948) map updated and refined
Fenneman’s (1928) national boundaries for Illinois and was published at a scale of 1:3,000,000.

This revision is intended to create a GIS layer more useful at larger scales and to incorporate four
decades of new mapping and digital elevation models to provide more accurate regional views.
Models of geomorphology and landform evolution have changed considerably over the last 4
decades, so it is wise to reconsider the definition and use of the divisions. Table D-1 summarizes the
updates, by division, from the 1948 map to the recent map.
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Leighton et al.”s (1948) map was first digitized by Abert (1996). This digital coverage was updated to
1:500,000—the scale of most Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) statewide maps—by overlaying
it upon a new painted relief map of Illinois (Luman et al., in press). The criteria that defined Leighton
et al.’s divisions were reevaluated and manually redrawn to fit topographic features on Luman et al.
(in press). These boundaries were refined where appropriate using surficial geological features (Stiff
2000) and elevation contours determined from Abert (1996). The original physiographic divisions
largely hold up to new analysis, although all boundaries were moved significantly and made more
complex. In addition, two new regions (the Ancient Illinois Floodplain and the Griggsville Plain)
were subdivided from existing regions by virtue of several distinctive features.

C. Lexicon Map. The product of this effort was an updated map of the landforms of Illinois. Bier’s
(1980) interpretive landform map was successfully georeferenced to an 1SGS coverage of county
boundaries (http://www.isgs.uiu.c.edu/ndsihome/browse/statewide/counties.e00) and draped on Abert’s
(1996) shaded relief map. Although georeferencing of the Bier map was not perfect, distortions based
on the county boundaries are typically less than 500 m and, more importantly, interpreted landforms
generally overlie corresponding features on Abert (1996).
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Table D-1. Revision of the Physiographic Classifications of Illinois

Classification by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by Phillips

I. GREAT LAKES SECTION

I-A. Chicago Lake Plain

Defined by highest lake level, the Glenwood Phase at
~ 640 ft

Includes headlands

Elevation determined from DEM (Abert 1996)

Includes headlands and some Equality Formation
(Stiff 2000)

I-B. Wheaton Morainal Country

Includes northern portion of Marengo Moraine,
arbitrary(?) eastward jog in Kane county to join
Valparaiso Moraine, followed Rockdale-Manhattan
Moraine east to Indiana (Tazewell and Carey substages)

Includes some Illinois Episode drift in McHenry and
Kane counties

Highest elevation, complex topography; knob and kettle
topography, small filled lake basins, eskers, and kames
relatively common though not abundant

Includes Wadsworth Formation and excludes
Lemont Formation (Stiff 2000). This significantly
modifies northern reach. Surface is kettled west to
farthest moraine, but much less so than to east.

Portions of Rockdale Moraine dissected by
sluiceways excluded; surrounded by Kankakee
flood-related deposits and have smoother surface
than moraine to east

Il. TILL PLAINS SECTION

11-A. Kankakee Plain

Level to gently undulatory including low morainic
islands, glacial terraces, fluviglacial bars and dunes,
some lake deposits (though lakes short-lived)

Modified morainic basin

Enclosed by Iroquois, Manhattan, Minooka moraines
(on E), and Marseilles and Chatsworth moraines (W & S)

Thick drift to exposed bedrock (in valleys)

Lake Wauponsee Stage, highest level of the
Kankakee Flood, at ~650 ft. Elevation from Abert
(1996)

Includes fluvially modified (flat-topped to
smoothed) bits of Minooka, Rockdale, Wilton
Center, and Manhattan moraines

Excludes hummaocky plain along Marseilles and
Chatsworth moraines
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Classification by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by Phillips

11-B. Bloomington Ridged Plain

Wisconsin moraines of Tazewell age

Low, broad morainic ridges separated by flat to gently
undulating ground moraine

Moraine slopes are gentle
Outer boundary follows Shelbyville, Bloomington moraines

Some Henry Formation along Marseilles
and Chatworth morains included because (a)
relatively steep slope, (b) coarser-textured
than most of Illinois Till Plain, (c)
genetically linked to moraine

Near Peoria, Bloomington Moraine has
straighter, less dendritic (less developed?)
drainages than beyond moraine

11-C. Rock River Hill Country

Subdued rolling hills
Bedrock controls most landforms
Thin Illinois and Wisconsin Episode drift

Primarily defined by being not Green River
Lowland or Wisconsin Driftless Area

Sharp ridges, relatively well-developed
drainages

Topography slightly subdued relative to
Wisconsin Driftless Area

11-D. Green River Lowland

Bounded by Shelbyville Moraine, Green River Lobe, on north
and south, and Bloomington Moraine on east

Merges with Cary valley-train of Rock River in west
Includes remnants of Shelbyville Moraine
Remnant of old bedrock valley forms bluff on south

Fluvial and lacustrine landforms of the
Henry and Equality Formations

Portions of sluiceways through western
uplands included because they are
physiographically continuous

I1-E. Galesburg Plain

Western segment of Illinoian drift sheet
Level to undulatory; few morainic ridges

Bounded by Meredosia Valley and Wisconsin drift border
(NE); Hlinoian drift boundary (SW)

Continues across Mississippi River into lowa

Southeastern boundary drawn along base of
western bluff of the Illinois Valley

Distinguished from Bloomington Ridged
Plain in NE by more complex drainages;
boundary otherwise drawn at base of
moraine ridge

Separated out Griggsville Plain in S, where
uplands are less extensive, valleys are more
deeply eroded, and drainages more complex
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Classification by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by Phillips

I1-F. Springfield Plain

Western half of Illinoian till plain
Level to undulatory till plain
Shallow drainages

Southern boundary where drift thins and bedrock
control becomes more predominant

Includes smooth features with several clearly glacial
landforms, i.e., moraines

Flatter uplands than the subdued ridges in Mount
Vernon Hill Country

Southern drainages controlled by Kaskaskia R., Little
Wabash R., or Embarras R.; MVVHC drainages reach
ridge crests and drain southward

In Monroe County (west), division excludes
Mississippi R. drainages and boundary follows
structural ridge

11-G. Mount Vernon Hill Country

“Mature” topography of low relief
Restricted upland prairies
Broad alluviated valleys along larger streams

No glacial landforms except for portion of
Jacksonville Moraine

Southern and western boundaries along outer limits
of glaciation or outer margin of Carbondale Group,
Pennsylvanian System

Rounded upland ridges contrast with flatter, broader
uplands of Springfield Plain

Drainages reach ridge crests and drain southward
Southern and western boundaries along outer limits

of glaciation or outer margin of Carbondale Group,
Pennsylvanian System

I1-H. Griggsville Plain (NEW)

More dissected than Galesburg Plain

Highly restricted uplands, though peaks more
subdued than Lincoln Hills

Boundary drawn up center of McKee Creek valley,
then westward following distinct linear features
along ridge

Drainages less “feathery” than Galesburg Plain

Drainages more dendritic and more “feathery” than
Lincoln Hills Section

May represent pre-1llinois drainages little modified
by thin drift and minimal glacial erosion of Illinois
Episode
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Classification by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by Phillips

I1-1 Ancient Illinois Floodplain (NEW)

Contains erosional and depositional features from
Wisconsin Episode jokulhlaups (outburst floods)

Boundaries primarily follow escarpments, although
southern boundary is arbitrary intersection with
Lincoln Hills province

Areas with genetically-related features in southeast
Mason, Loan, and Menard counties excluded because
of topographic affinities with Springfield Plain

I1l. DISSECTED TILL PLAINS SECTION

“Kansan” drift in area of high relief
Eastern boundary along Illinoian drift margin

Southern boundary where “Kansan” drift becomes
too patchy to be significant, but arbitrary
Modified from Fenneman who drew eastern
boundary at the Mississippi River

Northern boundary distinguishes more crenulated
(Griggsville Plain) from less crenulated topography

V. WISCONSIN DRIFTLESS SECTION

“Submaturely” dissected, low plateau bordering
outwash-filled upper Mississippi Valley

Eastern boundary follows edge of Illinoian drift

Eastern boundary follows edge of Illinoian drift

V. OZARK PLATEAUS PROVINCE

V-A. Lincoln Hills Section

Partially drift-covered dissected plateau above
junction of Mississippi and Illinois rivers

“Maturely” dissected central ridge

Eastern boundary follows Illinoian drift border
Northern boundary arbitrary

Southern boundary along Cap au Gres flexure

Southern part of eastern boundary drawn along limit
of llinoian drift

Includes long, oddly curved, wide-bottomed valleys
with markedly steep walls and sharp ridges
Drainages less dendritic and less “feathery” than
Griggsville Plain

Northern boundary arbitrary, but tangent to
Pennsylvanian-Ordovician contact

Southern boundary on contact between Orodovician
rocks and the Devonian Rocks of the Salem Plateau
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Classification by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by
Leighton, Ekblaw, and Horberg

Classification Criteria by Phillips

V-B. Salem Plateau Section

Two segments of part of Ozark Dome

“Maturely” dissected, partially truncated cuestas
dominated by single central ridge

Northern segment covered by Illinoian drift

Northern segment: arbitrary boundary with Salem
Hills where coarser Pennsylvanian rocks give way to
finer; east margin along overlapping edge of
Pennsylvanian strata; northern boundary on Cap au
Greés flexure

Southern segment: includes pre-Carboniferous
rocks

Northern segment: moved boundary eastward to
include Kkarstic regions; northern portion at
Devonian-Ordovician contact

Southern segment: includes pre-Carboniferous rocks

VI. INTERIOR LOW PLATEAUS PROVINCE

VI-A. Shawnee Hills Section

Complex dissected upland underlain by
Carboniferous rocks

Northern boundary along inner flank of lower
Pennsylvanian (Caseyville LS) cuesta within
lllinoian glacial drift boundary

Southern boundary along northern edge of
overlapping coastal plain sediments

Northern boundary slightly redrawn to separate more
subdued topography in MVHC; actual Caseyville
contact still significantly northward

Southern boundary along northern edge of
overlapping coastal plain sediments

VII. COASTAL PLAIN PROVINCE

Underlain by Cretaceous and Tertiary sediments
overlapping on Paleozoic rocks to the north

Alluvial plains of Cache and Mississippi valleys
Hills between Cache Valley and Ohio River sculpted
in Cretaceous rocks

Northern boundary follows contact between coastal
plain sediments and older rocks
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2. STREAM DYNAMICS ASSESSMENT IN THE ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN
Andrew C. Phillips }, Bruce L. Rhoads %, Thomas J. McTighe, * and Courtney A. Klaus®

Dynamical behavior in planform of representative stream reaches from across the Illinois River Basin
was assessed by analysis of aerial photographs in time series from 1938 to present. The analysis
sought to identify mechanisms and rates of planform change, assess the variability of these behaviors
across the watershed, and determine the suitability of the method for watershed-scale assessments.
The analysis gives an essential historical context to modern stream conditions and provides insight
into the concept of stream channel “stability” in particular. The analysis also helps to focus future
field investigations by identifying important processes and targets for study.

Study reaches 1.6 km (1 mile) long were selected along 10 streams. Aerial photographs (photograph
D-1) at approximately 10-year intervals were obtained for each site. Channel centerlines (threads) of
each reach were digitally traced from scanned, georeferenced images in a GIS environment. Threads
were buffered to the georeferencing error of their source photographs and then digitally compared with
a customized tool to identify overlapping and non-overlapping polygons (figure D-1). Non-
overlapping polygons were considered to represent significant change and were assigned into dynamic
classes distinguishing “natural” and human-influenced change. The polygon area is the parameter for
guantifying change. These changes were evaluated in context of stream power calculations from
gauge data, geology and soils data, and observed changes in land use and land cover.

Stream planforms changed by lateral migration or downstream translation of meanders, by chute
formation and avulsion, and by channelization. Most planform change was caused by channelization.
Several channelized reaches were observed to redevelop meandering behavior or change shape as a
consequence of the modification. The response of streams to channelization is particularly important
because it provides important information on evaluating the feasibility of restoration projects focusing
on dechannelization of streams.

At most reaches, the dominant evolutionary mode excluding channelization was by meander
migration, with avulsion playing a significantly smaller role. Extent and rate of change varied
considerably, but change occurred along every reach studied. McKee Creek in the southwestern
portion of the Illinois River Basin exhibited singularly high rates of change with extensive meander
migration and pervasive avulsion.

Average monthly stream power was calculated from USGS flow data and remote measurements of
stream geometry. Streams exhibited either relatively low stream power with low variability, or
relatively high power with high variability. Stream power increased with time by factor of
approximately two on most reaches in watersheds that experienced extensive development; stream
power on dominantly agricultural reaches showed no particular trend. A simple correlation between
planform change and stream power was not identified. Although several reaches exhibited the
progressive increases in change with stream power and time as expected for “unstable” stream
channels, most did not. Correlation between stream power and planform change is not expected for
either avulsion or channelization, but is expected for meander migration. The lack of correlation
demonstrates that geomorphology of entire watersheds must be assessed to give spatial and temporal
context to stream dynamical behavior.

! Illinois State Geological Survey, 615 E. Peabody Dr., Champaign, IL 61820, 217-333-2513
2 Department of Geography, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
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Photograph D-1. Aerial photographs of the same 1-mile stream reach showing channel locations changes from 1938 to 1998.
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Figure D-1. Comparison of Channel Centerline Changes. Figure A: 1938 to 1963; Figure B: 1969 to 1998

3. SEDIMENT BUDGET

Sediment yield from tributary streams of the Illinois River was calculated based on suspended
sediment load data collected by the USGS (Demissie et al. 2004). Sediment rating curves that relate
daily sediment load and daily water discharge were developed for each of the sediment monitoring
stations based on existing data. Because rating curves often underestimate sediment yield, a refined
rating curve procedure was developed to minimize the underestimation. The sediment rating curves
were then used to calculate annual sediment yields from all the tributary streams with available
sediment load data. The annual sediment yields were then plotted against the annual water discharge
to develop regional equations for annual sediment yields. The data points coalesced into four different
annual sediment yield equations, which were then used to calculate annual sediment yields by
tributary streams into the Illinois River Valley. A 20-year period (1981 through 2000) was used for
the analysis. Tributary streams of the Spoon and LaMoine Rivers were determined to have the highest
sediment yield rates. The main stems of the Spoon, LaMoine, and Vermilion Rivers had the second
highest sediment yield rates, followed by the Sangamon, Iroguois, and Des Plaines Rivers.

The sediment yield calculations were used to construct a quantitative sediment budget for the Illinois
River Valley. By using the four regional equations, the sediment inflow into the Illinois River Valley
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from tributary streams was calculated. The sediment outflow from the Illinois River Valley was
determined from data collected by the USGS at the Valley City monitoring station. On the average,
12.1 million tons of sediment is delivered to the Illinois River Valley annually, and the average annual
outflow of sediment from the Illinois River at Valley City is 5.4 million tons. This results in an
average of 6.7 million tons of sediment delivered from tributary streams being deposited in the Illinois
River Valley annually. The total amount of sediment deposited in the Illinois River Valley is probably
higher than the 6.7 million tons because of the contribution of bank and bluff erosion, which is not
included in these calculations.

4. DIGITIZE HISTORIC MAPS AND SEDIMENT RATE ANALYSIS

Sedimentation rates between 1903 and 2001 for four backwater rates on the Illinois River—Babb’s
Slough, Sawyer Slough, Meadow Lake, and Wightman Lake—ranged from 0.18 inch per year to
0.40 inch per year, and the percentage reduction in storage capacity varied from 87 percent (0.9
percent per year) to 98 percent (1.0 percent per year). In general, deeper areas have filled more
quickly than shallow areas, resulting in a higher and more uniform bottom surface in 2001 as
compared to 1903. The annual rates of capacity loss and sedimentation calculated between 1903 and
2001 compare closely to rates calculated in other publications between 1903 and the mid 1970s,
indicating that sedimentation rates and rates of annual percent capacity loss have remained nearly
constant since 1975. These recent rates are higher than expected given that the bottom surface has
been progressively rising, which should result in decreased rates of sedimentation. However, water
elevation duration curves from 1903 through 1975 and from 1975 through 2001 show that more recent
water flow rates and corresponding water surface elevations have been higher, promoting continued
high rates of sedimentation.

5. SEDIMENT CORINGS AND ANALYSIS

Determining the appropriate sediment removal technology, how that sediment is handled, and where it
is placed depends on the type and quality of the sediment. As such, the Illinois State Water Survey
conducted a study to characterize the sediments found in the Peoria Pool of the Illinois River. Thirty-
seven deep sediment cores were collected during the course of the study. Each of the cores was split,
and a lithology was developed for each. Radiographs for 25 of the cores were performed. The cores
were sub-sampled in 10 cm intervals to the top of the original floodplain soil, if present. When
original floodplain soils were present, larger intervals of about 25 cm were taken to the base of the
core. Sub-samples were air dried and are being stored until such time as additional chemical and
physical analysis can be performed.

6. SUMMARY OF INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES AND TESTS FROM 2003

Three tests of innovative dredging technologies and beneficial uses were conducted in 2003. The
following paragraphs briefly describe the efforts and results.

A. Sediment Handling Demonstration. Sediment excavated from an Illinois River backwater with a

clamshell bucket was stockpiled on a field. The following day the sediment was loaded into concrete
handling trucks. A concrete pump and placing boom had little difficulty handling the material. A
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telescoping conveyor also handled the material with little difficulty. The sediment stayed on the belts
and negotiated the transfer point. The belt cleaners performed well. Minor problems, such as bridging
in hoppers and splatter at some fittings designed for concrete, can be addressed with some operational
or other changes. The pumps, booms, belts, and scrapers satisfactorily handled this material.

The sediment typical of Illinois River backwaters consists primarily of silt and clay with little sand.
This material will cause little wear on belts, pumps, and pipes. As with other dredging equipment,
potential objects in the sediment, such as tree branches, lumber, cables, metal parts and bricks of
certain sizes, will have to be screened or avoided in order to prevent plugging or damaging the
equipment. Trash racks with mechanical rakes or a grinder pump may prove useful in situations
where debris is encountered.

This demonstration shows that conveyors and positive displacement pumps can move and place fine-
grained sediment. The decision to use of this equipment on the Illinois River system will depend on
numerous factors, including the distance material must be moved, availability of dredged material
placement sites, configuration of dredge cuts, water depth, and cost. Both systems could move
sediment at or near in situ moisture content to sites without costly containment dikes, onto islands, or
into barges. The pump could also fill geotextile tubes.

B. Transport of Dredged Material Demonstration. A barge load of sediment excavated by
clamshell dredge from Lower Peoria Lake was shipped to Chicago, Illinois. The barge was moved
163 miles and waited 10 days to unload. The sediment was loaded onto trucks with a large excavator
and placed at a conservation area and at the Paxton | landfill reclamation site. The material handled
well and maintained its consistency in the barge and after placing. It readily dumped from the trucks
and formed piles about 2.5 feet high. The demonstration showed that this material can be transported
and handled with conventional equipment and placed on fields without the necessity of using
engineered containment structures.

A 3-cubic-yard conventional excavator bucket and semi dump trucks readily handled sediment at the
destination site. The material in the trucks was cohesive, but gently rocked back and forth when the
vehicles stopped and started. Although no spillage was observed from moving trucks, the potential for
spillage should be considered when trucks are loaded and routed. Sediment poured from the trucks
and formed thick dome-shaped piles rather than flowing across the ground and forming shallow pools.

The transport and placement of large quantities of dredged material on brownfields along waterways is
technically feasible. Thick material can be unloaded from barges with an excavator or clamshell
bucket into trucks, a positive displacement (concrete) pump hopper, or to a conveyor system for
movement to a placement site. The material can be placed at a desired thickness and allowed to
weather and gain soil structure. Alternatively, material could be placed in thin layers that would
quickly dry. The dry soil could then be piled to the desired thickness by conventional earthmoving
equipment.

There are other options for unloading and moving sediment to a placement site. Large off-road
mining trucks could be used at sites adjacent to waterways where use of public roads is not required.
It is also possible to add modest amounts of water to a barge to allow a slurry pump to move the
material at a consistency similar to thick fuel oil. This would require some sort of low containment
dike, as the mixture would flow. Alternatively the slurry could be sprayed in thin layers over the area
and gradually built up.
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C. Beneficial Use Demonstration. A proposed dredging project to improve wildlife habitat and
recreation in the Peoria Lakes reach of the Illinois River will generate a large quantity of dredged
sediment. The objective of this study was to investigate a possible beneficial use of the sediment as
topsoil. Sediment was mixed with various amounts of biosolids, municipal compost, and horse
manure. Barley and snapbeans were grown in the mixtures in the greenhouse. The plants grew well in
all treatments, except snapbeans were stunted by salts in unleached biosolid mixtures. The highest
overall yield for barley was obtained in the treatment composed of 50 percent sediment and 50 percent
biosolid. For snapbeans, the highest yield was the treatment composed of 70 percent sediment and 30
percent biosolid. Heavy metals in plants tissue are within ranges considered normal, except for
molybdenum (Mo) in snapbeans, which is at a level of concern if the plants were used exclusively as
animal fodder. Addition of biosolids to sediments decreased Mo plant availability. Based on these
results, this sediment has no inherent chemical or physical properties that would preclude use as
topsoil substitute.

In terms of standard agronomic parameters such as plant growth, results confirm previous work that
established that sediments from the Peoria Lakes reach of the Illinois River make excellent topsoil
material. Both legume and grass plants grew well in all sediment mixtures and improved the plant
growth potential of unleached biosolids. Addition of biosolids to sediment mitigates some of the
problem with growing plants directly in sediments or biosolids. Pure sediments may have poor
physical characteristics, at least initially under some field conditions. Pure biosolids have excessive
salts that inhibit plant growth, particularly legumes, as evidenced by death of some snapbean plants on
100 percent biosolids. The sediments may experience improved tilth and higher plant nutrient content
under field conditions when mixed with biosolids. The biosolids release less of their load of
potentially toxic heavy metals, and the injurious salt content is diluted by sediment addition.
Molybdenum uptake from sediments is decreased by biosolid addition.

An optimum sediment-to-biosolid ratio would range from 80:20 to 70:30 on a volume basis. This
mixing ratio was also shown to reduce uptake of metals by crops, perhaps due to dilution as well as to
modifications of soil properties, such as pH.

7. SEDIMENT REMOVAL AND BENEFICIAL USE

The Illinois River Basin Authority (WRDA 2000) calls for a component to address Section 519, the
development and implementation of a program for sediment removal technology, sediment
characterization, sediment transport, and beneficial uses of sediment. Much of the restoration effort
will involve dredging outside of the navigation channel for environmental enhancement and will,
therefore, differ in some respects from the more traditional navigation dredging.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dredging Operations and Environmental Research (DOER)
Program conducts research that is designed to balance operational and environmental initiatives and to
meet complex economic, engineering, and environmental challenges of dredging and disposal in
support of the navigation mission. Research results provide dredging project managers with
technology for cost-effective operation, evaluation of risks associated with management alternatives,
and environmental compliance. The Corps of Engineers also operates the Regional Sediment
Management (RMS) program. The RMS program is focused on managing sediment regionally in a
manner that saves money, allows use of natural processes to solve engineering problems, and
improves the environment. The Illinois DNR has developed dredging and beneficial use technigques
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suitable for Illinois River Restoration, including projects with the Corps under the Section 519
authority.

It is anticipated that Illinois DNR will continue as a partner in future efforts under this Illinois River
Basin Restoration component, and that the efforts will be coordinated with the DOER and RMS
program.

The scope of the work to date has been limited by fiscal constraints, particularly in relation to
chemical characterization, demonstrations, and equipment testing and development. Funding and
other support was provided by the State of Illinois and some local interests. Much of this work is
described in Marlin 1999, 2001, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, and Darmody and Marlin 2002. Most of these
documents are available at http://www.wmrc.uiuc.edu/special_projects/il_river/publications.cfm.

The following sections describe the background of this component; various technologies and
beneficial use options that are available and have been tested in the basin; further technologies, testing,
and applications that should be explored; and ends with recommendations regarding further work.

A. Background. Illinois River restoration efforts will require the removal and placement of several
million cubic yards of sediment. There is great variation in the size and physical setting of the many
backwaters (including side channels and the Peoria Lakes) within the floodplain. Additionally, the
amount of material to be dredged to meet restoration objectives at specific sites will vary dramatically.
These factors make it necessary to consider innovative dredging techniques, innovative methods of
handling and transport, and beneficial use options and techniques in addition to conventional methods.

Manipulations in the river system have caused most backwaters to become shallow with nearly flat
bottom profiles, while islands and much of the floodplain experience increased flooding and higher
groundwater levels. These changes have dramatically reduced aquatic habitat values and made it
difficult for floodplain trees and other plants to maintain their historic species mix. Ecological
restoration in the backwaters and the floodplain includes the need for dredging shallow backwaters to
various depths and elevating certain islands and floodplain areas. The current plan for backwater
dredging envisions 5 percent of a typical site being at least 9 feet, 10 percent between 6 and 9 feet, 25
percent between 3 and 6 feet, with the remaining 60 percent left undredged, with existing depths
ranging from O to 3 feet.

Conventional hydraulic dredging is an efficient and cost-effective method of removing sediment
where suitable sites exist for constructing diked areas to dewater and store sediment. Sediment mixed
with water can be pumped a short distance or several miles depending upon the number of pumps used
and availability of placement sites. Mechanical dredging is commonly used for small jobs and
projects where the dredged material can be placed within the reach of a crane or excavator arm, or
where construction of a dewatering containment facility is not desired. Additional steps such as
loading and unloading barges or trucks, mechanical dewatering, and transport from drying beds and
mixing with other soil components all add costs to sediment management efforts.

Most Illinois River sediment washes from streambeds and banks, bluffs and farmland. Heavier sand
and gravel particles that enter the floodplain tend to form deltas at stream mouths or move down the
main channel. Backwater sediment is largely composed of fine-grained silt and clay particles that are
carried farther and settle in slow moving backwaters. Thus, much of the sediment in the backwaters
and side channels is similar in physical characteristics to native topsoil. It should, therefore, be
possible to use these sediments as soil barring contamination.
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Until recently, the placement of dredged material in the United States has generally been viewed as a
disposal problem. Sediment from ocean ports and channels is usually sandy, salty, and often seriously
contaminated. Material dredged from inland navigation channels also tends to have a high sand
content. Such material is often placed in confined disposal areas. Efforts to find beneficial use for
dredged material often focus on the construction of islands or wetland habitat in coastal areas. In
some areas, sediment has been used as soil or a soil amendment. Large-scale restoration requires
finding publicly acceptable ways of placing huge quantities of sediment in stockpiles as well as
determining how to use it beneficially for economic or habitat purposes.

Many lllinois River backwaters are large or located far from areas suitable for placing dredged
material. Lower Peoria Lake, for example, is surrounded by urbanized land. Other backwaters are
large or in broad floodplains where only limited amounts of sediment can be placed without causing
hydrologic or ecological problems. In areas where relatively small amounts of material need to be
removed for fish access and over wintering, dike construction or equipment mobilization can make the
cost per cubic yard removed prohibitive.

Beneficial use of sediment involves moving it from the water body, transporting it, and placing it
where it will be used. Additionally it may be necessary to dewater, dry, or pulverize the sediment or
blend it with other materials prior to final placement. Each step adds cost and economies of scale are
often significant.

B. Summary of Available Technologies for Sediment Removal. Corps projects in Midwestern
large rivers (e.g., lllinois, Mississippi) have typically utilized mechanical clamshell and hydraulic
cutterhead dredges. However, an ever-increasing range of technologies is available to remove
sediment. This section summarizes conventional and more recent technologies that could be utilized
in future projects.

Traditional hydraulic dredging and mechanical dredging with clamshells or draglines have several
limitations. These include resuspension of sediments at the point of excavation and free water
entrainment in sediments, which require extensive, and potentially expensive, dewatering and return
water treatment (Duke et al. 2000).

i. Mechanical Dredging. Mechanical dredges employ a bucket to excavate and lift material from
the bottom. The advantages of mechanical dredging are that a minimum of additional water is added
to the sediment during dredging and the dredging unit is not used to transport material, permitting
uninterrupted operation. For a mechanical dredge to be efficient, the cut thickness must be sufficient
to fill the bucket. In non-cohesive, fine-grained sediment, sediment will wash out of the bucket.

The clamshell dredge, using a wire rope connection, is the most common of the mechanical dredges.
The mechanical dredge is able to work in confined areas and can remove many different sized
materials. The clamshell is not suitable for free flowing material (like unconsolidated sediment) and
may be unable to dig into extremely firm materials. Typical bucket sizes used in the Illinois River
Basin would range from 1 to 4 cubic meters, though clamshells as large as 16 cubic meters are in use.

ii. Hydraulic Dredging. Hydraulic dredges remove sediment hydraulically, in the form of a

slurry. Types of hydraulic dredges are straight suction and cutterhead, pipeline dredges, dustpan
dredges, hopper dredges, and auger dredges.
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C. Summary of Tests. A large number of placement and use options in various combinations could
be used to accommodate millions of cubic yards of dredged sediment over the next 50 years. Some
can be readily implemented with conventional dredging equipment, while others require innovative
applications of new or existing equipment. An ideal development would be a device that could
remove and transport sediment as readily as hydraulic dredges and place it with the consistency and
water content of mechanical buckets. Given that areas outside the main channel are often a foot or less
deep and the desired depth of much of the restoration is 3 to 6 feet, the ability to operate in shallow
water is also desirable. Another factor is the fine-grained nature of most of the sediment that requires
removal.

Innovative approaches to design and implementation are as necessary as innovative technology in a
restoration project of this magnitude. The river system has degraded over more than a century, and
several feet of sediment has accumulated in most areas.

D. Innovative Sediment Removal Technology - Hydraulic Dredging. Hydraulic dredges could be
used in a number of innovative ways. It is possible to pump material for miles if suitable areas are not
available near the dredging location. A pipeline over 20 miles long was used when the White Rock
Reservoir was dredged in Dallas. The material went into an old mining pit. When quantities are great
enough, such distances are not out of the question along the Illinois River. Corridors could follow
existing highways, railways, streams, storm sewers, and the river itself. Such a system could deliver
dredged material to a number of mined areas in Illinois. It may also be possible to use out-of-service
gas or oil pipelines to transport slurried dredged material. For example, a 12-inch pipeline currently
extends from near Chillicothe to Galesburg, which is near strip-mined land owned by the Department
of Natural Resources.

Several companies, including Black and Veatch, Brennan Marine, and Phoenix Process Equipment
Co. have used mechanical dewatering systems in conjunction with hydraulic dredges. The systems
separate most of the water from the sediment and then run it through a belt press. It can then be placed
directly into trucks or stockpiles. Brennan has also operated its system without the belt press by
placing the treated material in geotextile tubes to further dewater and consolidate the dredged material.
These systems could be used to dewater sediment piped from miles away for island construction,
loading into barges or trucks, placing on fields or other purposes.

Polymers are used in the mechanical processes to speed thickening in the tanks. Similar polymers are
in use to help settle hydraulically dredged solids in dewatering ponds. Among other things, the
polymers allow the discharge to meet regulatory standards with less holding time. The polymer
mixture is matched to the properties of sediment at particular sites.

E. Sediment Handling and Transport Technology

i. Conveyors. Conveyor belts have the potential to effectively extend the reach of excavator and
crane mounted clamshell buckets. Backwater sediment excavated with these buckets is cohesive and
contains very little free water. The sediment can be placed on islands, on shore, or in trucks that are
within reach of the excavator. In order to use large buckets in backwaters, it is necessary to dig deep
enough to bring in a floating crane. If material is to be moved beyond the arm’s reach, it must
generally be loaded onto a barge that may require additional depth. A floating conveyor could operate
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in shallow water and transport material considerable distances to islands, the shore or barges in the
channel. Dredged material excavated by a machine on a shallow float could be placed in a hopper
feeding a belt.

In order for conveyors to operate successfully in the restoration effort, they must be able to convey
freshly excavated sediment over distances and up modest inclines, transfer it from belt to belt, and the
belts clean themselves during operation. Belt cleaning is essential to prevent dredged material from
sticking to the belt and then falling into the shallow water and miring the floats. Some trial
demonstrations were conducted to evaluate this transport and handling option.

The first demonstration occurred in March of 2002 at a gravel pit and is described in Marlin (2003b).
Sediment was removed from a typical location in Upper Peoria Lake with a small clamshell bucket
and placed on a deck barge. The bucket was heaped so that free water drained prior to placement on
the deck. During the 8-mile trip to the gravel pit, the sediment held its shape and did not liquefy
despite vibrations and rough water.

A series of three 36-inch conveyors was used for a series of tests. Sediment was placed on the first
belt by the clamshell bucket, run about 50 feet before it dropped 7 feet through the first transfer point,
was conveyed 100 feet up a 6 percent slope, and then transferred to a 50-foot stacking conveyor with a
25 percent slope. Because the conveyors normally handled sand, there were no belt scrapers and the
transfer points had no fittings to control splatter. Various options were tried, including dropping
sediment on a moving belt, starting the belt both dry and wet from a stop, and adding extra water to
the sediment. In another test, an endloader took sediment to another belt where it was run 600 feet and
stopped on an incline. Sediment placed into the hopper of the stacker readily climbed the belt.

The sediment stayed on the belts without difficulty. It did not liquefy and maintained a reasonably
solid consistency over the belt idlers and across the transfers. Minor slumping occurred on the long
belt, but the sediment cross section remained constant on the belts. The sediment did not exhibit
excessive stickiness or build up on the belts or chutes after eight runs. As expected, some of the wet
sediment was carried back past the transfer points on the belts and fell to the ground. This confirmed
the need for belt scrapers. Likewise, a conveyor system for handling sediment will need to prevent
spatter at transfer points and other locations.

In a second test, a Putzmeister truck-mounted concrete conveyor handled sediment in a September
2002 demonstration. Details of this demonstration are contained in Marlin (2003a) in the appendix.
The system includes a 40-foot feeder conveyor fed by a hopper that carries material to the top of the
truck where it is transferred to a 105-foot telescoping conveyor. Sediment excavated with a clam shell
bucket and stockpiled in a field the day before was used for the demonstration. The equipment is
designed for concrete and was not modified for this demonstration. Under ideal conditions, the system
can handle 300 cubic yards per hour.

Sediment was removed from the stockpile with a skidder and placed in the hopper. The thick
sediment had a tendency to bridge over the hopper bottom and was occasionally pushed through with
shovels. The moving belt pulled the sediment from the bottom of the hopper. Raising the hopper a
few inches greatly improved the situation. The sediment readily stayed on the belt and was
compressed as it passed thorough the transfer point that had a four-inch clearance. It easily rode the
extended conveyor and fell vertically off the end of the belt. Scrapers cleaned the belt and prevented
drag back along the underside of the belt.
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In another test, sediment was fed to the conveyor by a concrete pump. This material, that lost some of
its cohesiveness during pumping, had no difficulty passing through the hopper to the belt. It, too,
conveyed easily and cleared the transfer point. At one point, the extended conveyor was inclined to 30
degrees and the sediment traveled the belt without difficulty. The conveyor can be precisely
controlled and made 20- by 60-foot plots of wet sediment 6 and 12 inches deep. It also made a
circular pile 2 feet high at the center with a radius of 9.3 feet. The edge of the pile was about a foot
high.

These demonstrations show that backwater sediment can be conveyed with conventional equipment.
A system dedicated to sediment should have some modifications from the concrete system. Such
features as the hopper and transfer points could have more clearance and splatter could be better
controlled.

Floating conveyors over 2,000 feet long are used in the sand and gravel industry and presumably could
be designed for use on the Illinois River backwaters. Given the shallow nature of the backwaters, the
floating conveyor would be most useful if it drew a foot or less of water.

Pipe conveyors are another option. These systems use additional rollers to fold the conveyor belt over
itself so that material is contained inside. It unfolds at each end for loading and discharging. These
conveyors can curve without using a transfer point.

ii. Positive Displacement Pumps. Positive displacement pumps are commonly used for handling
concrete and various slurries. They have been used for to handle sediment in several situations. Their
main advantage is the ability to deliver sediment without adding large volumes of water. Large pumps
can handle over 500 cubic yards per hour and pumping distances in excess of 2,500 yards are
attainable. The quantity pumped generally decreases with distance. Marine sediment was pumped
over 200 yards at a harbor dredging project at Ishinomaki in Japan. Sediment from the Schlichem
Dam in West Germany was pumped through 5,000 feet of pipe. The reservoir was drained and the wet
sediment loaded into a hopper with endloaders. This displacement pump operated at an effective rate
of 78 cubic yards per hour (Putzmeister, Inc. literature). Two demonstrations of these pumps were
conducted with Illinois River sediment.

The first used the DryDredge ™ that incorporates a concrete pump and sealed clamshell bucket
capable of handling about 70 yards per hour (Marlin 2002). This dredge was developed in conjunction
with the Corps of Engineers Waterways Experiment Station. The demonstration was conducted in
Upper Peoria Lake near the EMP islands in the spring of 2001. The dredge was delivered to the area
on a lowboy trailer, placed in the river with a crane and pushed to the site with jon boats. Once on
site, the dredge maneuvered using walking spuds and its excavator arm. Water levels at the site
fluctuated and occasionally were slightly less than 2 feet.

During the demonstration, excavated soft lake sediment was pumped through 120 feet of pipe. The
operator was instructed to minimize the amount of free water entering the hopper in order to stay as
close as possible to in situ moisture content. The dredge placed material at several locations on the
overburden island and in shallow water. Sixteen sediment samples were taken from the discharge pipe
over a 2-hour period. Their moisture content (water weight/sample weight) averaged 41.5 percent.
Four shallow cores representative of in situ conditions averaged 43.5 percent.

D-18



Illinois River Basin Restoration
Comprehensive Plan
With Integrated Environmental Assessment

Appendix D

Geomorphology, Sediment Delivery,
Sediment Removal and Beneficial Use

The pumped material was cohesive and readily formed cone shaped piles about 2 feet high with a
slope of 9:1. When an attempt was made to fill a wooden form 18 inches high and 8 feet square, the
material stacked up to the height of the pipe lip instead of flowing across the form like concrete. The
pumped sediment was too stiff to be dragged across the form with a shovel. At one point, water was
added to the hopper to increase the flowability of the discharged sediment.

The dredge also filled four 15-foot circumference geotextile tubes placed in a trapezoidal pattern in
shallow water. Then the area inside the tubes was filled with pumped sediment to form a small island.
The pipe was moved several times because the sediment was too stiff to flow to the sides of the
containment. Within a week, researchers could stand on 18-inch-wide plywood on the sediment.
After 3 weeks, the sediment had a crust and easily supported researchers.

The second demonstration was in September of 2002 at Lacon, Illinois (Marlin 2003a). A Putzmeister
concrete pump truck with a 32-meter articulated boom and a 5-inch line was used. The excavated
sediment was the same used for the conveyor demonstration described above. The pump and boom
experienced no difficulty handling the sediment. It pumped easily and could be precisely placed as it
exited the discharge pipe. When pumped on the field, it formed a cone that after 2 hours of settling
was about 2 feet high with a radius of 10.3 feet. The pump boom also discharged sediment to the
conveyor truck.

The hopper feeding the pump is designed to handle concrete and has a 2-inch grate. The stiff sediment
bridged over the grate and was slowly drawn into the pump. In order to improve flow, the grate was
removed. The pump operated at about 10 percent of its capacity because of the skidder’s limited
ability to load sediment.

For use in backwater restoration, existing concrete pumps could be placed on floats or work barges
and fed with an excavator or crane. The material could then be pumped onto an island, to shore, into
geotextile tubes, or into barges or trucks. A placing boom could be mounted on a barge or on shore to
place the sediment in a specified pattern and depth. Equipment of this type could provide great
operational flexibility, especially where shallow depths are desired and building containment berms is
not an option.

iii. Barge Transport. Sediment was barged to a Chicago landfill site in the fall of 2002 in order
to evaluate the feasibility of moving backwater sediment long distances using conventional equipment.
The project is described in Marlin 2003b. Nine hundred tons of material dredged from Lower Peoria
Lake was placed in a barge with a clamshell bucket. The bucket was heaped to minimize the amount
of free water placed in the barge. The barge was towed 163 miles to a Chicago dock on the waterway
and unloaded into trucks for the 1-mile trip to the landfill. The material presented no serious handling
difficulty and the trucks and barge cleaned normally after the project.

When dumped from semi-trailers, most loads formed a mound about 32 inches high. The material was
cohesive and kept its shape after placement. A load dumped on an 8 percent slope stayed in place.

iv. Mud to Parks. In 2004, the State of Illinois moved 68 barge loads of Peoria Lake sediments
to the Chicago Lake front to restore a portion of the 100 acre former U.S. Steel site as part of the
State’s “Mud to Parks” demonstration. This project further demonstrated the potential feasibility of
transporting river sediment relatively long distances to utilize these sediments as a resource
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F. Placement Options. Dredged material from the Illinois River historically has come from the main
channel, marina access channels, and small harbors. Most material from the main channel is currently
placed in designated sites that are diked, especially for large projects. Small harbor and marina
maintenance projects generate material that is frequently dewatered in a pit or cell and is then trucked
away to a field or hauled away by contractors and homeowners. Before the importance of maintaining
floodplains was recognized, a common practice was to fill floodplain and water areas with dredged
material. Such placement is now regulated.

A limited amount of material can be used to develop islands and wind and wave breaks in backwaters.
Such structures will restore some of the features of the original system that were lost when water
levels were increased during the last century. Islands can be high enough to support native floodplain
hardwood trees and provide relatively isolated areas for various birds and other animals to rest, forage,
or nest. Another option is to build islands with low spots above normal pool elevation that may
support aquatic vegetation. Islands can be oriented to minimize impacts on flood storage and
conveyance. Smaller structures can break waves and provide some calm and sheltered areas for
waterfowl resting. They will also reduce resuspension of the flocculent sediment layer by wave
action, which will reduce turbidity and make conditions more favorable for aquatic plants and sight
feeding fish and other predators. Breakwaters will provide some protection from wave erosion to both
new and existing islands and the shoreline.

Portions of the floodplain can be elevated to allow the return of native plant species that cannot
tolerate the altered water levels, caused by the current locks and dams, diversion, drainage projects,
and land use changes. This can be accomplished by mounding sediment on existing islands as well as
areas between the channel and bluff line that are currently mudflats or covered with willow. The
mounds can be located so that they become islands during floods.

Sites capable of holding large quantities of dredged sediment either permanently or for later use exist
in the basin, but not always in proximity to backwaters needing restoration. Potential placement
options include gravel pits, strip mines, and fields. The material can be dewatered behind a dike or
dried and piled to any desired shape. A mound could be several stories high and as long and wide as
desired.

The bulk of the material in the backwaters is quite similar to topsoil. Clean sediment could be used for
landscaping, landfill cover, restoration of mine land and industrial sites, amending agricultural soil,
and as bagged soil. Some sediment is suitable for use as construction fill, levee repair, and other
projects depending upon its physical properties. If options with commercial value are found, it may be
possible to offset all or part of the cost of some restoration dredging.

i. Unprotected Island Plot Trials. In 1994, the Rock Island District built an island in upper
Peoria Lake under the Environmental Management Program. The large island was constructed by a
clam shell dredge that cut a channel through sediment and lake bottom as it built the island
approximately a mile long and 7 feet high. The distance the crane arm could reach determined the
width. The soft top layer of sediment was removed first and cast to the west of the island, creating a
low berm known as the overburden or small island. It was expected to rapidly wash away. Both
islands are still in place, although the overburden island has lost much of its length and height.
Exposed tree roots on the top of the large island indicate that it has lost up to 2 feet of height. It also
has a higher sand content than the overburden island, probably because it contains greater amounts of
material from the original bottom. Observers are surprised at the longevity of the overburden island
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and apparent strength of the larger one. A demonstration to determine the ability of the various
sediments to serve as island building material is desired, but funding has not been available for a
controlled project of reasonable size.

In the spring of 2001, a number of sediment piles were placed in shallow water and on the low EMP
islands in Upper Peoria Lake. Some were built using the DryDredge™ and others were placed during
high water using a clamshell bucket on a work barge. Portions of all piles that were above the flat
pool elevation consolidated to the point where they supported the weight of researchers. The piles in
the water and on the low end of the EMP “overburden island” washed away or were seriously eroded
after one year. They were frequently subjected to waves striking at different elevations depending
upon pool level. The piles on the east side of the large island lasted longer that those on the west that
were subject to waves with a long fetch distance. By the fall of 2003, only a clamshelled pile about 2
feet above flat pool remained. It consisted largely of sand and had lost half its height.

These observations indicate that islands can be built with sediments in the area. However, the
fluctuating water levels make it difficult for the shore to stabilize and vegetation to become established
at lower elevations. Material containing sand or original hard bottom will make a better base than
fine-grained sediment. A wave break can help protect an island, as could a geotextile tube, riprap or
other armor.

Over 15 earth islands have been constructed in Pools 5 through 10 as part of the UMRS-EMP. These
islands generally consist of a low sand base with fine sediments placed on top of the sand base.
Shoreline stabilization of islands includes vegetative stabilization, riprap, and biotechnical methods
such as groins, vanes, or off-shore mounds combined with a vegetative stabilization measure.
Although there is significant variation from project to project, a typical distribution of shoreline
stabilization methods is 20 percent riprap, 40 percent biotechnical, and 40 percent vegetative
measures. More recent projects tend to have less riprap and more use of biotechnical and vegetative
stabilization.

ii. Geotextile Tubes. Tubes made of geotextile fabric are in common use in coastal areas around
the world for use in stabilizing beaches and constructing islands and wetlands. The tubes are filled
with sand and allow berms, wave breaks, and containment areas to be quickly constructed. The tubes
are also used to dewater sediment as well as sludges from wastewater and industrial facilities in
situations where space for conventional dewatering is not available. Tubes filled with fine-grained
sediment are in use at several projects and may prove useful for backwater restoration on the Illinois
and Mississippi River systems.

The Corps’ Nashville District used geotextile tubes at the Drake’s Creek environmental restoration
project near Hendersonville, Tennessee on Old Hickory Lake. The tubes separate a shallow area of a
tributary arm from a recreational channel and open water. The tubes create a connected backwater
protected from waves and suspended sediment. Fish and other organisms can freely enter and leave
the area because the tubes do not extend all around the new backwater.

The Nashville District is experimenting with various options for vegetating the tubes and protecting
them from ultraviolet rays that may cause them to deteriorate over time. Trees are planted in slits in
some tubes and in other areas soil is placed over them. Vandals and boats have not damaged the
tubes. The sediment in the tubes is consolidated and firm. The reservoir in not used for flood control
and its water level is fairly stable. It is also not subject to freezing.
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In Hlinois, the Fox Waterway Authority in northern Illinois used geotextile tubes filled with sediment
to form the perimeter of an island habitat restoration project. The tubes were filled using a hydraulic
dredge in combination with a polymer that helped settle the solids. Sediment was then pumped into
the ring formed by the tubes. Tubes suffered damage in a number of ways. Floating ice driven by
wind and waves punctured several tubes. Snowmobiles ran over some tubes and cut the fabric, and
recreational boats caused some damage. Duck blinds that escaped their moorings blew into several
tubes and ripped the fabric. Waves eroded sediment from over 98 feet of one tube in 2 days. Riprap
was placed over severely damaged tubes.

Four 15-foot-circumference tubes were placed in shallow water in Upper Peoria Lake in conjunction
with the DryDredge ™ demonstration in May of 2001. They were filled with the DryDredge™. They
formed an island about 50 feet on a side that was filled with sediment at near in situ moisture content.
The tubes were about a foot above flat pool, and the island was frequently submerged by high water
and lashed by waves.

Initially the tubes were pumped as full as possible and had no slack in the fabric. In 2001 the
elevation of the ends of each tube was recorded with respect to a nearby reference point. Two years
later, they were an average of 9 inches lower. The tubes were flatter and the fabric was not as tight. It
is not clear whether the fine-grained sediment had consolidated, was passing through the fabric, or if
the bags were sinking into the bottom sediment. These tubes suffered no ice or boat damage or
vandalism during 3 years.

The tubes held the island in place while it consolidated. The sediment was initially mounded inside
the island higher than the tubes. Grass seed planted on the sediment was consumed by geese and
killed by flooding. Waves washed sediment from the top of the island until it was essentially level
with the tubes.

Geotextile tubes will likely prove useful in Illinois River restoration projects. They can be used to
hold dredged material in place while it consolidates, serve as wind and wave breaks, and as the edge of
islands. In areas where ice, debris, or vandalism may be a problem, it may be necessary to use riprap
or other protection in conjunction with the tubes. The tubes and their scour aprons could be used to
reduce the amount of riprap required and to keep it from sinking in soft sediments. It will also be
necessary to determine the best fabric for the sediment in a given area.

G. Beneficial Use

i. Dredged Sediments as Soil. Landscaping soil is a potential beneficial use of large quantities of
sediment removed from water bodies, and the chemical and physical properties of the dredged material
will largely determine its suitability. Sediment from the Illinois River valley has properties that
indicate that it would make excellent landscaping soil. Much of the sediment found in the Illinois
River valley originated from eroded fertile rural areas. Consequently, it contains less pollution in the
form of heavy metals and other chemical contaminants than is typically found in sediments from urban
or industrial areas. Some compounds found in sediments, such as ammonia, that are often toxic in an
aquatic environment, may be beneficial to plants when placed on land. The initial problem with using
dredged sediments as soil is that they are dispersed, have no soil structure, and may set up like
concrete upon drying. This problem is generally overcome after weathering, i.e., wetting and drying,
freezing and thawing, and exposure to microorganisms and plants. As the weathering progresses, the
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dredged material develops structure that enhances air, water, and root penetration. Tillage, or other
means of mechanical disturbance, will accelerate the process. We have conducted a series of
demonstrations and experiments that indicate that this scenario is generally true for the Peoria Lakes
sediments.

Investigations to date show that fine-grained backwater sediments are similar in character to native
topsoil (Darmody and Marlin 2002, Darmody et al, 2004 in press). The germination and growth of a
variety of plants in sediment and central Illinois topsoil was essentially equivalent. The conclusion is
that sediments can serve as well as natural, high quality topsoil as a plant growth medium in the
greenhouse. Metal uptake by plants was elevated in some instances, but doe not appear to be a serious
problem.

Peoria Lake sediment placed in a pit and on fields developed typical soil structure after weathering. A
field at East Peoria was monitored after it was covered with sediment in 2000. When sampled in late
November of 2001, the site supported a continuous stand of grass and other weedy vegetation. The
sediments showed evidence of the development of soil structure. Moist consistence was firm in the
sediments and very firm in the underlying fill. There was good root penetration in the sediment, and
the internal soil surfaces were covered with common fine roots, which generally did not penetrate the
soil’s structural units themselves. Therefore, in about 15 months, the sediments developed much more
favorable soil properties as they weathered. The site was revisited in December of 2003. Vegetation
was still growing on the sediment. Soil structure was evident throughout the sediment, and live roots
were found on the soil ped faces down to the contact with the underlying materials. Small insects and
other soil-dwelling fauna were also found on the soil’s structural units surfaces.

In another demonstration, fine-grained sediment from the same Peoria Lake location was placed in a
gravel pit within a day after excavation in May of 2000. The wet sediment was over 8 meters deep in
some locations. The site was visited in October 2002. By then there was a thick stand of vegetation
on the sediments, including cottonwood trees and willow trees about 8 to 10 feet tall. This vegetation
was all volunteer. A soil profile was exposed to determine the physical characteristics of the
sediments. Good soil structure had developed to a depth of about 4.5 feet. Below this depth, there
was little evidence of soil structure.

ii. Amendment to Sandy Agricultural Soil. Crop production on sandy soil amended with
Illinois River sediment is under study by University of Illinois soil scientist Dr. Robert Darmody with
funding from the state. The study plots are near Kilbourne in Mason County. Varying amounts of
sediment were applied to standard plots as a top dressing or were incorporated by tilling. Otherwise,
the plots were treated the same, including minimal use of irrigation. Corn and soybeans were grown
on the plots. Current plans are to extend the study through the 2004 season and measure the uptake of
heavy metals by the plants.

Preliminary results indicate that sediment moderates fluctuations in soil temperature and significantly
improves moisture-holding capacity in sandy soil. Seed germination and plant growth were also
greater on sediment plots. During the 2003 season corn yields were greater on all sediment plots.
Plots with 6 to 12 inches of sediment produced over 3.5 times the yield of untreated sandy soil plots.
Soybean yields were not as dramatic, although the 6-inch treatments produced statistically higher
yields than the controls or other sediment plots. The 6-inch incorporated plots produced 1.6 times the
yield of the controls.
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Sandy soils are found in several counties bordering the Peoria and La Grange Pools. Given the
nearness of some fields to the river and backwaters, it may be feasible to pump sediment directly to
fields or transport it short distances by other means. This study will help determine whether sediment
will improve soil conditions enough to warrant placement onto sandy fields. Placing a 6-inch layer on
a 100-acre field would require about 80,600 cubic yards of sediment.

iii. Sediments Used for Greenhouse Applications. A proposed dredging project to improve
wildlife habitat and recreation in the Peoria Lakes reach of the Illinois River will generate a large
guantity of dredged sediment. The objective of this study was to investigate a possible beneficial use
of the sediment as topsoil. Sediment was mixed with various amounts of biosolids, municipal
compost, and horse manure. Barley and snapbeans were grown in the mixtures in the greenhouse.
Plants grew well in all treatments, except snapbeans were stunted by salts in unleached biosolid
mixtures. The highest overall yield for barley was obtained in the treatment composed of 50 percent
sediment and 50 percent biosolid. For snapbeans, the highest yield was the treatment composed of 70
percent sediment and 30 percent biosolid. Heavy metals in plant tissues are within ranges considered
normal, except for molybdenum (Mo) in snapbeans which is at a level of concern if the plants were
used exclusively as animal fodder. Addition of biosolids to sediments decreased Mo plant availability.
Based on these results, this sediment has no inherent chemical or physical properties that would
preclude use as topsoil substitute.

In terms of standard agronomic parameters such as plant growth, results confirm previous work that
established that sediments from the Peoria Lakes reach of the Illinois River make excellent topsoil
material. Both legume and grass plants grew well in all sediment mixtures and improved the plant
growth potential of unleached biosolids. Addition of biosolids to sediment mitigates some of the
problem with growing plants directly in sediments or biosolids. Pure sediments may have poor
physical characteristics, at least initially under some field conditions. Pure biosolids have excessive
salts that inhibit plant growth, particularly legumes, as evidenced by the death of some snapbean
plants on 100 percent biosolids. The sediments may experience improved tilth and higher plant
nutrient content under field conditions when mixed with biosolids. The biosolids release less of their
load of potentially toxic heavy metals and the injurious salt content is diluted by sediment addition.
Mo uptake from sediments is decreased by biosolid addition.

An optimum sediment-to-biosolid ratio would be a range of 80:20 to 70:30 on a volume basis. This
mixing ratio was also shown to reduce uptake of metals by crops, perhaps due to dilution as well as to
modifications of soil properties, such as pH.

H. Conclusion and Recommendations. A number of technologies and innovative approaches show
great promise in reducing costs and improving the current approach to remove and place sediment for
restoration of Illinois River backwaters. Limited investigation of some of these techniques and the
sediment’s suitability for beneficial use have highlighted potential benefits. It is recommended that
additional detailed evaluation and demonstrations of some of these concepts be implemented. These
activities may be studied alone or conducted in conjunction with restoration projects. Some suggested
lines of inquiry are presented below.

Lessons learned from past island projects constructed as part of the UMRS-EMP, along with
information from other island projects (primarily in coastal areas) will be adapted to the unique
conditions found in Illinois River backwaters. A demonstration of various ways to build islands with
sediments would be useful. This could include the use of geotextile tubes and fabric, as well as sand
and riprap where feasible. The evaluation should include different fabrics to determine whether
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sediment passes through over time, their overall durability, and their usefulness in combination with
riprap. The use of geotextile tubes and other means of forming narrow windbreaks to reduce wave
action and resuspension of sediments should also be investigated. The impact of frequent water level
and presence of ice fluctuations on the structures requires particular attention.

Another investigation would be to test various options to place sediment on existing or potential
islands in lifts to reach greater overall height. The areas would then be monitored to determine the
durability of the material and the growth of various types of vegetation including mast-producing
trees.

Various options exist for placing layers of sediment on farmland as a soil amendment. Investigations
could include using small scrapers called soil movers that can be pulled by farm tractors to incorporate
or shape sediments, directly dredging from backwaters to nearby fields with hydraulic or high solids
equipment, or placement by trucks.

Further testing of transport options should be investigated. Displacement pumps are clearly capable of
handling sediment typically found in the Illinois River. An analysis of the sizing and operation of
pumps in relation to distance of the line is in order. This would include options where a pump located
on a shallow draft platform pumps material through a pipe as well as to a placing boom. In addition, it
would be valuable to evaluate the general design and operational feasibility of a shallow draft
conveyor to move sediment from backwaters to islands, to the shore or to barges. If loaded onto
barges, it would be important to demonstrate and determine the feasibility of quickly unloading barges
of sediment with a slurry pump with minimal water added.

The best restoration option may involve a contractor removing incremental amounts of sediment from
several locations in a river reach at different times during the first year and repeating the process over
several years until the desired depths are met. This would allow the material at the placement sites to
consolidate or be removed for use in more manageable quantities. It would likely require less land and
construction at the placement site. This approach is similar in principle to some maintenance dredging
contracts that cover river reaches.

In regard to beneficial use, the chemical and agronomic character of deposited sediment and the
underlying original bottom in backwaters should be determined in order to identify restoration sites
where beneficial use is a viable option. The initial work should require a few samples for chemical
contamination and a larger number for characterization of suitability for use as soil or fill. A market
analysis for sediment by itself or mixed with other material as a bagged or bulk soil would be useful.

The material on the deltas is sandy and is likely to be useful as fill or in some cases commercial sand.
Cores of this material should be taken and evaluated. There is a need for such material at construction
and brownfield redevelopment sites near the river and in the Chicago area. The feasibility of moving
these deposits by barge, rail and truck needs to be investigated. In addition, sediment could be used as
the basis for flowable fill, to be used in utility, road repair, and other construction applications.

Additional testing and use of innovative technologies and beneficial use options are recommended.
This is justified based on the fact that restoration of depth diversity within the Illinois River Basin is a
major goal that will require dredging and placement. In addition, a wide range of potential
technologies and uses exist that merit further exploration.

Disclaimer: The use of trade names or reference to private companies does not constitute an
endorsement by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

D-25






ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
WITH INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
APPENDIX E

COST ENGINEERING






ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
WITH INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

APPENDIX E

COST ENGINEERING

I. GENERAL

Table E-1 summarizes the project costs for the recommended alternative (Alternative 6) studied for the
Illinois River Basin Restoration. This estimate is broken down into five main goals:

Goal 1 Sediment Delivery

Goal 2 Backwaters and Side Channel
Goal 3 Floodplain and Riparian
Goal4  Connectivity

Goal5  Water Levels

Each goal is divided into categories of construction and restoration procedures or measures. Under these
measures are specific cost items with their associated estimated costs. The level of detail for this
preliminary estimate is consistent with the level of design. Costs including appropriate contingencies are
presented in accordance with ER 1110-2-1302, Civil Works Cost Engineering. This estimate was
prepared without using any site-specific plans but instead was based on conceptual feasibility level cost
estimates, and historical construction costs of projects similar in nature. Sources for estimated
construction costs included projects from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers districts within the
Mississippi Valley Division, the U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation
Service in lllinois, and multiple state and local agencies within the State of Illinois.

The number of individual measures or construction practices represents a reasonable distribution of
measures to achieve program goals. Actual numbers of individual measures are likely to vary. Specific
design features and associated costs will be defined in separate feasibility reports. The operation and
maintenance costs were based primarily on professional judgment of recognized experts in their field.
Costs for planning, engineering and design comprise 30 percent of construction costs, while contract
supervision and administration costs comprise 9 percent of construction costs.

Table E-1 is a summary of construction costs through the 7-year implementation (Tier I).

Table E-1. Program First Costs Through Implementation of Tier |
(October 2003 Price Levels)

Lands and Damages $ 436,000
Fish and Wildlife Facilities $ 91,000,000
Planning, Engineering, and Design $ 27,331,000
Construction Management $ 8,190,000
Technologies & Innovative Approaches $ 24,140,000
System Management $ 2,750,000
Total Program Costs $153,847,000

E-1



Illinois River Basin Restoration
Comprehensive Plan
With Integrated Environmental Assessment

Appendix E
Cost Engineering

The recommendation for the 7-year authorization, or Tier I, includes extending the current
authorization through 2011 and increasing the total funding authorization to $153.85 million. This
funding level would provide approximately $127.0 million for restoration projects; $24.1 million for
developing technologies and innovative approaches (includes $12.5 million for system monitoring,
$8.7 million for site-specific monitoring, $957,000 for a computerized inventory and analysis system,
and $2 million for special studies); and $2.75 million for system management. Restoration efforts
would be cost shared 65 percent Federal, or $100 million, and 35 percent non-Federal, or $53.85
million. The cost to operate and maintain project features constructed through Tier | are estimated to
be $125,000 annually. Tables E-4 and E-5 illustrate funding for Tier I. Table E-6 illustrates the
estimated schedule for implementation of Tier I.

The recommendation for the 11-year authorization, or Tier Il, includes extending the current
authorization through 2015 and increasing the total funding authorization to $384.6 million. This
funding level would provide approximately $321.9 million for restoration projects, $56.9 million for
developing technologies and innovative approaches (includes $28.5 million for system monitoring,
$22.3 million for site-specific monitoring, $2.2 million for a computerized inventory and analysis
system, and $4 million for special studies), and $5.75 million for system management. Restoration
efforts would be cost shared 65 percent Federal, $250 million, and 35 percent non-Federal, $134.6
million. The cost to operate and maintain project features constructed through Tier 1l are estimated to
be $201,000 annually. Tables E-4 and E-5 illustrate funding for Tier II.

Efforts associated with management include direct costs for Corps of Engineers project management
as well as Illinois DNR staff time as in-kind services. These costs are estimated at roughly $750,000
per year once the program is established.

The technologies and innovative approaches component includes a number of items called for in
Section 519. The proposed system- and goal-level monitoring would be phased in over approximately
7 years to about $4 million per year. The level of site-specific project monitoring would be based on
roughly 7.5 percent of project construction costs. Due to the costs associated with establishing the
technologies and innovative approaches component, it is estimated that roughly 16 percent of the
initial construction authorization amount would be utilized for these efforts. However, if the program
is continued and additional applications of the same measures are made, monitoring costs are
anticipated to drop to approximately the 10 to 15 percent level over time. It is estimated that a
computerized inventory and analysis system and special studies would be phased in to a level of
approximately $300,000 and $500,000 per year respectively.

The largest component of the recommended $384.6 million authorization would focus on critical
ecosystem restoration projects. The total amount directed toward restoration projects is estimated to
be $322 million. This amount includes costs associated with first cost of construction, real estate, and
operation and maintenance. Of the $322 million, $245 million would be directed toward the first cost
of construction, which includes contract administration, land credits, supervision and administration,
and operation and maintenance manual and $59 million toward the feasibility study, plans and
specifications, and real estate costs. Based on the large study area, complexity of the ecosystem
restoration, and the opportunities for increased cost effectiveness, adaptive management of up to 7.5
percent of the construction implementation costs were also included. The total cost to operate and
maintain projects that would be constructed through implementation of Tier 1l (2015) is $694,000.
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The 50-year implementation cost is shown in table E-2. The restoration cost includes $6,600 million
in restoration projects as shown in Table E-3 as well as an estimated $495 million in adaptive
management.

Table E-2. Summary of Program Costs for 50-year Implementation
(in millions of dollars)

Restoration Projects $7,095

Technologies & Innovative Approaches $ 875

System Management $ 55

Total Implementation Cost $8,025
I1. PRICE LEVEL

This estimate was prepared to October 2003 price levels. These costs are considered to be fair and
reasonable to a well-equipped and capable contractor and include overhead and profit.

I11. CONTINGENCY DISCUSSION

After review of project descriptions and discussions with engineering and construction personnel
involved in the project, cost contingencies were developed which reflect the uncertainty associated
with each cost item. These contingencies are based on qualified cost engineering judgment of the
available design data, type of work involved, and uncertainties associated with the work and schedule.
The overall contingency for the cost estimate is about 35 percent. The basis for the selection of the
contingency factor is primarily due to the conceptual design of a project feature, unknown guantities,
and unknown site conditions. Many of the project features can be constructed using conventional
methods.

IV. RECOMMENDED PLAN

A descriptive explanation of the work features and basic assumptions for the recommended alternative
are included in Section IV.A. of the main report. Detailed MCACES estimates will be prepared for
site-specific projects during the preparation of site-specific designs.

A description of plan components for the recommended authorization is included in Section 1V.D. of
the main report.
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Table E-3. Summary of Construction Costs for 50-Year Implementation

2 Annual
H Amount with Real 0&M
USACE E Contingency E‘ Total Planning, Supervision and | Estate Costin
Unit of Const./Unit | & = Construction Engineering and | Administration | Cost per 2003
Restoration Measures Measure Cost 3 = Cost Design {30%) (9%} Unit Total Real Estate Total Cost Dollars Total 0EM
Goal1 Sediment Delivery
1.1 Grade Control
111 Riffle Structure
Majar Tributary Each 110,000 [35%|  $148,500 10 $1,485,000 F445 500 £133 650 34,238 $42,320 $2,106,530 $149 1,485
Minar Tributary Each F22000  (35% $29,700 424 12,592,500 $3,777 840 $1,133,352 4,295 $1,521,080 $19,325,072 F30 $12,593
112 Grade Control Structure
Major Tributary Each §1,120,000 |35% | §1,512,000 3 4,536,000 $1,360,800 F403 240 $4,238 F12,714 §6,317,754 $500 £1,500
Minor Tributary Each $200,000 |35% | $270,000 45 $12,420,000 §3,726,000 F1,117 800 $4,295 §197 570 §17 481 370 $200 £2,200
1.2 Bank Stabilization
1.2 Wegetstion
Mainstem 1001t F11,000  ([35% 14,350 0 §0 30 30 754 $0 §0 $205 30
Major Tributary 100 ft §9,025  |35%|  $2184 4754 F57 921 545 §17 376 464 $5,212,939 5734 3,489,436 §i34,000,337 171 §i310,902
Minor Tributary 100 ft 7000 |35% 9,585 G457 Fa1 060,345 $24,318,104 §7,295,431 FEG4 5,784,588 118,458 468 134 F1,134,345
122 Stone Armar
Mainstem 100 1t F20550  [35% F27.743 1] $0 30 30 784 $0 $0 23 0
Majar Tributarny 100 ft $16300 [35% | $22815 593 $13,5209,295 34,058,789 31,217 B37 $734 $435 262 $19,240,932 §21 $12,176
Minor Teibutary 100t F13200 [35% 7520 57 F15521 220 F4 B5E6 366 1,396 910 a4 595 764 F22170260 FE $13,969
123 In-stream
weeirsharbsigroins/zpur
Mainstem =E (f:‘.ﬂ = F32,750  [39% 44,253 1] $0 0 0 Faid F0 $0 pizali} 0
Major Tributary = (f:\” Ly $9,350  |35% |  $2E23 2957 §37,324,733 F11,197 420 $3,350,226 $559 1,652,363 §53 534,341 £23 $E7 185
Minor Tributary =F Ef:\” Ly $4,950  |35% $6 643 4346 $29,042 145 $2,712 644 $2613,793 F534 $2,320,764 §42 639,396 12 $52,276
1.24 Longitudinal Stone Toe
Mainstem 1001t 10273 |35% $13,571 0 §0 30 30 554 $0 §0 12 30
Major Tributary 100 ft fa450  |35%|  §11,408 2631 $30,013,133 $9,003,940 §2,701 182 $559 §1,470,729 §43,185 933 F10 §27,012
Minor Tributary 100 ft $6,600  |35% $i3,310 4707 $41,939,370 §12,581 511 §3,774,543 5534 $2,513,538 §60,509 262 b7 §37,745
1.3, Wetland/Retention Structure
131 Small Bazin (=1 acre) Each §28,000 |35%|  §37.200 5150 194 670,000 $58,401,000 $17 520,300 36 45 §34,221 750 $304,513,080 $200 $1,030,000
132 Medium (1-5 scres) Each $90,000 [35% | $121,500 1082 $131,463,000 $39,438,900 $11,83 670 $26,130 $28,272 660 $211,006,230 $500 $541,000
133 Large (150 acres) Each £3,300,000 |35% | §4,455,000 5 §22 275 000 $6 652,500 §2,004,750 $423 B35 §2,118,190 §33,050,440 15,000 75,000
Sum hy Goal $685,793,588 $205,738,076 $61,721,423 $84,949,388 $1,038,202,475 $3,826,887
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2 Annual
z Amount with Real 0EM
USACE ? Contingency E‘ Total Planning, Supervision and | Estate Costin
Unit of Const./ Unit E in 2003 H Construction Engineering and | Administration | Cost per 2003
Restoration Measures Measure Cost 8 Dollars = Cost Design (30%) {9%) Unit Total Real Estate Total Cost Dollars Total 0&M
Goal 2 Backwaters and Side
Channel
21 Backwater Restoration
211 8-Foct Depths Backwater | $1,263889 |35% | 1,706,250 $0
21.2 8to 6 Foot Depths Backwater | $171111  |35% $231,000 $0
21.3 6to 3 Foot Depths Backwater | $140000 |35% $189,000 $0
21.4 3to 0 Foot Depths Backwater 23333 |35% $31,500 $0
21.5 4-Foot Deep Holes Backwater | $3265046 |35% | $4407813 $0
21.6 8-Foot Deep Holes Backwater | $2527 778 |35% | $3412,500 $0
247 12-Foot Deep Holes Backwater | $2,381 944 |35% | $3,215625 $0
Tatal Backwater Cost 13193 638 60 $791 621 250 F237 486,375 571,245 913 1,213,187 $72,7 228 $1,173,144 765 $0 30
2.2 |sland Pratection
2.2.1 Cff-Bank Revetment Islanc.:i $361,387  |359% $487 872 $a7a
Pri-ﬂlﬁrjclﬂnn
2.2.2 Bankling Revetment san. $129067 |35% 174,240 $157
PR
2.2.3 Timher Piles = - F119630 |35% $161 568 485
Prrtertinn
Tatal lzkand Pratection $523 650.00 15 $12,395,200 $3,706,560 F1,111 965 9,497 F142 454 17,316,152 $1,520 $22,793
2.3 Side Channel Restoration
231 Stub Dikes ide $67375  |35%|  $o0956 164
l."flqsaanﬂl
232 Dredging & e FI2EET |35% | 138,500 30
l."flqsaanﬂl
233 Dredging 3 ftto & o $I6427  |35%|  $22178 $0
l."flqsaanﬂl
234 Dredging Oto 3 ft o 52738 |35%| 335 30
Channel
Total Side Channel Restoration F25542510 35 $5 939,554 $2 651,995 504 599 $33,361 31,167 622 13,594,199 F164 5,730
Sum by Goal $812,916,434 $243,874,930 $73,162,479 $74,101,304 $1,204,055,146 428,526
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Table E-3. Summary of Construction Costs for 50-Year Implementation

2 Annual
§ | Amount with Real ogm
USACE ? Contingency E Total Planning, Supervision and | Estate Costin
Unit of Const./Unit | = in 2003 = Construction Engineering and | Administration | Cost per 2003
Restoration Measures Measure Cost 8 Dollars = Cost Design (30%]) {9%) Unit Total Real Estate Total Cost Dollars Total 0ZM
Goal 3 Floodplain and Riparian
3.1 Floodplain and Riparian
Skl Ul G ACre 2,500 35% F3373 19600 66,150,000 19,543 000 5,935,500 F3,502 65 632,600 $160,551,100 B2 $39,200
Improvement (11 ! ! ! ! ' ! ! ) ) ! ! ! ! !
312 hiast Tree Planting (11 Acre F1.400  |35% 1,330 19600 F37T 044,000 F11,113,200 3,333,960 §3,502 §68 632,600 $120,123,760 fES §1,274,000
313 Praivie Plantings (1) Acre #1000 |35% 1,350 31500 $42 525 000 12,757 500 $3,827,250 §3,603 $113,481,000 $172 590,750 35 $157 500
Egﬂi (T)DiSt SElLEE S feve ge000  |35%|  $8100 30650 | $321 165,000 $06,348,500 28,304 850 §3,.837 $152,125 800 $508 546,250 $20 $703 000
31 5 Wetland Plartings (1) Aore $2650  |35% §3,578 30650 F141 847 575 $42 554 363 §12 766,300 §3,837 $152,126 900 $340,205 446 57 $277 550
316 Gated Leves Each §2,000,000 |35% | $2,700,000 a F21 600,000 $6 480,000 1,944,000 §4,362 $35,056 §30,059,056 f20 F160
E;Zezepair ST ] Each $283,300 |35%| $3s2.455 g $3,059 640 $917,892 $275,365 4,352 $35,056 4,267 956 30 0
3.2 In-stream Aguatic Restoration
3.2 Riffle Structure
Major Triputans Each 110,000 |35% | $14583500 1400 §207 800,000 $62,370,000 §16,711,000 §4,235 §5,933,200 §294 814,200 §143 F207 900
Minor Tributany Each §22000 |35% §20,700 5705 §201 811,500 $60,543 450 §18,163,035 §4,295 §20,164,525 $309,702,510 £30 F201 812
322 Channelization
Remeander in Floodplains
Minor Tributany 100 ft F45000  |35% $60,750 GEO0 £400,950,000 120,285,000 §36 085,500 $11 963 §76,955,800 $636,276,300 F365 $2,405,700
Sum hy Goal $1,444,053,015 $433,215,905 $129.964,771 669,143,637 $2,676,377.328 $5,356.822
Goal 4 Connectivity
4.1 Dam Removal
Major Tributan Each $300,000 [35% | $405000 1 $405,000 $121,500 $36,450 $3,000 $3,000 $565,950 30 0
Minar Tribatany Each $300,000 |35% $403,000 1 $403,000 F121,500 $36 4350 $2,700 F2,700 $565 6320 F0 $0
4.2 Fizh By-Pazs Channel
Majar Tribatany Each $594,830 |33% | 1,208,021 T $8,456,144 $2,536,843 $761,053 F26,429 $185,003 $11.939,042 $2416 $16,812
Minor Tributany Each $343,970 | 35% F464 560 1 F464 560 139,505 F41 792 13,600 13,600 $63259 060 Faz9 F829
4.3 Fizh Ramp Structure
Major Triputans Each §1 633,132 |39% | $2278473 1 525,068 764 F7 520,629 §2,256,189 §i3,427 F32,700 $34,938,283 §11,335 F125 344
Minor Tributany Each $107,658 [35% | 9145339 18 $2,616,100 $784 530 $235,449 §3,789 $68,200 §3,704 579 §727 313,081
4.4 Denil Structure
Minor Triputans Each §7E8,908 |35% | $1.065024 2 $2,130,047 FE39,014 F191,704 §3,600 §7.200 §2 967 966 §213 F426
Sum by Goal $39,545.415 11,863,624 $3,559,087 $372,403 $55,340,530 156,691
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Table E-3. Summary of Construction Costs for 50-Year Implementation

= Annual
g Amount with Real 0&M
USACE ? Contingency E‘ Total Planning, Supervision and | Estate Costin
Unit of Const./ Unit E in 2003 g Construction Engineering and | Administration | Cost per 2003
Restoration Measures Measure Cost 8 Dollars 5‘ Cost Design {30%) 19%) Unit Total Real Estate Total Cost Dollars Total 0EM
Goal 5 Water Levels
5.1 Dam Management
51.1 Remote control dam Lump Sum | $3,000,000 |35%| %4,050,000 1 $4,050,000 $1,215,000 %364 500 30 0 $5,629,500 $0 30
2.1.2 Revize Regulation
Manuals (2) Each $80,000 | 35% $108,000 7 $7a6,000 0 $0 0 30 $7a6,000 $0 0
2.1.3 Install and Maintzi
Gagesn(2)a A Maintan Each $15000 |35%| $20250 10 $202,500 30 50 30 0 $202,500 $12,500 | 125,000
5.1.4 Inztall Newr Tainter Gates Each $13,900,000 |35% | $18,765,000 2 $37 530,000 $11,259,000 $3,377,700 30 0 $52,166,700 %15,000 $30,000
5.2 Storage
521 Storage Ac-ft $2,133  |35% $2,380 160000 $460,500,000 $138 240,000 541,472,000 $2,300 $368,000,000 £1,008,512,000 $5 $500,000
2.3 Infitration
5.3.1 Upland Struct ]
. St::i'pasn FUEILrES &n Ac $5556  [35%|  $TEm0 38400 | $288,000,000 $86 400,000 $25920000 | $3400 | $130.560,000 $530,860,000 57 $259,200
5.4 Pool Drawdown
5.4.1 Peoria Pool (2 Lump Sum | $7.800,000 |35% | $10,530,000 1 $10,530,000 $3,159,000 5947 700 30 0 514,636,700 $0 30
5.4.2 LaGrange Pool (2) Lump Sum | $12,200,000 |35% | $16,470,000 1 $16,470,000 $4,841 000 $1,482,300 30 50 $22,893 300 $0 30
Sum by Goal $818,338,500 $245,214,000 $73,564,200 $493,560,000 $1,635,676,700 $1,214,200
Grand Totals $3,800,646,951 $1,139.906,535 $341,971,961 $1,327,126,732 $6,609,652,178 $10,583,126

(1) Unit costs shown are half those normally used for USACE construction projects of this type. Each of these measures assumed that construction
or implementation would occur on half of the acreage shown and benefits would spread to the portion through volunteer establishment.

(2) No Planning, Engineering, and Design or Supervision and Administration costs are included because these activities involve mainly planning
or would be negligible.

(3) Columns containing missing or zero ($0) for total cost or total O&M were not used to formulate cost except for Goal 2, where sub-measures
comprising a restoration measure are listed.
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Table E-4. Summary of Annual Component Costs for 7- and 11-Year Authorization

lllinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan

Annual Component Costs (in 000's of Dollars)

TIERI TIER I TOTAL
% of
Component Year 1 Year2 | Year3 | Yeard4d | Year5 | Year6 | Year7 | Year8 | Year9 | Year 10 | Year 11 | Years 1-11 TA:)taI
1;;':2:11%’:9 and Innovative $0 $75 $856 | $4,234 | $5703 | $6,550 | $6723 | $8183 | $7,713 $8,220 $8,686 $56,943 15

Systern Monitoring $0 $0 30 $2500 | $2.000 | $3.000 | $4.000 | $4.000 | $4.000 $4.000 $4,000 $28,500 7

Site-Specific Monitoring $0 $75 $856 $1084 | $1.996 | $2750 | $1923 | $3383 | $2913 $3.420 $3,886 $22.286 6

Computerized Inventory and %0 %0 %0 $150 $207 $300 $300 $300 %300 $300 $300 $2,157 1

Analysis System

Special Studies $0 30 30 $500 $500 $500 $500 3500 $500 3500 $500 $4.000 7
System Management $0 $100 $100 $600 $600 $600 $750 $750 $750 $750 $750 $5,750 1
R $711 $3715 | $11407 | $15534 | $28,608 | $39413 | $27.568 | $48.490 | $41,758 | $49018 | $55,701 $321,922 g4

. $0 $0 $0 $1084 | $1.996 | $2750 | $1923 | $22383 | $2913 $3.420 $3,886 $21355 6

Adaptive Management

?ﬁgu\gifmhed (iner $73 $900 | $2608 | $4.034 | $16070 | $27741 | 98026 | $18.865 | $18.269 | $28.748 | $46525 $171.948 45

o $433 $433 $747 $784 $4.112 | $2262 | $3224 | $3.945 $559 $2.207 $4.377 $23 183 6

Major Tributary

g'tgir?)p'a'” Restoration (Main $16 $22 $1751 | $3444 | $1743 | $118 $118 $235 $735 $3.408 %6 $11,595 3

ﬁgg:hDraWdOW” (LaGrange $0 $0 $0 $0 $435 $435 $946 $8570 | $9347 $779 $0 $20511 5

(Bsr‘;ﬁz?gzg Restoration $189 $2080 | $6.047 | $5644 | $2.835 | $2.346 | $9671 | $9881 | $9674 $9.898 $415 $59 680 16

Side Channel Restoration/

o Protection 40 $191 $254 $545 $418 | $3660 | $3660 | $3611 $261 $557 $493 $13 650 4
sl $711 $3890 | $12,363 | $20368 | $34,911 | $46562 | $35041 | §$57423 | $50,221 | $57.988 | $65137 $384,615 100
Federal Share of Total $462 $2520 | $5.036 | $13239 | $22,602 | $30266 | $22777 | $37325 | $32644 | $37692 | $42339 $250,000 65
Operations and Maintenance $0 $0 $0 g0 [ 1 | $27 | ¢85 | 125 | $126 | §149 [ $201 | $694
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Table E-5. Summary of Cumulative Component Costs for 7 and 11-Year Authorization
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Append

ix E

Cost Engineering

lllinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan

Cumulative Component Costs (in 000's of Dollars)

TIERI TIER I
Component Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Year 5 | Year 6 Year 7 Year8 | Year9 | Year 10 Year 11
1;;':2:1?1?3':9 and Innovative $0 $75 $931 $5164 | $10,867 | $17.417 | $24140 | 157% | $32323 | $40,037 | $48256 | $56,943 | 148%
Systern Moritoring 50 50 50 $2500 | $5.500 | $8.500 | $12.500 81% | $16500 | $20500 | $24500 | $28,500 | 7.4%
Site-Specific Monitoring $0 $75 $931 $2014 | $4010 | $6.760 | %8683 56% | $12086 | $14980 | $18399 | $22286 | 58%
Compuiterized Inventory and $0 $0 $0 $150 $357 $657 $957 0.6% $1257 | $1557 $1.857 $3157 | 0B%
Analysis System
Special Studies 50 50 50 $500 $1.000 | $1500 | $2.000 13% $2500 | $3.000 $3.500 $4000 | 10%
System Management $0 $100 $200 $800 $1,400 | $2,000 | $2,750 1.8% $3500 | $4.250 $5,000 $5,750 | 1.5%
O, 0,
TN A — $711 | $4.426 | $15833 | $31368 | $59.976 | $99.388 | $126956 | B825% | $175446 | $217.204 | $266.221 | $321,922 | 83.7%
?ﬁgﬂf\frsmd ullgels $73 $1062 | $3670 | $7.704 | $23.774 | $51515 | $50540 | 387% | $78406 | $96675 | $125423 | $171948 | 44.7%
o $433 $867 | $1614 | $2398 | $6500 | $8.872 | $12.096 79% | $16.040 | $16599 | $18:306 | $23183 | B.0%
Mlajor Tributary
g't’:;?:)p'a'” el $16 $37 $1788 | $5.232 | $6.975 | $7.093 | $7.211 47% $7446 | $8180 | $11589 | $11595 | 3.0%
Egg:)DraWdOW” (Rl $0 $0 $0 $0 $435 $370 $1.816 12% | $10386 | $19732 | $20511 | $20511 | 53%
(B[?r‘;mfgzg JeelEellel] $189 | $27269 | $8316 | $13.960 | $17.795 | $20141 | $29812 | 194% | $39693 | $49367 | $59266 | $59680 | 155%
i::jdcgﬂgft'iSnesmrat'om $0 $191 $445 $990 $1408 | $5068 | $8.728 57% | $12339 | $12600 | $13.157 | $13650 | 35%
Adaptive Management 50 50 50 $1.084 | $3.080 | $5.820 | $7.153 50% | $11.136 | $14.049 | $17469 | $21355 | 56%
sl $711 | $4601 | $16964 | $37,332 | $72,243 | $118805 | $153.847 | 1000% | $211,260 | $261,490 | $319478 | $384,615 | 100.0%
Federal Share of Total $462 | $2.991 | $11.026 | $24266 | $46958 | $77.223 $100,000 $137.325 | $169.969 | $207.661 $250,000
Operations and Maintenance $0 $0 $0 g0 [ s ] sz | $93 | $218 | $344 [ 3493 $694
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Table E-6. 11-Year Implementation Plan

Illinois River Basin Restoration

Comprehensive Plan

With Integrated Environmental Assessment

Appendix E
Cost Engineering

Ecosys!em Plan Components

No. of
Projects

Cost

PM ED RE

Resources

OoD

CD

Cont

Land

Year 3
Q| Q| Q3| o4

Year 4
QL ] Q2 ] 03 | Q4

Year 5
Q1] Q2 | 03 ] 04

Year 6

Q1] Q2 | 03] 04

Year 7
QL ] Q2| 93 | o4

Year 8
QL | 92 | 93| 4

Year 9
QL ] Q2 | 03 | 04

Year 10

Q1] 02 ] 03 | 04

Year 11

Q1] Q2 | 03 ] 04

Years 1-11
Q1 ]| Q2] 93 | o4

Technologies and Innovative Approaches

$57,

200

Year 1
Q1 ] Q2] 93 ] 04
$0

Year 2
QL] Q2] 93 | o4
$75

$856

$4,234

$5,703

$6,550

$6,723

$8,183

$7,713

$8,220

$8,686

$56,943

System Monitoring

$28,

500 $713] $713)

$27,075

$0

$0

$2,500

$3,000

$3,000

$4,000

$4,000

$4,000

$4,000

$4,000

$28,500

Site Specific Monitoring

Computerized Inventory and Analysis System

$22,543]  $1,114]
$2,157| $54]

$1,114]

$20,057,

$75

$856

$1,084

$1,996

$2,750

$1,923

$3,383

$2,913

$3,420

$3,886

$22,286

$2,103

$0

$0

$150

$207

$300

$300

$300

$300

$300

$300

$2,157

Special Studies

$4,

$400)|

$400]

000]

System Management

[Adaptive Management

$3,200

$0

0

$500

$500

$500

$500

$500

$500

$500

$500

$4,000

$100

$100

$600

$600

$600

$750

$750

$750

$750

$750

$5,750

$16,016

8|8]4(8|3|8|

$0

$1,084

$1,996

$2,750

$1,923

$3,383

$2,913

$3,420

$3,886

$21,355

$2,136)
]

]
3
o

$990

0
$2,608

$4,034

$16,070

$27,741

$8,026

$18,865

$18,269

$28,748

$46,525

$171,048

Waubonsie

Waubonsie

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

|
$36]  $112)

$5

P&S

3. Complete LERRDS

$260,693

$2,248]

$170
37|

4. Contract Project Construction

$6

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$942|

$960)

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

7. Conduct Annual O&M

LERRDS

Contract

Construct

]
O&M Manual

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

[Annual 0&M

[Annual 0&M

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

Iroguois River (Sugar Creek)

1. Complete Feasibility Study

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

3. Complete LERRDS

4. Contract Project Construction

6]

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$3,500

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

7. Conduct Annual O&M

Iroquois River

Feasibility
P&S|

Contract

LERRDS

Construct

]
O&M Manual

[Annual 0&M

[Annual 0&M

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

Blackberry Creek

1. Complete Feasibility Studh

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$19]

$14

8|  sal

3. Complete LERRDS

4. Contract Project Construction

6]

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$315

$3,500

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

7. Conduct Annual O&M

Annual O&M
]

Blackberry Cr
Fea:

P&S]|

|
LERRDS
Contract
Construct

[O&M Manual

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

Annual 0&M_|

Annual 0&M_|

McKee Creek

1. Complete Feasibility Study

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$14

8|  sal

3. Complete LERRDS

4. Contract Project Construction

6]

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$315

$3,500

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

7. Conduct Annual O&M

McKee Creek
Feasibility

I
P&S

]
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

]
O&M Manual

[Annual 0&m

[Annual 0&m

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

Senachwine Creek

$7

500

1. Complete Feasibility Study

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$550 $193] $275) $50
$250 $53] $165) $18

$19

$14

so| s

3. Complete LERRDS

$18 $18

4. Contract Project Construction

|

6]

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$6

664 $18| $140|

$315

$4,691

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$12 $12

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$12) $12

Senachwine Creek
Feasibility

[pas

LERRDS

Contract

t

Construct

]
O&M Manual

[Annual 0&m

[Annual 0&m

Annual O&M

Annual O&M

Tenmile Creek

$7,

500

1. Complete Feasibility Stud

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$550] $193] $275 $50
$250 $53| $165 $18

$19)

$14]

s saf

3. Complete LERRDS

$18 $18

4. Contract Project Construction

6|

6]

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$6

664 $18| $140

$315

$4,691

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$12 $12

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$12) $12

Tenmile Creek
Feasibili

Annual O&M
|

I
[pas

1
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

]
[O&M Manual

Annual O&M

[Annual 0&M ]

[Annual O&m

Annual O&M

Crow Creek West

$7,

500

1. Complete Feasibility Stud

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$550] $193] $275 $50)
$250 $53| $165 $18

$19)

$14]

s saf

3. Complete LERRDS

$18 $18

4. Contract Project Construction

|

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$6,664]

$18 $140

$315

$4,691]

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$12| $12|

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$12 $12

[Crow Creek West

Feasibility

Contract

Construct

]
[O&M Manual

Annual O&M

[Annual0&M ]

[Annual 0&M

Annual O&M

Yellow River

$7

500

1. Complete Feasibility Studh

$550) $193]

$275) $50

$19]

$14

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$

250 353 s165]  s18

s saf

3. Complete LERRDS

$18) $18

4. Contract Project Construction

6|

6|

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$6,

$18 $140

$315

$4,691]

$1,500

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

664
1. $12|

7. Conduct Annual O&M

1. $12

Yellow River
Feasibilit

P&sS

I
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

]
[O&M Manual

Annual O&M

[Annual 0&m ]

[Annual 0&M

Annual O&M

Implementation Phase |

$25,

1

1. Complete Feasibility Study

$2,

$74)

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$1

3. Complete LERRDS

$42]

09|  $738] $1,054]  $190]
406 $928 $98]
$71] $71]

;%!

4. Contract Project Construction

$6

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$22,

171 $71 $571)

$14,281

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$50 $50

$6
$1,285|

$5,963]

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$50 $50

Implementation Phase |
Recon Feasibility

Approval
P&S

]
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

O&M Manual

Annual O&M

Implementation Phase Il

$25

813

1. Complete Feasibility Study

$2,

$74)

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$1,

109 $738] $1,054 $190
406 $295 $928) $98

3. Complete LERRDS

$42]

$71| $71]

4. Contract Project Construction

$6

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$22,

171 $71 $571)

$14,281

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$50 $50

$5,963]

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$50 $50

Implementation Phase Il

Recon Feasibility

Approval
P&S

]
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

Implementation Phase Ill

$25

813

1. Complete Feasibility Study

$2,

$74)

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$1,

109 $738] $1,054 $190
406 $295 $928) $98

3. Complete LERRDS

$42]

$71] $71]

S
$42)
I

4. Contract Project Construction

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$71 $571)

$14,281

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$50

$6
$1,285|

$5,963|

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$50

Implementation Phase Il

Recon Feasibility

roval
P&S

]
LERRDS

Contract

Construct

Implementation Phase IV

1. Complete Feasibility Study

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project

$1,406| $295

$74)

3. Complete LERRDS

$2,109 $738] $1,054 $190]
~ $928) $98
$71) $71

$42]

s
$42

4. Contract Project Construction

$6

5. Construct Project / Land Credit

$22,

171 $71] $571)

$1,

285

$14,281

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual

$50| $50]

f;';_

$5,963|

7. Conduct Annual O&M

$50] $50)

Implementation Phase IV
Recon Feasibility

roval
P&sS

LERRDS

Contract
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Illinois River Basin Restoration
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Appendix E
Cost Engineering

Table E-6. 11-Year Implementation Plan

rEcosystem Plan Components No. of Cost | Resources Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Years 1-11

Kankakee State Line Kankakee State Line

2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $165| $18 $8 $8

Projects Pm | Ep | Re ] ob | cp | cr] cont | tand | Q1] Q2] 03 ] 04| o1 ] 02 ] 03 | o4 | o1 ] 02 ] 03 | o4 ] o1 ] 02] 03] 4] o1 ] 02] 03] 4] o1 ] 02 ] 03] 4] 01 ] 02| 03] o4 ] o1 ] 02 ] 03] o4 ) 01 ] 02] 93] 4] o1 ] 02| 03] o4 ] o1 ] 02] 93] 04 ] o1 | 02| 93| 04
Major Tributar $22.765| I | I $433 $433 $747 $784 $4,112 $2,362 $3,224 $3,945 $559 $2,207 $4,377 $23,183
$649)
$250| $53|
6|

$446| $4,953 $943)

$16 $22 $1,751 $3,444 $1,743 $118 $118 $235 $735 $3,408 $6 $11,595

Pekin North

$14) $1] $1]
$23] | [LERRDS

]
$23] | Contract
$76 $254 $4,800]  $1,735| Construct

]
$21] [O&M Manual

$21] [Annual 0&Mm [Annual 0&m Annual O&M [Annual 0&M [Annual 0&M Annual O&M
Implementation Phase | |

$168 $21] $6 Recon Feasibility roval

$141 $14] 3§| P&s 1

| $10| LERRDS

$23 Contract

$58[ $180) $2,004] $1,834 Consf
$9] O&M Manual
$9] Annual O&M

$0 $0 $0 $0 $435 $435 $946 $8,570 $9,347 $779 $0 $20,511

Implementation Phase |

$674) $65 $11] Recon Feasibility Al
$544 ss__e| $14] y

s6]
[ s659] $1.482 $16,470)

Revise O&M

$189 $2,080 $6,047 $5,644 $3,835 $2,346 $9,671 $9,881 $9,674 $9,898 $415 $59,680
]

Peoria- Upper Island
$32 LERRDS |

$6| Contract
$253] $630] $6,135 $500] Construct |
$30] O&M Manual

Pekin South

3. Complete LERRDS 2| $2 LERRDS
4. Contract Project Construction $_| 36|
1
7. Conduct Annual O&M $1 Annual O&M Annual O&M Annual O&M Annual O&M Annual O&M Annual O&M Annual O&M
Kankakee River Kankakee River
. Complete LERRDS | $21 LERRDS
. Contract Project Construction $6| Contract
7. Conduct Annual O&M $14] Annual O&M Annual O&M [Annual O&M [Annual 0&m Annual O&M
Fox River/ Hoffman Dam 1 | | Fox River/ Hoffman Dam |
. Complete Feasibility Stud: $730 $255] $365] $66 $26 $18] Recon Feasibility
5. Construct Project / Land Credit
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
| | Implementation Phase II |
. Complete Feasibility Study $730 $255| $365] $66 $26 $18] Recon Feasibility A?Eroval
. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $487]  $102 $321] $34] $15] $15] P&S |
. Complete LERRDS | $25| LERRDS
Contract
Construct
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project
3. Complete LERRDS
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M
. Compile Plans and Specification for Project
. Complete LERRDS
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M
1. Complete Feasibility Study
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project
5. Revise Regulation Manual
6. Conduct Annual O&M
3. Complete LERRDS
4. Contract Project Construction
7. Conduct Annual O&M
Pekin South
]
. Contract Project Construction 36| $6[ Contract
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $7,341 $32] $22% $320] $5,600 $1,164| Construct
I
I

]
O&M Manual

5. Construct Project / Land Credit $2) $12 $27, $300] $50
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual $1 [O&M Manual
. Complete Feasibility Study $228 $325 $59] $23 $16 Feasibility |
. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $42) $132 $14] P&S |
I
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $21) $168 $378 $4,200] $800 Construct ]
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual $14] [O&M Manual
. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $487]  $102 $321] $34] $15) $15] |
. Complete LERRDS | | $25 LERRDS
. Contract Project Construction $6 Contract
Construct |
[O&M Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M [Annualoem | [Annual0&m |
mplementation Phase Il 1
. Contract Project Construction $6
. Construct Project / Land Credit $446| $4,953] $943)
'ﬁoodg\aln Restoration (Main Stem)
Pekin North
4. Contract Project Construction
5. Construct Project / Land Credit
Implementation Phase | 1
. Complete Feasibility Stud
. Contract Project Construction
5. Construct Project / Land Credit
[Pool Drawdown (LaGrange Pool)
Implementation Phase | 1
3. Contract Project Construction
4. Construct Project / Land Credit
IBackwaler Restoration (Dredging)
Peoria- Upper Island
5. Construct Project / Land Credit
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $320| $74 $200] $25| $11 $11)
. Complete LERRDS $32] $32] [LERRDS
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual $0]
7. Conduct Annual O&M $0)

mplementation Phase | 1 $19,552

Implementation Phase | |
. Complete Feasibility Study $1,975| $691] $988| $178| $69] $49 Recon Feasibility Approval
P&S
kel

. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $1,317 $277, $869| $92 $40] $40
$66] LERRDS
$6 Contract

$1,187] $13,194f $1,213] Construct

. Complete LERRDS
. Contract Project Construction
. Construct Project / Land Credit
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M
Implementation Phase Ii 1 | Implementation Phase Il
1. Complete Feasibility Study $691] $178 $69) $49] Recon Feasibility Approval
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $1,317| $277, $869| $92] $40| $40 P&S 1
3. Complete LERRDS $66] LERRDS

4. Contract Project Construction | $6| Contract
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $528] $1,187| $13,194] $1,213] Construct |

6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual O&M Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M |
Implementation Phase Il 2 ﬂ' | Implementation Phase Il |
1. Complete Feasibility Study $1,975] $691] $988| $178 $69) $49] Recon Feasibility Approval
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $1,317| $277, $869) $92 $40| $40 P&S
. Complete LERRDS $66| LERRDS

4. Contract Project Construction | _| $6 Contract
| $1,187| _| $13,194] $1,213]
[ [

[O&M Manual

$66

. Construct Project / Land Credit
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual $0|

E-11






Illinois River Basin Restoration
Comprehensive Plan
With Integrated Environmental Assessment

Appendix E
Cost Engineering

Table E-6. 11-Year Implementation Plan

Fcosys(em Plan Components No. of Cost Resources Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Years 1-11
Projects 4 pv | _eo | Re | op | co | cr| cont | tand | o1 ] 02 ] 03 | o4 | o1 ] 02 ] o3 ] o4 f o1 | 02 ] 03| oaf o1 ] 02 ] o3 ] 04| ot ] 02 ] o3 | o4 ] o1 ] 02 ] 03| o4l o1 ] 02 ] 03] o4l o1 ] 02 ] 03| o4 ] 01| 02 ] 03] o4 ) o1 ] 02| 03 | o4 ] o1 ] 02| 03 | o4 ) o1 | o2 | 03| 04
ISide Channel Restoration / Island Protection $22,273) $0 $191 $254 $545 $418 $3,660 $3,660 $3,611 $261 $557 $493 $13,650
Alton Pool 2 $4,500] Alton Pool
1. Complete Feasibility Study $159) $56 $79 $11 $11 $2 Recon Feasibility
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $106 $22] $68| $7 $7 $1
3. Complete LERRDS _| $5|
4. Contract Project Construction $6/
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $97] $4,034] $43| nstruct
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual O&M Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M
Starved Rock Pool 2 Starved Rock Pool [
1. Complete Feasibility Study $11 $11 $2 Recon Feasibility
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $7 $7 $1
3. Complete LERRDS $5|
4. Contract Project Construction $6
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $97] $1,079] $43) nstruct
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual
7. Conduct Annual O&M ual O&M
|_LaGrange Pool 4 LaGrange Pool
1. Complete Feasibility Study $11 $11 $2| Recon Feasibility
2. Compile Plans and Specification for Project $7 $7 $1 1
3. Complete LERRDS $5| LERRDS
4. Contract Project Construction $6 Contract
5. Construct Project / Land Credit $97| _| $2,079] $43) Construct
6. Create Operations and Maintenance Manual |
7. Conduct Annual O&M |
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Years 1-11
PROJECT COST $431,362| $17,703| $42,596| $5,719| $1,854| $24,064| $240| $265,395] $73,792 711 $3,715 11,407 14,451 $26,612 $36,663 $25,645 $45,107 $38,844 $45,598 $51,815 $300,567
TOTAL COST $515,667| $25.939| $47,763| $5,776| $1,854| $26,200] $240| $333,846| $73,792 711 $3,890 12,363 20,368 $34,911 $46,562 $35,041 $57,423 $50,221 $57,988 $65,137 $384,615
CUMULATIVE COST| | | 711 $4,601 16,964 37,332 $72,243 $118,805 $153,847 $211,269 $261,490 $319,478 $384,615 $384,615
I ]
FEASIBILITY CO:! $35,195| $12,271| $17,738| $3,110] $0| $0| $433 $1,541 $3,674 $2,483 $2,755 $3,549 $4,397 $8,091 $6,101 $2,604 $0 $35,628
P&S CO: $23371| $4,723| $14,988) $1,561] $0, $0| $243 $243 $711 $1,794 $1,433 $1,462 $2,364 $2,195 $3,320 $7,027 $2,590 $23,383
LERRDS CO $0 $0| $1,218 $0| 30| $35 $38 $22 $86 $92 $72 $9. $57 $164 $177 $402 $1,236
CONTRACT CO $659) $0| $16,470 $0J $0 $6 $35 $24 $54 $6 $1 $8 $34 $17 $50 $250
CONSTRUCTION / LAND CREDIT CO: $9,199] $0 $245,221| $73,883 $0 $1,888 $6,965 $10,032 $22,252 $31,536 $18,718 $34,750 $29,207 $35,289 $49,183 $239,818
O&M MANUAL CO. $238, $0| $0| $0J $0 $0 $0 $31 $26 $38 $60 $7 $17 $53 $6 $238
I I I I ]
ANNUAL O&M COST) $694] $0] _ $694] 30| | $0[ 0 $0 50[ S0 T S0 | 30 T 30 T $1 T $27 T $65 | $125 T $126 T $149 T $201 T $694
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REAL ESTATE PLAN

I. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

This Real Estate Plan is being submitted as the technical Real Estate document of the Illinois River
Basin Restoration and Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility and Comprehensive Plan with
Integrated Environmental Assessment. The preparation is in accordance with Engineering Regulation
(ER) 405-1-12 and follows the general outline for feasibility reports, even though this report is not
seeking individual project implementation authority.

Actual site locations under this report have not been determined. There are a few cases where site-
specific reports have been developed under this legislation but are yet to be approved.

This Real Estate Plan is to be considered tentative in nature and for planning purposes only. Several
assumptions were made for report purposes in regard to lines on ground and ownership determination.
Both property acquisition lines and the estimates of cost are subject to change, even after this report is
approved.

Baseline Cost Estimates for Real Estate have been completed in a generalized sense for all of the sites.
These baseline estimates—as well as some site-specific investigations—will be used to develop a
concept level estimate for all of the proposed sites. Because this report is seeking a programmatic
approval of future projects, additional planning reports will be submitted for approval prior to
implementation of any specific project.

Government-owned or privately-owned lands were not mapped out or drawn at any of the proposed
project locations. The Real Estate Division of the Rock Island District Corps of Engineers was asked
to provide this information based on latest known communications. It is assumed that future projects
that arise due to approval of the Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan will allow for
the Real Estate Division to adequately provide detailed and accurate project information.

Il. DESCRIPTION OF LANDS, EASEMENTS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, RELOCATIONS, AND
DREDGED OR EXCAVATED MATERIAL DISPOSAL AREAS (LERRD) REQUIRED FOR
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE PROJECT

A. Project Locations and Description. Section 519 of the Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) 2000 defines the Illinois River Basin as the Illinois River in lllinois, its backwaters, its side
channels and all tributaries, including their watersheds, draining into the river. The Illinois Basin
comprises 55 counties within the states of Illinois, Indiana and Wisconsin (figure 1).
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Alternative 6 is the preferred alternative for this study and provides for the following measures:

Ecological Integrity - Restoration would provide a measurable increase in the level of habitat and
ecological integrity at the system level.

Sediment Delivery - reduce sediment delivery from Peoria Lakes tributaries by 40 percent, other
tributaries upstream of Peoria Lakes by 11 percent, and tributaries downstream of Peoria Lakes by 20
percent. System benefits include reduced delivery of 20 percent to Peoria Lakes and 20 percent
system wide.

Backwaters and Side Channel - restore 12,000 acres in 60 of the approximate 100 backwaters on the
system; dredge an average of 200 acres per backwater, the optimal level of 40 percent of the
approximate 500-acre average of backwater area. This would create optimal backwater and over-
wintering habitat spaced approximately every 5 miles along the system. Restoration of 35 side
channels and protection of 15 islands.

Floodplain, Riparian, and Aquatic - restore 75,000 acres of mainstream floodplain (approximately
14.9 percent of total mainstream floodplain area), including approximately 31,700 acre of wetlands,
25,300 acres of forest and 18,000 acres of prairie; tributary restoration of 75,000 acres (approximately
8.8 percent of total tributary floodplain area) including approximately 47,600 acres of wetlands,
13,900 acres of forest and 13,500 acres of prairie; and aquatic restoration including 500 miles of
tributary stream (16.6 percent of the approximately 3,000 miles of channelized streams) with a mix of
improved in-stream aquatic habitat structure and channel meandering.

Connectivity - restore fish passage at all mainstem dams on the Fox River (12 dams), all dams on the
West Branch of the DuPage River (5 dams), all mainstem dams and one tributary (Salt Creek) of the
Des Plaines River (17 dams), Wilmington and Kankakee Dams on the Kankakee River, Bernadotte
Dam on the Spoon River, and the Aux Sable Dam.

Water Level - create 107,000 acres of storage area at an average depth of 1.5 feet and 38,400 acres of
infiltration. Increase water level management at navigation dams using electronic controls and
increased flow gauging. Results include an 11 percent reduction in the 5-year peak flows in
tributaries, an overall average 20 percent increase in tributary base flows, and up to 66 percent
reduction in the occurrence of half-foot or greater fluctuations during the growing season in the
mainstream lllinois River. This alternative also would see benefits accrue from drawdowns in
LaGrange or Peoria Pools.

Water Quality - anticipate improvements in water quality due to reduced sedimentation, phosphorus
and nitrogen delivery. These improvements would result from sediment delivery reduction measures
and water level management measures.

If fully implemented over the next 50 years, Alternative 6 would:

e provide a measurable increase in system ecological integrity;
reduce systematic sediment delivery by 20 percent;

restore 12,000 acres of backwaters;

restore 35 side channels;

protect 15 islands;

restore 75,000 acres of mainstream floodplain;
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restore 75,000 acres of tributary floodplain;

restore 1,000 stream miles of aquatic habitat;

provide fish passage along the Fox, DuPage, Des Plaines, Kankakee, Spoon, and Aux Sable Rivers;

reduce the 5-year peak flows in tributaries by 11 percent;

increase tributary base flows by 20 percent;

e produce a 66 percent reduction in water level fluctuations along the mainstream during the
growing season; and

e provide system level improvements in water quality.

The recommendation includes extending the current authorization through 2015.

Madison Milwaukes
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Figure F-2. Map of Illinois River Drainage Basin

1. Location. Site-specific locations are not available for the purpose of this report.

2. Project Description and Rationale. For the purposes of this report, an estimate of $3,000 per
acre was assumed for agricultural and recreation lands anticipated for the project. This amount
includes contingencies but does not include land acquisition expenses. Land values in residential and
urban areas could be considerably higher. As an example, the Waubonsie project land was valued
between $6,000 and $8,000 per acre. It is uncertain at this time where other projects will be located.
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3. Baseline Cost Estimate. A baseline cost estimate has not been prepared for this report due to
the lack of actual locations and the number of landowners involved. Figures were given to the
Engineering Division of the Rock Island Corps of Engineers to aid in development of their
construction figures, i.e. $3,000 per acre. Gross Appraisals will be performed as individual project
areas are developed, actual land boundaries are determined, and the number of landowners are known.
Four reports— Pekin Lake — Northern Unit; Pekin Lake — Southern Unit; Waubonsie Creek; and
Peoria — Upper Island—that have been established under this authority contain gross appraisal
information and Baseline Cost Estimates.

4. Summary of Estates and Acres Required. This section will be addressed in future Real
Estate Plans for each individual project, as applicable.

5. Map of Possible Areas of Impact Due to Construction. There are no maps that represent the
possible areas of impact due to construction. There are currently no references to landowner
boundaries. There is also no reference as to the location of proposed project areas. Future real estate
reports will include the applicable Section, Township, and Range details.

B. Location

A determination of actual boundaries of federally-owned lands and privately-owned lands has not been
made. Information in this Real Estate Plan Appendix is based entirely on assumption and is to be
utilized for initial planning purposed only.

As each project is proposed for implementation the issue of the proper estate to be acquired will be
revisited. There is a recommendation within this document that estates less than Fee be authorized for
this project where they represent the appropriate estate. The possible estates to be utilized for each
individual site component are listed in paragraph D, Summary of Estates Required.

Since the lands could not accurately be located or addressed there were several assumptions made in
the establishment of estimated costs. Any additional costs would be determined on a case-by-case
basis.

C. Consolidated Summary of Type and Number of Properties Affected by the Proposed Project

This Real Estate Plan is based on assumptions and limitations. There have been no property data
searches made or detailed mapping performed. Each individual proposed project area will contain
specific information that reflects the estimated number and type of properties affected.

D. Summary of Estates Required

1. Standard Estates. The following standard estates from ER 405-1-12 may be utilized for the
project. Additional estates required for access may be necessary and will be reviewed during each
individual plan preparation.

Fee Title Estate

The fee simple title to (the land described in Schedule A)(Tract Nos. , and
), subject, however, to existing easement for public roads and highways, public
utilities, railroads and pipelines.
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Temporary Work Area Easement

A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across (the land described in
Schedule A)(Tracts Nos. \ and ), for a period not to exceed

, beginning with date possession of the land is granted to the
United States, for use by the United States, its representatives, agents, and contractors
as a (borrow area) (work area), including the right to (borrow and/or deposit fill, spoil
and waste material thereon) (move, store and remove equipment and supplies, and
erect and remove temporary structures on the land), and to perform any other work
necessary and incident to the construction of the
Project, together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees,
underbrush, obstructions, and any other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the
limits of the right-of-way; reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and
assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used without interfering with or
abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; subject, however, to existing
easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

Channel Improvement Easement

A perpetual and assignable right and easement to construct, operate, and maintain
channel improvement works on, over and across (the land described in Schedule A)
(Tracts Nos. , and ) for the purposes as authorized by the Act of
Congress approved , including the right to clear, cut, fell,
remove and dispose of any and all timber, trees, underbrush, buildings, improvements
and/or other obstructions therefrom; to excavate, dredge, cut away, and remove any
or all of said land and to place thereon dredge or spoil material; and for such other
purposes as may be required in connection with said work of improvement;
reserving, however, to the owners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and
privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the rights and
easement hereby acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public roads
and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

Flowage Easement (Permanent Flooding)

The perpetual right, power, privilege and easement permanently to overflow, flood

and submerge (the land described in Schedule A) (Tracts Nos. __,  ,and __ )
(and to maintain mosquito control) in connection with the operation and maintenance
of the project as authorized
by the Act of Congress approved , and the

continuing right to clear and remove any brush, debris and natural obstructions
which, in the opinion of the representative of the United States in charge of the
project, may be detrimental to the project, together with all right, title and interest in
and to the timber, structures and improvements situate on the land (excepting

(here identify those structures not designed for human
habitation which the District Engineer determines may remain on the land)); provided
that no structures for human habitation shall be constructed or maintained on the
land, that no other structures shall be constructed or maintained on the land except as
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may be approved in writing by the representative of the United States in charge of the
project, and that no excavation shall be conducted and no landfill placed on the land
without such approval as to the location and method of excavation and/or placement
of landfill; 1/ the above estate is taken subject to existing easements for public roads
and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines; reserving, however, to the
landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used and
enjoyed without interfering with the use of the project for the purposes authorized by
Congress or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; provided further that
any use of the land shall be subject to Federal and States laws with respect to
pollution.

1/ If sand and gravel or other quarriable material is in the easement area and the
excavation thereof will not interfere with the operation of the project, the following
clause will be added: *excepting that excavation for the purpose of quarrying (sand)
(gravel) (etc.) shall be permitted, subject only to such approval as to the placement of
overburden, if any, in connection with such excavation;”

Road Easement

A perpetual and assignable easement and right-of-way in, on over and across (the
land described in Schedule A) (Tracts Nos. , and ) for the location, construction,
operation, maintenance, alteration and replacement of (a) road(s) and appurtenances
thereto; together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees,
underbrush, obstructions and other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the
limits of the right-of-way; (reserving, however, to the owners, their heirs and assigns,
the right to cross over or under the right-of-way as access to their adjoining land at
the locations indicated in Schedule B); 2/ subject, however, to existing easements for
public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

2/The parenthetical clause may be deleted, where necessary; however, the use of this
reservation may substantially reduce the liability of the Government through
reduction of severance damages and consideration of special benefits; therefore, its
deletion should be fully justified.

Flowage Easement (Occasional Flooding)

The perpetual right, power, privilege and easement occasionally to overflow, flood

and submerge (the land described in Schedule A) (Tracts Nos. : and ).
(and to maintain mosquito control) in connection with the operation and maintenance
of the project as authorized by-the Act of Congress approved

, together with all right, title and interest in and to the structure; and
improvements now situate on the land, except fencing (and also excepting
(here identify those structures not designed for human
habitation which the District Engineer determines may remain on the land ) 3/ ;
provided that no structures for human habitation shall be constructed or maintained
on the land, that no other structures shall be constructed or maintained on the land
except as may be approved in writing by the representative of the United States in
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charge of the project, and that no excavation shall be conducted and no landfill
placed on the land without such approval as to the location and method of excavation
and/or placement of landfill;

3/ the above estate is taken subject to existing easements for public roads and
highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines; reserving, however, to the
landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used and
enjoyed without interfering with the use of the project for the purposes authorized by
Congress or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; provided further that
any use of the land shall be subject to Federal and State laws with respect to
pollution. If sand and gravel or other quarriable material is in the easement area and
the excavation thereof will not interfere with the operation of the project, the
following clause will be added: “excepting that excavation for the purpose of
quarrying (sand) (gravel) (etc.) shall be permitted, subject only to such approval as
to the placement of overburden, if any, in connection with such excavation;”

Railroad Easement

A perpetual and assignable easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across (the
land described in Schedule A) (Tracts Nos. , and ) for the location, construction,
operation, maintenance, alteration and replacement of a railroad and appurtenances
thereto; together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees,
underbrush, obstructions, and other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the
limits of the right-of-way; (reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and
assigns, the right to cross over or under the right-of-way as access to their adjoining
land at the locations indicated in Schedule B;) 4/ subject, however, to existing
easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

4/ The use of this reservation clause may substantially reduce the liability of the
Government through reduction of severance damages.

2. Justification for Easement Estates in Lieu of Fee. Acquisition of easement estates in
lieu of Fee estates is proposed for future projects based upon the extent of the interest required for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of each respective project. A Channel Improvement
Easement is adequate for the project needs in that all restoration work will be performed within the
stream or directly adjacent to the stream.

A Temporary Work Area Easement would be required to provide staging areas for equipment and
supplies, and to be used as material disposal placement sites. In addition, acquisition of easements
versus Fee Simple Title to proposed lands is preferred by the primary project sponsor, the Illinois
Department of Natural Resources (Illinois DNR), and by the public and private landowners whose lands
may be needed for future projects. There are landowners who do not wish to convey Fee Simple Title
to the project sponsor. However, they are receptive to granting the necessary easement estate to the
sponsor so that project features may be incorporated on their lands.

The use of an easement estate versus a fee estate would require case by case evaluation. District
Counsel may also be tasked to prepare a legal opinion applying the facts of the specific project with
regard to the navigation servitude. The Headquarters USACE must approve the use of a non-standard
estate. Fee would be the required estate in areas where project features include recreation.
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I11. LANDS REQUIRED OWNED BY THE SPONSOR

Not all of the sponsors for this project have been identified. The Illinois DNR has shown interest in
the Illinois region of the study area. Other sponsors and lands in Wisconsin and Indiana will be
determined as the need arises. These lands will be identified in future planning documents as required.

IV. NON-STANDARD ESTATE DISCUSSION

There are currently no non-standard estates being proposed within this report.

V. FEDERAL PROJECT WITHIN THE LERRD REQUIRED FOR THE PROJECT

Previous Federal projects lay within the boundaries of some of the anticipated proposed project
features. These lands will be identified in future planning documents as required.

VI. FEDERALLY-OWNED LAND WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA

Along the Mississippi River, the United States has acquired all the real estate interests needed for the
construction, operation and maintenance of the navigation channel project; the situation along the
Illinois Waterway (IWW), however, is different. Portions of the IWW were improved or were in the
process of being improved by non-Federal entities prior to the United States assuming complete
control of the Illinois Waterway Navigation Project with respect to improvement for the purpose of
navigation; therefore, the United States did not acquire a real estate interest in all of the lands that are
affected by the construction, operation and maintenance of the IWW Navigation Project. As a result,
the existing real estate interests and rights the United States has with respect to the real estate required
for the construction, operation and maintenance of the Illinois Waterway Navigation Project is a
complex mixture and varies with each location along the waterway. Following is a summary
explanation of the existing real estate interests and rights which the United States has along the IWW.

By Public Law 520, 71* Congress, dated 3 July 1930, Congress authorized the United
States to undertake the project for improvement of navigation on the Illinois Waterway,
in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers as submitted in Senate
Document Numbered 126, 71% Congress 2™ Session. In the report of the Chief of
Engineers, it is explained that the Constitution of the State of Illinois prohibits the State
from conveying title to any of the real estate and associated improvements that the
State had acquired and developed for the improvement of the waterway. The Secretary
of War asked the Attorney General of the United States to confirm whether or not,
upon the Illinois Waterway Project being authorized by Congress, the United States
would have complete control of the waterway including the structures, even though the
State of Illinois could not formally convey title to the United States. The Attorney
General concluded that, with respect to the parts of the waterway that are navigable
streams improved by the State, the United States may, under appropriate acts of
Congress, take complete control over the improvement and regulation of navigation
without any amendment to the Constitution of Illinois or permission from the State.
The Governor of the State of Illinois, in a brief to the Secretary of War dated 19 March
1930, states the opinion of the Governor, “that, upon adoption of the Illinois Waterway
by the Federal Government, and upon an appropriation being made for its completion,
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the Federal government will acquire as full and complete jurisdiction and control of
said waterway and its appurtenances, as if, by appropriate authority, conveyance of title
had been made by the State of Illinois.” Therefore, while the State of Illinois did not
convey title of the real property interest and associated improvements acquired and
developed by the State of Illinois for the waterway, it was the understanding and intent
of both the United States and the State of Illinois that the United States would have
complete control of the waterway upon the project being authorized by Congress, as if
title had been conveyed. This provides only a brief summary of what is contained in
the Chief of Engineers report. For a complete understanding of the circumstances, refer
to the full text of the communications in Senate Document Numbered 126, 71
Congress 2" Session.

In other portions of the IWW including part of the Des Plains River, the Lockport Lock, the Chicago
Sanitary and Ship Canal, the Chicago River and the Calumet-Sag Channel, the Metropolitan Water
Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRD) acquired real estate interests and developed
improvements prior to the United States being authorized to develop those portions of the waterway
for navigation.

The Department of the Army entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with MWRD which provides
for the Department of the Army to operate and maintain certain improvements that were developed by
MWRD on portions of the waterway in the Chicago River, the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal and
part of the Des Plains River including, but not limited to, the Chicago River Lock and Lockport Lock,
and to perform certain additional activities in connection with maintenance of portions of the
waterway. The agreement also states that the MWRD and the Department of the Army hereby convey
to each other, at no cost, all rights of entry and/or easements necessary for each to carry out its
responsibilities under this agreement.

The Calumet-Sag Channel project was authorized with the provision that a local interest shall furnish
all lands and easements necessary to prosecute the work. MWRD signed Assurance Agreements for
the Calumet-Sag Channel Project agreeing to furnish free of cost to the United States all lands,
easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and dredged or excavated material disposal areas (LERRD)
necessary for the new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as required. The MWRD
subsequently has conveyed easements, fee title and rights-of-entry to the United States over areas
required by the United States for the project.

Subsequent to the United States assuming control and operation of the various portions of the IWW,
the United States proceeded to acquire certain additional real estate interests, in the name of the United
States, that were required for the construction, operation and maintenance of the IWW Project.

Therefore, the real estate interests and rights which the United States has for the Illinois Waterway
Project vary greatly, depending on the specific portion of the project. Table 1 provides a basic
summary of the entities believed to hold real estate interests required for the various parts of the
Illinois Waterway Project at both the Locks and Dams and in the Pools.

Table F-1 identifies entities believed to hold existing real estate interests—that is, Lock and Dam and
Pool area sites—required for the IWW in the various project portions.
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Project Portion

Lock and Dam Site Ownership

Pool Area Ownership

LaGrange Lock & Dam

United States

There is no indication in the records of any real estate
interests acquired for the LaGrange Pool.

Peoria Lock & Dam

United States

State of Illinois and United States

Starved Rock Lock & Dam

State of Illinois

State of Illinois and United States

Marseilles Lock, Canal and Dam

State of Illinois and United States

State of Illinois and United States

Dresden Island Lock & Dam

State of Illinois

State of Illinois and United States

Brandon Road Lock & Dam

State of lllinois

The United States has some real estate interests. This pool is
primarily contained by walls. If there is any additional real
estate interest held for the pool, it would likely be the State of
Illinois and/or the MWRD.

Lockport Lock, and Chicago Sanitary & Ship Canal

MWRD

MWRD

Calumet Sag Channel

No Lock

United States and MWRD

T. J. O’Brien Lock

United States

None known

Chicago River, Chicago Harbor and Lock

Located in Chicago District; real estate

information unavailable in Rock Island District.

Located in the Chicago District; real estate
information unavailable in the Rock Island District.
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The Corps of Engineers maintains records only of those real estate interests that are held by the United
States for the Illinois Waterway Project. It would be ideal to have complete documentation of all of
the real estate interests needed for the project stating who holds the interests. However, to identify all
of the real estate interests held by the other entities that are required for the project would require a
significant effort and expenditure of funds to research and compile the records. Therefore, it is most
practical to identify who may currently have real estate interests for the project on a case-by-case basis
as the need arises.

With respect to the real estate interests that were previously acquired by the State of Illinois for the
Illinois Waterway Project where the state has not actually conveyed title to the United States, if any
new work is to be done on that property, it would at least require a title search to verify that the State
of Illinois still owns the property. If the State of Illinois owns the property to be affected by new
work, it may also be prudent to verify with the State of Illinois that they agree the property is part of
that which the United States assumed control of for the purpose of improving navigation.

The United States also has the right to construct, operate and maintain the navigation project in areas
located below the ordinary high water line without the requirement to obtain any real estate interest in
those areas. Questions have been raised in discussions relative to the Navigation Study and associated
Environmental Restoration projects as to whether or not navigation servitude applies in the case of
environmental restoration work. If navigation servitude does not apply, it will require that appropriate
real estate interests be obtained for such work where it is located below the ordinary high water line,
the same as for areas located above the ordinary high water line. This can be a critical factor in
determining the total cost and feasibility of such projects. To determine the real estate interests
required for environmental restoration projects will first require a definite determination as to whether
or not navigation servitude applies. If such projects located below the ordinary high water line are to
be proposed and pursued, a request should be made early on for a legal determination as to the
applicability of navigation servitude in such cases in order that the full extent of any real estate
interests required for the project can be determined.

It is unknown at this time as to what federally-owned lands exist within the Indiana and Wisconsin
portions of the basin. This will be addressed in future planning reports for each individual project.

VII. NAVIGATIONAL SERVITUDE

All of the projects with real estate located below the Ordinary High Water line within the Navigational
Servitude will be evaluated. An Attorney’s Opinion of Compensability addressing the use of the
servitude for these types of projects will be prepared on a case-by-case basis.

VIII. POSSIBILITY OF INDUCED FLOODING DUE TO PROJECT

It is unknown at this time if induced flooding will be caused within the project areas. However, site-
specific project evaluations will determine potential effects and seek to avoid induced flooding.
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IX. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

All of the projects that evolve from the Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan will be
evaluated as to the provisions and requirements necessary for relocation assistance benefits. This will
be performed during each project plan as necessary.

The Relocation Assistance Program mandated by Public Law 91-646 would be utilized in the event
that any person would be displaced from their home, business, or farm. Relocation benefit costs are
separate and in addition to the acquisition payments of real property. Relocation benefits would be
reviewed during the study phase for each respective project that may be implemented. Project lands
would be typically located within the river itself or on flood prone land that is unimproved. It is
anticipated that implemented projects that would affect improved lands would not involve a significant
number of displacements.

X. MINERAL ACTIVITY/TIMBER HARVESTING IN PROJECT AREA

Mineral, oil, and gas rights will not be acquired except in areas outside the Navigational Servitude
where development would interfere with project purposes. Mineral rights not within the servitude will
either be acquired where necessary (for project purposes) or will be reserved and subordinated to the
Federal government’s right to regulate their development in a manner that will not interfere with the
primary purposes of the project, including public access. Each proposed project would be evaluated to
determine where minerals should be acquired, reserved and subordinated, or in some cases left entirely
outstanding. The multiplicity of ownerships in mineral interests, the variety of minerals, and the
different methods of mineral exploration, recovery, and production make it impracticable to define in
advance specific guidelines concerning the reservation of mineral interests and their subordination to
primary project purposes in any given project. The implementation of real estate planning documents
will fully discuss and consider the need for or extent of acquisition and/or reservation of mineral
interests.

XI. SPONSORS’ LEGAL AND PROFESSIONAL CAPABILITY TO ACQUIRE LERRD

As individual projects are submitted for approval, an assessment of sponsor capabilities would be
made. Proposed sponsors would be reviewed for their legal and professional capability to acquire the
required LERRD.

The Illinois DNR will be the sponsor for the following identifiable projects within the basin area that
is lying within the Rock Island District Corps of Engineers boundary: Pekin Lake — Northern Unit;
Pekin Lake — Southern Unit; Waubonsie Creek; and Peoria — Upper Island. Separate reports and Real
Estate Plans have been developed for these projects.

The Illinois DNR has the knowledge and capability to adequately take care of their Real Estate
responsibilities. However, due to limited staffing, the Illinois DNR may require assistance to support
them in their acquisition activities. The acquisition activities for each individual project will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis to determine the need for assistance.

The sponsors for lands lying within the basin area of Indiana and Wisconsin have yet to be
determined.
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XIl. ZONING ORDNANCES PROPOSED

It is uncertain if zoning ordnances will be proposed for this project. This will be further investigated
as each individual project is planned and developed.

XIIl. SCHEDULE OF LAND ACQUISITION MILESTONES

The implementation of study documents will take place as each project is proposed. The time and cost
to prepare Real Estate Plans, Real Estate Design Memorandums and Real Estate maps, as applicable,
will vary depending on the size and nature of each proposed project.

Upon approval of the implemented study document, real estate acquisition schedules would be
variable and be based on the number of tracts involved, sponsor capabilities, and input by the
individual project sponsors. As required, each respective Real Estate Plan or Real Estate Design
Memorandum would provide a schedule of land acquisition milestones.

XIV. FACILITY OR UTILITY RELOCATIONS

Each project submitted for implementation approval will undergo an evaluation of facility or utility
relocation. If applicable, a Preliminary Attorney's Opinion of Compensability will be prepared in
accordance with ER 405-1-12 and included in the Real Estate Plan or Real Estate Design
Memorandum, as applicable.

The issue of relocation of towns is unknown and unlikely at this time due to the uncertainty of the
environmental feature.

XV. IMPACTS OF SUSPECTED OR KNOWN CONTAMINANTS

Environmental site assessments would take place prior to the implementation of each respective
project and any environmental conditions or contamination issues would be addressed at that time.
Minor impacts associated with site acquisition usage, dredging, and dredged material placement may
occur during the construction of proposed projects; however, no significant adverse impacts are
expected. The use of best management practices and proper construction techniques would minimize
adverse water quality impacts. No separable lands have been identified as being needed for mitigation
purposes.

XVI. LANDOWNERS’ SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION TO THE PROJECT

Since no detailed site specific project boundaries have been identified, it is unknown at this time
whether landowners support or oppose the projects. The State of Illinois would seek to work with
willing landowners. This intent may not apply to other sponsors or areas of Wisconsin and Indiana
where the sponsors have not yet been identified. The sponsors would however retain the ability to
utilize Eminent Domain proceedings per the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA).
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XVII. RISKS OF ACQUIRING LANDS BEFORE EXECUTION OF THE PCA OR
AUTHORIZED DOCUMENTS

Prior to execution of the PCA, in accordance with ER 405-1-12, Chapter 12, the Sponsors will be
advised in writing of the risks associated with acquiring land. There are provisions in the Section 519
language of WRDA 2000 that state:

(A) VALUE OF LANDS.—If the Secretary determines that
lands or interests in land acquired by a non-Federal

interest, regardless of the date of acquisition, are integral

to a project or activity carried out under this section, the
Secretary may credit the value of the lands or interests

in land toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project or activity. Such value shall be determined by the
Secretary.

There may be lands that apply to this provision. If such lands arise, the appropriate documentation
will be provided to the Secretary for determination.

XVIIl. OTHER REAL ESTATE ISSUES RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

The non-Federal sponsors shall provide a percentage of the cost of construction of any project carried
out, including provision of all the LERRD required to accommodate construction, operation, and
maintenance of the project. If the value of LERRD exceeds the percentage of total project costs, the
sponsors may be reimbursed for that portion in excess of the percentage, or the Government may
assume financial responsibility for payment of the portion that exceeds that percentage.

A Real Estate Plan will be prepared in accordance with ER 405-1-12 for all lands that are to be
acquired by the sponsors for each proposed project.

The Government and each respective sponsor will enter into a Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA)
prior to initiation of land acquisition by the sponsor. Generally, the sponsor is responsible for 100
percent of all operation and maintenance costs of the project.

There is currently no standard model PCA available for this project. A PCA has been approved for the
Peoria — Upper Island Project. Over time, as additional projects are completed, a model PCA will be
pursued.

In the event that the LERRD required by a proposed project is encumbered with a conservation
easement estate, the critical “bundle of sticks” of ownership may not be available to convey to the
USACE, such as the right to construct, overflow and inundate the land, etc. Most conservation
programs entail partnerships with others, to include federal agencies, state agencies, or non-
governmental offices. The management by many different agencies contributes to the complexity of
conservation type programs. The value of proposed project lands encumbered with a pre-existing
conservation easement may be affected. Therefore, the allowance of a LERRD credit for encumbered
project lands would require additional research, as necessary.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction, Background and Purpose

Introduction

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) became a major partner in the Illinois River (IR)
community in 1936, when Congress authorized the acquisition of 4,488 acres of IR floodplain to
establish the Chautauqua National Fish and Wildlife Refuge (Figure 1.1). The purpose of the
refuge was national in scope and aimed at preserving the wetlands, waters, and floodplains so
critical to the continued existence of fish and wildlife. Since that time, our work on the IR

Figure 1.1, US Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Refuge Lands within the lllinois River Basin
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system has expanded to include over 16,000
acres of lands and water in the National
Wildlife Refuge system along the IR and its
floodplain. Including state-managed lands,
about 10 percent of the IR floodplain is
managed for fish and wildlife purposes.

In addition to direct land management
authority, the Service is authorized under the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16
U.S.C. 661 et seq.) to provide reports, such
as this one, on federally funded projects.

The purpose of the report is to present
information on the likely effects of the
proposed project on fish and wildlife
resources. The Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act presents an opportunity for
the Fish and Wildlife Service to offer
recommendations and comments which will
help to improve proposed project alternatives
and features for fish and wildlife habitat.

Further, we provide technical assistance
under the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) of 1969. The NEPA requires that an environmental impact statement be prepared when
a Federal action is proposed which may result in significant impacts to the environment. It
further requires an analysis of cumulative effects, defined in 40 CFR §1508.7 as:

“the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time.”

As an ecological restoration initiative, we believe that the net result from all related projects
would be beneficial to the natural resources of the IR basin.
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The Service also provides technical expertise on the protection and enhancement of federally
threatened and endangered species by consulting with Federal agencies on effects to those
species. Consultation under the Endangered Species Act is outlined in Chapter 7 of this report.

Background

The Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration Study is being carried out under the Corps of
Engineers’ General Investigations Program. The study was initiated pursuant to the provision of
funds in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998. The study was
authorized by Section 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act. Congress has provided specific
authority to address Illinois River Basin Restoration in Section 519 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 2000. This authority calls for the completion of a comprehensive
plan and critical restoration projects. Efforts were initiated following the provision of funds in
the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 2002.

This Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report addresses the final response to the

Comprehensive Plan portion of the Illinois River Restoration authority provided in Section 519
of the WRDA of 2000.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to present information and our opinions, recommendations, and
comments on impacts of the proposed IL 519 authority, Illinois River Restoration Project, and
the preferred alternative. This authority seeks to improve the Illinois River Ecosystem by
concentrating on seven key ecosystem related goals and implementing a selected alternative to
address system-wide problems. We offer direct comments on each of these goals as well as the
alternative formulation and agency coordination throughout this report and, in particular, in the
final chapter (9) of the report titled conclusions and recommendations.

We also provide an analysis and recommendations on the ongoing river management projects
such as the restructured 9-foot Channel Navigation Study, Environmental Management Plan
(EMP), and Long Term Resource Management Program (LTRMP) and how those programs will
interact, either independently or in cooperation with, the IL 519 authority. It is vital for the
successful restoration of the system that these programs be complimentary and cohesive. As we
strive to repair the ecological damage of the past century, it is important that river resource
managers address other on-going authorities/initiatives and identify ways to compliment one
another.
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Chapter 2 - Proposed Project Description and Formulation Process

The Rock Island District Corps of Engineers (Corps), in partnership with the Illinois Department
of Natural Resources (IDNR), has investigated an array of alternatives to initiate ecosystem
restoration of the IR basin. Both small and large-scale management features, related to the
ongoing management of the basin and potential future management of the basin, have been
investigated and discussed with representatives from the majority of interested stakeholders
throughout the State of Illinois. These investigations included: (1) Identifying a series of critical
restoration projects and locations, (2) Identifying basin-wide programs that currently act to
alleviate specific concerns related to sediment, and (3) Identify natural resource needs in terms of
biologically significant areas, water level management, side channel habitat restoration, and
backwater restoration. In addition to system wide investigations, the project includes LTRMP to
be established and implemented by the IDNR in conjunction with the Illinois Natural History
Survey and the Illinois State Water Surveys as a portion of the non-Federal cost share to the
project.

Description of Project Area

The IR begins near Channahon, Illinois, at the confluence of the Des Plaines and Kankakee
Rivers and flows over 270 miles to Grafton, Illinois, where it joins the Upper Mississippi River
(UMR). The Illinois Waterway includes all of the IR and continues approximately 60 additional
miles upstream along portions of several rivers and man-made channels to Lake Michigan.
Except where indicated, this document references the IR portion of the basin and its associated
tributaries including their watersheds draining into the IR. The basin is approximately 30,000
square miles and contributes to roughly 40 percent of the entire State of Illinois in land area. The
IR basin consists of eight major tributaries including the Des Plaines, Kankakee, Fox, Vermilion,
Mackinaw, Spoon, Sangamon, and La Moine Rivers and their watersheds.

Project Objectives

The feasibility study identifies several planning objectives which include the following: (1)
Assess overall restoration needs and develop a consensus-based desired future condition of the
Illinois River Watershed, (2) Address restoration of ecosystem function, structure, and dynamic
processes to the nationally recognized IR system. Help restore a naturalistic, functioning, and
self-regulating system and protect critical resources from further degradation, (3) Develop
Critical Restoration Projects in the context of broader system/ecosystem or watershed level.
Consider the interrelationships of plant and animal communities and their habitats in a larger
ecosystem context (health, productivity, and biological diversity), (4) Incorporate an adaptive
management approach to restoration efforts considering the interconnectedness of water and
land, dynamic nature of the economy and environment, and need for flexibility in the
formulation and evaluation process, (5) Develop watershed or sub-watershed management plans
identifying the combination of recommended actions to be undertaken by various potential
stakeholders, (6) Collaborate in partnership with other governmental agencies, organizations, and
the private sector, (7) Produce benefits consistent with the North American Waterfowl
Management Plan, U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan, Partners in Flight Bird Conservation Plan,
Clean Water Action Plan, Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico Watershed Nutrient Task Force, and
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Brownfield’s Cleanup and Redevelopment, (8) Provide ancillary recreational benefits, (9)
Minimize the conversion of farmland, and (10) Meet requirements established in Section 519 of
the WRDA 2000.

As an overarching objective and identified as (6) in the above section, the planning process was
intended to coordinate a multi-agency multi-program restoration initiative to develop system-
wide management actions which, when implemented as system alternatives, would restore,
improve, and/or protect the natural resources of the IR basin and return it to a ‘self-sustaining’
ecosystem.

In an effort to organize system needs, a series of six goals were established to address the basin’s
ecological needs (Chapter 3). These goals, in conjunction with the above objectives, were
combined to create seven system alternatives (Chapter 4) to be evaluated for ecological benefits.

Listed here are a few of the small and large scale measures which have been identified as system
needs and are incorporated into each of the seven alternatives for the system either through a

specified goal or through management actions of alternatives.

Small-Scale Measures (wetland and stream corridor improvements)

e Stabilize unstable streams in rural and urban areas, particularly streams where the rate or
magnitude of erosion yields abrupt or progressive changes in location, gradient, or pattern
of natural or human-induced changes (ex., work with a variety of U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) and Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) programs).

e Reduce the effects of excessive sedimentation in the river and its associated water bodies.

e Restore riparian and floodplain biological functions.

e Restore connections between system ecological elements.

Large-Scale Measures

e Water level management (of the IR mainstem).
e Backwater restoration (12,000 acres in recommended plan).
¢ Side channel habitat restoration (35 project locations in recommended plan).

As early as 1945, it was known that the levees along the IR needed to be rectified to reduce flood
heights and/or improve habitats for waterfowl, fish, and other floodplain dependant species. The
[llinois Department of Conservation (now IDNR) urged that the levee and drainage districts be
considered for storage of flood waters. In addition, they argued that these levees could serve as
high quality habitat for floodplain dependant species (IL DOC 1950).
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The statements by the Department of Conservation in 1950 remain concerns today. As outlined
by the feasibility report, extensive water level management opportunities still exist within and
along current levee and drainage districts. These opportunities, however, will require extensive
coordination between interested agencies and landowners. It is important that river managers,
interested drainage districts, and stakeholders participate in this process. The IL 519 Study
teams will need to work with floodplain organizations to understand and alleviate some the
concerns which exist.

The IL 519 program should seek future partnerships with drainage districts. These partnerships
may allow for the utilization of specified areas as recreational hunting areas while assisting with
water level management, one of the most serious problems impacting the IR.
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Chapter 3 — Ecosystem Restoration Goals

Goals

In an effort to efficiently plan and organize the IR Ecosystem Restoration alternatives, a program
objective and six goals were formed and subcommittees tasked with organization within each of
these goal categories. Although each goal category can be linked to others, they also stand alone
and require specific attention when assessing the system as a whole. Ultimately combinations of
goals comprise system-wide alternatives (Table 4.1). The objective of the program and the six
goals and associated problem statements are:

Objective: Restore and maintain ecological integrity, including habitats, communities, and
populations of native species and the processes that sustain them.

Problem: The combined effects of habitat loss to urban and agricultural development, human
exploitation, habitat degradation and fragmentation, water quality degradation, and competition
from aggressive invasive species have significantly reduced the abundance and distribution of
many native plant and animal species in the Illinois River Basin. In addition, human alterations
of Illinois River Basin landscapes have altered the timing, magnitude, duration, and frequency of
habitat forming and seasonal disturbance regimes. These systemic changes, no longer simple
cause and effect relationships, are now severely limiting both the habitat and species populations
and use of the Illinois River Basin.

Goal 1: Reduce sediment delivery to the Illinois River from upland areas and tributary channels
with the aim of eliminating excessive sediment load.

Problem: Increased sediment loads from the basin have severely degraded environmental
conditions along the mainstem Illinois River by increasing turbidity and filling backwater areas,
side channels, and channel border areas. Improved practices have reduced the amount of
sediment generated from many agricultural areas, but large quantities of sediment are still
delivered to the river due to eroding channels and tributary areas, including urban and rural
construction sites. The most critical problems are the loss of depth and habitat quality in oft-
channel areas connected to the mainstem river. Similar problems can be seen at other areas
within the basin where excessive sediment has degraded tributary habitats.

Goal 2: Restore aquatic habitat diversity of side channels and backwaters, including Peoria
Lakes, to provide adequate volume and depth for sustaining native fish and wildlife
communities.

Problem: The dramatic loss in productive backwaters, side channels, and channel border areas is
due to excessive sedimentation. In particular, the Illinois River has lost much of its critical
spawning, nursery, and over-wintering areas for fish, habitat for diving ducks and aquatic
species, and backwater aquatic plant communities. A related problem is the need for timely
action. If restoration is not undertaken soon, additional significant aquatic areas will be lost due
to conversion to terrestrial habitats.
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Goal 3: Improve floodplain, riparian, and aquatic habitats and functions.

Problem: Land use and hydrologic change has reduced the quantity, quality, and function of
aquatic, floodplain and riparian habitats. Flood storage, flood conveyance, habitat availability,
and nutrient exchange are some of the critical aspects of the floodplain environment that have
been adversely impacted.

Goal 4: Restore and maintain longitudinal connectivity on the Illinois River and its tributaries,
where appropriate, to restore or maintain healthy populations of native species.

Problem: There is a lack on lateral and longitudinal hydrologic connectivity on the Illinois River
and its tributaries. Aquatic organisms do not have sufficient access to diverse habitat such as
backwater and tributary habitat that are necessary at different life stages. Lack of longitudinal
connectivity slows repopulation of stream reaches following extreme events such as pollution or
flooding and reduces genetic diversity of aquatic organisms.

Goal 5: Restore Illinois River and tributary hydrologic regimes to reduce the incidence of water
level conditions that degrade aquatic and riparian habitat.

Problem: Historical basin changes and river management have altered the water level regime
along the mainstem Illinois River, stressing the natural plant and animal communities along the
river and its floodplain. The most critical changes include an increased incidence of water level
fluctuation, especially during summer and fall low water periods, and the lack of drawdown in
areas upstream of the navigation dams.

Goal 6: Improve water and sediment quality in the Illinois River and its watershed.

Problem: The state’s surface water resources are impaired due to a combination of point and
non-point sources of pollution. Through effective regulatory efforts, point sources of
impairments have continued to decline. Non-point sources of water quality impairment, such as
sediments and nitrates, continue to degrade the surface waters of the state.

The Corps and IDNR have done an excellent job identifying system restoration goals that are not
only critical to the restoration of the IR ecosystem, but are also tangible and can produce
achievable ecological outputs. However, significant coordination is still needed to establish the
required agreements to make the IL 519 successful and the restoration of the IR possible. In
particular, goals 1, 3, and 6 are being actively pursued in various efforts by a number of different
entities throughout the basin. These similar interests may provide significant cumulative benefits
through coordination and support by this study.

7

Ilinois River Basin Comprehensive Plan
APPENDIX G




Chapter 4 — Project Alternatives

Project Alternatives

Using the recommendations of each restoration goal subcommittee, eight basic system
alternatives were designed. These eight alternatives cover a wide level of effort and range from
‘no action under the 519 authority’, ‘regional improvement’, ‘maintaining the current system’ to
‘reasonable upper bound to system improvements’. Table 4.1 represents each alternative, the
level of effort, and some expected benefits of each of the goals. After each alternative had been
outlined, the IL 519 team evaluated each alternative and selected a preferred alternative. The
preferred alternative reflected opinions of several regional and state experts in the fields of
waterfowl ecology, sediment retention, fishery ecology, aquatic vegetation, and other IR system
issues. In addition to reflecting these experts’ opinions, the preferred alternative sought to
establish a future condition of the IR which was consistent with management plans and
restoration efforts of the basin.

Alternative Plans Considered in the IL 519 Study, See Table 4.1: The eight alternatives were
established and evaluated in this feasibility report starting with ‘No Action’ and incrementally
increasing in scope to the eighth alternative. Table 4.1 outlines the goal by goal benefits which
are expected to be seen from each of the evaluated alternatives. These alternatives were
formulated and evaluated through a series of multi-agency coordination meetings and represent
predicted desired/future conditions as outlined by the participating agencies and individuals.

Table 4.1, System-wide Alternatives w/ benefits by goal category
Alternative Name 1 2 3 4 5 6
Sediment Delivery Backwaters & Floodplain, Connectivity Water Level Water Quality
Side Channels Riparian, & M anagement
Aquatic
No Action Some Increase Decline 1-2%/yr No Change Potential More Fluctuations M inor
Delivery Improvement Improvement
Alt 1 0% Upper Tribs 3,600 BW acres 5,000 acres M S 1.5% Peak Reduce | Minor Regional
20% Peoria Tribs 10 Side Channel | 5,000 acres Trib 30k acre-ft Improvements
0% Lower Tribs 10 Island Protect | 25 stream miles
Alt 2 0% Upper Tribs 6,100 BW acres 5,000 acres M S 2.5% Peak Reduce Regional
40% Peoria Tribs 20 Side Channel | 10,000 acres Trib 45k acre-ft Improvements
0.5% Lower Tribs | 15 Island Protect | 50 stream miles
Alt 3 11% Upper Tribs 8,600 BW acres | 20,000 acres M S Fox, DuPage, 2.5% Peak Reduce Some System
40% Peoria Tribs 30 Side Channel | 20,000 acres Trib DesPlaines 45k acre-ft, Auto Improvements
4% Lower Tribs 15 Island Protect | 100 stream miles Gates
Alt 4 11% Upper Tribs | 6,100 BW acres 5,000 acres MS | Fox, DuPage, Des | 7.5% Peak Reduce Some System
40% Peoria Tribs 20 Side Channel | 20,000 acres Trib | Plaines, Kankakee, 160k acre-ft, Auto Improvements
4% Lower Tribs 15 Island Protect | 100 stream miles | Spoon, Aux Sable Gates
Alt5 11% Upper Tribs | 8,600 BW acres | 40,000 acres MS | Fox, DuPage, Des | 7.5% Peak Reduce Some System
40% Peoria Tribs 30 Side Channel | 40,000 acres Trib | Plaines, Kankakee, 160k acre-ft, Auto Improvements
4% Lower Tribs 15 Island Protect | 250 stream miles | Spoon, Aux Sable Gates
Alt 6 11% Upper Tribs | 12,000 BW acres | 75,000 acres MS | Fox, DuPage, Des | 7.5% Peak Reduce Some System
40% Peoria Tribs 35 Side Channel | 75,000 acres Trib | Plaines, Kankakee, | 160k acre-ft, Auto Improvements
20% Lower Tribs | 15 Island Protect | 500 stream miles Spoon, Aux Sable Gates, Drawdown
Alt 7 11% Upper Tribs | 18,000 BW acres | 150,000 acres MS| Fox, DuPage, Des 7.5% Peak Reduce Some System
40% Peoria Tribs 40 Side Channel |150,000 acres Trib| Plaines, Kankakee, 160k acre-ft, Auto Improvements
20% Lower Tribs 15 Island Protect | 1000 stream miles | Spoon, Aux Sable, 3 | Gates, Drawdown,
Mainstem Dams Replace Wickets

Preferredalternatie plan is Alt. 6

Recommended Plan, Alternate 6
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Ecological Integrity: Restoration under this goal would provide a measurable increase in the
level of habitat and ecological integrity at the system level through implementation of all goal
recommendations. It is a basic assumption of the study team and participating agencies
(including the Service) that this initiative would produce system-wide biological and ecological
benefits. Alternate 7 would produce more resource benefits but the cost has been determined to
be too high.

These recommendations, when combined into Alternate 6, will provide a level of management
that is unparalleled within the basin at this time. However, we emphasize the need and
importance of coordination between Federal, state, and private restoration efforts within the
basin. These efforts, though common in goal, can become less efficient if appropriate
coordination and funding opportunities are not established. In addition, we feel that immediate
and localized benefits could be seen at sites that are in existing Federal, state, and private
conservation agency ownership. Targeting these pre-existing sites could greatly reduce planning
and real estate costs while maximizing benefits to the system.

Sediment Delivery: Alternate 6 calls for the reduction in sediment delivery from the Peoria
tributaries by 40 percent, other tributaries upstream of Peoria Lakes by 11 percent, and tributaries
downstream of Peoria Lakes by 20 percent. System benefits include reduced delivery of
sediment by 20 percent to Peoria Lakes and 20 percent system-wide.

Excessive sedimentation is well known to be a significant source of ecological loss within the IR
basin. However, sedimentation is part of a natural process by which stream channels meander
through their floodplains via erosion and deposition. It is only when a particular stream is
prevented from meandering that erosion and sedimentation begin to adversely affect the stream.
In reference to this alternative’s goal of reducing 40 percent of the Peoria tributaries sediment
delivery, excessive sediment control could also produce negative ecological impacts at the
localized stream level as well as at a cumulatively larger scale. Localized investigations may be
warranted to determine if retention of significant sediment loads will alter critical habitat
forming processes and adaptive management measures may be required to alter project features
to ensure system stability.

In regard to the use of grade control structures, the feasibility report (page 4-3) states that, “Pool
and riffle units provide a diverse range of hydraulic and biological niches that are critical to
sustaining thriving river habitats”. The use of this technique for sediment control is relatively
new and few biological investigations have been completed. These structures do provide pool
habitat as well as some degree of riffle habitat. However, the larger stone used for construction
may not provide the critical habitats which are found in natural riffles. We recommend that (at a
project specific level) the Corps adhere to any newly published scientific literature relevant to the
specifications of pool-riffle complexes.

Backwater and Side Channels: Under Alternate 6, restoration is proposed for 12,000 acres in 60
of the approximate 100 backwaters on the IR system. The alternative calls for dredging an
average of 200 acres per backwater, at an optimal level of 40 percent of the approximate average
500-acre backwater area. This would create optimal backwater and over-wintering habitat
spaced approximately every five miles along the system. The alternative also calls for the
restoration of 35 of the remaining 56 side channels in the IR and protection of 15 islands.
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Because these very issues are also being studied and recommendations being made under the
Corps’ Navigation Study, if this authority moves forward, a much greater level of coordination
needs to be initiated to insure that overlap and competition does not become an issue. The
environmental restoration objectives of the Navigation Study may prove to be of vital
importance to this effort and vice versa (see Chapter 8, Agency Coordination).

Floodplain, Riparian, and Aquatic Restoration: Restoration under Alternate 6 is proposed for
75,000 acres of mainstem floodplain (approximately 14.9 percent of total mainstem floodplain
area) including approximately 31,700 acres of wetlands, 25,300 acres of forest, and 18,000 acres
of prairie. Tributary restoration is proposed for 75,000 acres (approximately 8.8 percent of total
tributary floodplain area) including approximately 47,600 acres of wetlands, 13,900 acres of
forest, and 13,500 acres of prairie. Aquatic restoration is proposed for 500 miles of tributary
streams (16.6 percent of the approximately 3,000 miles of channelized streams) with a mix of
improved instream aquatic habitat structure and channel remeandering.

We agree that these types of habitat restoration are needed within the basin. Mainstem
floodplain habitats have been lost at an alarming rate during the last century and have created the
degraded system that we have today. It seems appropriate that a strong initiative of this goal
should be to establish contacts and relationships with private floodplain landowners. These
relationships will be vital in the establishment of restoration efforts. Funding to private entities
should also be considered in order to create privately owned habitat projects within the
floodplain.

As it relates to tributary floodplains and tributary streams, we encourage the project management
branch of the Corps to work with their regulatory branch and coordinate information flow
between one another. The regulatory branch of the Corps is the primary agency responsible for
the issuance of Section 404 water quality permits and, as a result, has contacts with a significant
number of tributary landowners who wish to channelize streams and/or alter wetlands that exist
on their lands. With the cooperation of the regulatory branch, initial contacts could be made to
minimize future stream impacts as well as identify past channelization projects using their
R.A.M.S. database. This database is tied directly to a geographic information system and can be
used to spatially assess potential project sites for restoration or preservation.

Connectivity: This alternative calls to restore fish passage at all mainstem dams on the Fox
River, all dams on the West Branch of the DuPage River, all mainstem dams and one tributary
(Salt Creek) of the Des Plaines River, Wilmington and Kankakee Dams on the Kankakee River,
Bernadote Dam on the Spoon River, and the Aux Sable Dam.

Water Level Management: This alternative aims to create 107,000 acres of storage area at an
average depth of 1.5 feet and 38,400 acres of groundwater infiltration, increase water level
management at navigation dams using electronic controls and increased flow gauging. Results
are predicted to include an 11 percent reduction in the five-year peak flows in tributaries, an
overall average 20 percent increase in tributary base flows, and up to 66 percent reduction in the
occurrence of half-foot or greater fluctuation during the growing season in the mainstem IR.
This alternative also would see benefits accrue from drawdowns in the LaGrange or Peoria
Pools.
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Though sedimentation has been identified as a serious problem within the IR basin, uncontrolled
fluctuations in the water levels of the IR also create a very significant problem for the ecology of
the IR. These fluctuations create unstable substrates and produce undesirable water regimes in
many of the backwaters. These problems combine to create a system that has lost and is unable
to re-grow a significant percentage of its aquatic vegetation. Though cumulative benefits will be
seen throughout the life of this project (as uplands and tributary watersheds are restored), priority
should be give to measures which return some natural regime to the hydrology of the IR.
Drawdowns within the LaGrange and Peoria Pools may prove to be extremely effective if annual
base flows present the opportunity to sustain a pool-wide drawdown. Drawdown attempts are
annually initiated on Pool 13 of the Mississippi River and similar drawdowns have been
complete on Pools 8 and 25 on the Mississippi River. These projects on the Mississippi may
present ‘lessons learned’ which could be utilized for the IR drawdown attempts.

Water Quality: This alternative is anticipated to improvement water quality due to reduced
sediment, phosphorus, and nitrogen delivery. These improvements would result from sediment
delivery reduction measures and water level management measures.

As an overall ecosystem restoration project, we anticipate that the IR will slowly regain some of
its lost capacity to process excessive nutrient loads. In addition to the direct benefits in water
quality due to the reduction of sediment loads, phosphorus and nitrogen, a healthy system will
improve the overall water quality.

11

Ilinois River Basin Comprehensive Plan
APPENDIX G



Chapter 5 - Existing Natural Resources in the Illinois River Basin

This chapter attempts to provide a general summary of habitat and land use characteristics, a list
of public lands, and a general description of the current status and importance of natural
resources within the IR basin. A more comprehensive overview of fish and wildlife resources,
their habitats, and the physical and biological processes that affect them can be found in
“Ecological impacts of navigation system development, operation, and maintenance” (Theiling
2000) and the April 2000 Draft Coordination Act Report from the Service to the Corps regarding
the Navigation Study on the Upper Mississippi River System.

The Illinois River floodplain ecosystem is in a severely degraded condition. The most serious
threats to the river during the last 100 years have been related to poor water and sediment
quality, excessive sedimentation, exotic species, and isolation of the river main stem from its
floodplain. In spite of the fact that water quality has improved greatly in recent decades, the
river is currently unable to support the diverse assemblages of fish, wildlife, macroinvertebrate,
and plant species that were present prior to 1900. Although protected and restored areas,
particularly in the lower pools, provide important habitat for a variety of fish and wildlife
species, additional conservation measures, rehabilitation projects, and long-term monitoring are
needed to improve the condition of this once highly productive ecosystem.

Many sources of information were used to compile this chapter. The primary sources of
information were the “Ecological impacts of navigation system development, operation, and
maintenance” (Theiling 2000), and the Ecological Status and Trends of the Upper Mississippi
River System 1998 (Status and Trends Report) prepared by the Upper Midwest Environmental
Sciences Center (UMESC) in Onalaska, Wisconsin (USGS 1999). The Status and Trends Report
describes UMR and IR natural resources trends primarily based on monitoring data collected by
the LTRMP in Pools 4, 8, 13, 26, and the Open River on the UMR and the LaGrange Pool on the
IR. The natural resources inventory (described below) was also used as a source of fish and
wildlife resource information.

Natural Resources Inventory

As a partner in river resource management, the Service initiated compilation of a Geographic
Information System (GIS) database of natural resources for the UMR and IR in 1998. The
primary objectives of the project were to: (1) Illustrate the spatial distribution of existing
important habitats for fish and wildlife resources throughout the UMR and IR floodplain
ecosystems, (2) Identify existing and potential navigation-related impacts to those resources, and
(3) Identify potential mitigation opportunities.

The UMESC produced base maps for the project which contained land cover/land use
classifications, river miles, wing dams, boat access points, refuge boundaries, levees, and
topographic quadrangles. The base maps were used as a foundation to identify and digitize the
following additional categories of information: bald eagle roosting and feeding areas, bald eagle
nests, heron and egret nesting colonies, waterfowl use areas, migratory and resident bird habitats,
mussel and fingernail clam resources, commercial fisheries, sport fisheries, fish over-wintering
areas, fish spawning areas, other important fish habitats, reptile and amphibian use areas,
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mammal use areas, unique habitats, areas with potential for enhancement or restoration,
navigation impact areas, and areas which have already been restored.

The Service completed the draft database which contained information gathered from existing
literature and from over 60 river biologists and managers who participated in a series of 8
workshops held from June 1998 to February 1999. Workshop participants included
representatives from the following Federal and state agencies: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, lowa Department of Natural Resources,
[llinois Department of Natural Resources, and Missouri Department of Conservation.

Draft maps and tables were created and printed by UMESC and sent to over 100 professional
biologists, managers, and university professors from the agencies mentioned above as well as the
Nature Conservancy, National Audubon Society, Western Illinois University, and Midwest
Raptor Research Fund for the technical review process. UMESC finalized the database
consistent with the information and comments received during the review period, and hard copy
atlases displaying all records with customized icons were printed (USFWS 2000b; USFWS
2000c). Table 5.1 and Figure 5.2 demonstrate the types of spatial and narrative information
contained in the database and atlases. Table 5.1 represents all entries within the IR Natural
Resource Inventory and contains 1277 records which are summarized by category and IR pool.
Figure 5.2 is a spatial representation of the IR near the Tazewell and Mason County line.

Although we caution against using this information for purposes other than making gross
comparisons between areas or for making very generalized conclusions, this dataset presents a
unique compilation of existing natural resources along the IR mainstem. Though not developed
for this specific purpose, the inventory can act as a significant resource at the regional, systemic,
and executive team levels of the IL 519 Study process. In addition, this tool (developed by a
multidisciplinary team including the Corps and IDNR) could be utilized and improved/expanded
for tracking additional restoration efforts which are funded or authorized under the IL 519
authority.

In addition to housing natural resource data, the inventory also contains a general reference for
recreational use areas up and down the river. As an identified objective, the feasibility report
states that ancillary recreational benefits would be seen through implementation of the IL 519
authority. The resource inventory could also assist with this objective.
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Table 5.1, Number of records in the IR resources inventory data set by category and pool.

Resource Category

Pool

Alton | LaGrange | Peoria SE:Zlid Marseilles DI::EZH Blg(r:;iém Lockport Total

Migratory and resident birds 31 58 32 2 6 5 0] 0 134
Waterfowl use areas 27 59 39 3 9 6 0] 1 144
Heron and egret nesting colonies 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 9
Bald eagle nests 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 11
Bald eagle roosting and feeding areas 18 51 21 0 2 0 0] 0 92
Fish over-wintering areas 9 12 4 1 2 0 0 0 28
Fish spawning areas 12 18 26 7 4 2 0] 0 69
Sport fisheries 22 71 83 7 9 12 1 1 206
Commercial Fisheries 2 29 0 0 0 0] 0 31
Other important fishery resources 6 7 3 2 0 0 0 24
Mussel and fingernail clam resources 18 15 2 2 0 0 0 44
Mammal use areas 9 23 12 2 4 0 0 1 51
Reptile and amphibian use areas 54 29 1 0 1 0 0 0 85
Unique areas 20 40 28 7 15 5 0 9 124
Areas with potential for enhancement 34 10 3 0 1 1 0 0 49
HREPs and other restored areas 9 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 20,
Navigation impact areas 4 41 36 6 11 4 3 1 106
Total] 283 482 302 40 68 35 4 13 1227
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Floodplain Lands Managed for Fish and Wildlife Resources

Land management authorities vary in the IR corridor. Unlike the UMR, the Corps owns only a
small amount of land in the IR floodplain, except in Alton Pool. Public lands along the lower IR
are primarily owned and managed by the IDNR or the Service. Along the upper IR, public lands
are managed by the IDNR or county forest preserve districts.

National Wildlife Refuges: Congress has placed over 16,000 acres of land and water in the IR
floodplain into the National Wildlife Refuge System (Table 5.3). The commercial navigation
channel passes along or through most of these tracts. Refuge lands along the IR are managed
primarily for the benefit of fish and wildlife, but also contribute greatly to recreation, flood
storage, and water supply functions of the system. These lands provide significant habitat for
many animal and plant species which utilize floodplain habitats. Such habitat has been largely
eliminated or is being developed or modified in many non-refuge areas.
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Table 5.3, Summary of National Wildlife Refuge lands along the Illinois River

Illinois River National Wildlife and Fish Refuges Acres Location
Cameron-Billsback Unit 1,709 Peoria Pool
Chautauqua NWR 4,488 LaGrange Pool
Emiquon NWR 1,303 LaGrange Pool
Meredosia NWR 2,883 Alton Pool
Mark Twain National Widlfie Refuge Complex
Two Rivers NWR 5,840  [Alton Pool
Total IR acres in the National Wildlife Refuge System 16,223

Two Rivers National Wildlife Refuge of the Mark Twain National Wildlife Refuge Complex
includes over 5,800 acres along the lower portion of the IR, near its confluence with the UMR.
The refuge has additional lands along the UMR. Key goals of the refuge are to conserve and
enhance the quality and diversity of fish and wildlife and their habitats and to restore floodplain
function in the river corridor. It is recommended that where appropriate, the IL 519 goals be
coordinated with existing or draft refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plans (CCPs). These
CCPs may present existing plans to increase fish and wildlife habitat and offer a roadmap to
success in these areas without the need for extensive additional planning efforts.

State Managed Lands: The IDNR manages over 50,000 acres for migratory waterfowl and
hunting at 23 sites along the IR, including 6 state parks and several boat access sites. In the
Alton Pool, approximately 8,800 acres of Corps-owned lands are managed by IDNR. In general,
management objectives of these lands are to provide refuge for fish and wildlife and to provide
access and enhance opportunities for outdoor recreation including camping, hiking, boating,
hunting, fishing, trapping, and wildlife observation.

Private Management: There is a considerable amount of fish and wildlife habitat controlled by
private interests in the IR floodplain. Private duck hunting clubs manage approximately 60,000
acres of the floodplain (Havera 1995). The Illinois Chapter of The Nature Conservancy is
restoring natural floodplain communities on former agriculture levee districts as part of an
overall IR conservation plan. Among their goals is reestablishing the ecological processes that
once supported the abundant and diverse biological communities along the river. Restoration has
begun at their Spunky Bottoms Project, which consists of 1157 acres in Brown County. Plans
include reestablishing wetland habitats and working with the Corps of Engineers on a Section
1135 project that will include a water control structure to provide a managed connection with the
river. Planning is also underway for the Conservancy's Emiquon Project in Fulton County,
where their recently acquired 7604-acre property will have over 6000 acres of restored open
water, marsh, wet prairie, and bottomland hardwood habitats in the floodplain. The Wetlands
Initiative is in the process of acquiring a 2500-acre drainage and levee district along the IR near
Hennepin, and similar restoration efforts are anticipated.

General Habitat and Land Cover Characteristics

The IR floodplain has two distinct geomorphic reaches which cover a total of approximately
613,000 acres (Theiling 2000). The upper IR is a geologically young section of the river,
extending upstream from the town of Hennepin, and the lower IR follows an ancient reach of the
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Mississippi River, from Hennepin to Grafton, Illinois. Land cover types based on LTRMP 1989
data are summarized in Table 5.4.

The upper IR reach includes
the Starved Rock and
Marseilles navigation pools
and is characterized by a steep
gradient, narrow floodplain,
and a lack of non-channel
aquatic habitat. This reach
accounts for only 10 percent
of the total IR floodplain area.

The lower IR reach includes
the Peoria, LaGrange, and

Table 5.4, Percentage of land cover types in the lllinois River floodplain by
upper and lower reaches (source: LTRMP 1989 data).

Land Cover Type Upper Illinois Lower lllinois
River River
Aquatic Vegetation 1% 2%
Grasses/Forbs 12% 4%
Urban/Developed 20% 3%
Sand <1% <1%
Open Water 23% 16%
Agriculture 24% 61%
Floodplain Forest 21% 14%

Alton navigation pools and has a very broad floodplain, extensive backwaters, and a low gradient
that drops less than one foot per mile. This reach accounts for 90 percent of the total area of the
IR floodplain (Theiling 2000). Extensive sedimentation problems in this reach continue to
threaten the productivity of backwater and main channel border areas. Floodplain development
has isolated a majority of the floodplain from the main channel and many backwaters are now
behind levees. For example, in the LaGrange and Alton Pools approximately 55 percent of the
floodplain is isolated from the main channel.

Table 5.5, Historical overview of conditions on the Illinois River, 1900 to present.

Time Period Description
pre-1900 Historically, the Illinois River was ecologically diverse and served as a
nationally significant commercial fishery, sport fishery, and waterfowl
hunting area.
1900 The Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal was constructed, and water from Lake
Michigan and sewage from Chicago were diverted into the Illinois River.
1910 The river’s benthic organisms were destroyed due to the increased pollution
and low dissolved oxygen levels.
1920 Aquatic plant beds had virtually disappeared from the river.
late 1920's - | Sewage treatment plants were constructed in Chicago, resulting in improved

early 1930's [|water quality and dissolved oxygen levels in the river. Aquatic plant beds and
macroinvertebrates returned.
1930's The lock and dam system was constructed to support commercial navigation.

1955-1960 The river changed rapidly during this time frame, and a critical ecological
threshold was broken. Macroinvertebrates and aquatic plant beds disappeared
from the river, followed by a subsequent rapid decline in fish and wildlife
populations. Accelerated de

1970's The Clean Water Act of 1972 facilitated reductions in toxic waste and organic
pollutant loads in the river, resulting in improved water quality. However,
excessive sediment inputs as well as sediment resuspension continued to result

in the loss and degra

1990's The exotic zebra mussel (native to eastern Europe) entered into the Illinois
River from Lake Michigan and spread rapidly throughout the river. Most
native mussel beds in the river were infested by 1993.

2001 The Illinois River still has not recovered to an ecologically sustainable
condition. In spite of the water quality improvements afforded by waste water
treatment facilities, sedimentation, non-point source pollution, and poor

water clarity remain serious
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Overall habitat conditions on the IR have been severely degraded during the last 100 years. A
historical summary of events and conditions on the river are provided in Table 5.5.

Water Quality: A number of factors including domestic sewage, industrial wastes, and
agricultural land use practices have adversely affected water quality in the IR during the past 100
years. In the past 30 years, improvements in water quality have taken place with implementation
of the Clean Water Act. However, runoff from urban areas and agricultural fields in the
watershed continue to transport sediment, fertilizers, and pesticides into the waters of the IR.
Waves generated by wind and commercial tows re-suspend fine sediments, resulting in ongoing
poor water clarity. Sedimentation is perhaps the most serious problem threatening the river’s
resources today.

Fishery Resources: The distribution and relative abundance of fish are more completely known
than most other faunal groups in the IR. A total of 150 species representing 27 families have
been recorded from the waters of the IR and upper waterway, of which 66 are considered
common to abundant (Havera et al. 1980). Considerable variation in numbers of species is found
from upstream to downstream, with greater species diversity in the lower pools where more
backwater lake habitats are available (Havera et al. 1980).

Fishery resources have been adversely impacted by a number of perturbations during the last 100
years, including industrial and municipal pollution, agricultural and urban runoff, extensive
levees, loss of aquatic habitat due to sediment deposition, poor water clarity, and exotic species.
Although fishery populations have fluctuated greatly during the last century and species
composition has changed remarkably, the fishery has shown a strong recovery in recent years.

Recreational Fishing: The IR sport fishery has improved greatly since measures to reduce toxic
waste and organic pollutant loads were enacted by public agencies in the 1970s. Estimated
angling expenditures per day are $49.1 million for over two million sport fishing activity days.
The IR averages over two million sport fishing days annually, or about 5 percent of the total
fishing in Illinois. Game species commonly occurring in the IR include largemouth bass, white
bass, smallmouth bass, sauger, channel catfish, drum, crappie, bullhead, bluegill, and
miscellaneous sunfish such as the green and pumpkinseed.

Use of the sport fishery on the IR directly corresponds to the health and desirability of the fish
population. A definite increase in sport fishing pressure has been noted in recent years. New
recreation areas make boating access for fishing easier in the Tri-County area (Peoria) than in
many areas along the river. The resurgence of the game fish population is being well utilized
and fishing should remain good as long as water conditions remain favorable.

Commercial Fishing: Historically, the IR was a nationally significant commercial fishery. At
the turn of the century, a 200-mile reach between Hennepin and Grafton produced 10 percent of
the total U.S. catch of freshwater fish, more than any other river without a commercial
anadromous fishery. During this time, about 180 pounds per acre were harvested. The
commercial fishery declined during the 1950s and ‘bottomed-out’ in 1979, with a harvest of only
305,018 pounds.

However, the fishery has shown remarkable improvement since 1979. Data provided by the
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IDNR indicates that the average annual harvest from the IR during the five-year period 1996-
2000 was 923,094 pounds. In the year 2000, the total harvest was 796,360 pounds, with 48
percent coming from LaGrange Pool, 32 percent from Alton Pool, and 20 percent from Peoria
Pool. In terms of biomass, the 2000 catch was comprised of 52 percent buffalo, 27 percent
catfish, 11 percent common carp, 4 percent Asian carp, and 2 percent drum.

Mussel Resources: In 1900, approximately 40 mussel species occurred in the IR. However,
mussel populations were decimated by a variety of perturbations encountered during the next
several decades (Table 5.6). Since passage of the Clean Water Act in 1972, mussels have shown
some signs of recovery. For example, the resource had recovered sufficiently to allow the
harvest of 181 tons of mussels from the river in 1988 (Fritz 1989). Surveys conducted by the
[llinois Natural History Survey from 1993 to1995 indicated that a number of species had begun
to recolonize in several pools (e.g., 11 species in Marseilles Pool, 8 species in Starved Rock
Pool, 15 species in Peoria and LaGrange Pools, and 17 species in Alton Pool) (USGS 1999).

Table 5.6, Numbers of freshwater mussels species by pool andyear (lllinois However, further
Natural History Surwey) recovery of mussel
Navigation Pool 1870-1900 1906-1909 1966-1969 1993-1995 .

- resources remains
Marseilles 38 0 0 11

threatened by the

Starved Rock 36 0 0 8 K

Peoria 41 35 I 15 exotic zebra mussel,
La Grange 43 35 18 15 which was first

Alton 41 36 20 17 documented in the IR

in 1991. Zebra
mussels entered into the IR via Lake Michigan and spread rapidly throughout the river. Most
native mussel beds in the river were infested by 1993 (USGS 1999). One site near the
confluence with the UMR had zebra mussel densities as high as 100,000 per square meter in
1993 (USGS 1999). As with mussels on the UMR, the future status of IR mussel fauna is very
uncertain.

Birds: Historically, IR floodplain habitats have supported a wide variety of bird populations
including waterfowl, colonial waterbirds, songbirds, wading birds, shorebirds, raptors, and
woodpeckers. Prior to the 1950s, the IR floodplain was one of the most important waterfowl
staging areas in the country (USGS 1999). Since then, however, human modifications to this
floodplain ecosystem have resulted in habitat degradation and an associated decrease in bird use
of the IR corridor. Dabbling duck populations on the IR have decreased steadily since the late
1940s as waterfowl migration routes have shifted from the IR to Pools 19-26 of the UMR (USGS
1999).

In spite of the overall degradation in habitat within the IR floodplain, protected and restored
areas in the lower pools continue to provide important areas where waterfowl and other
migratory birds can stop, rest, feed, and nest. The Alton, LaGrange and Peoria Pools support
greater species diversity and higher numbers of migratory and resident birds than upstream pools
(USFWS 2000b). The lower pools of the IR may provide benefits to as many as 264 bird species
(USFWS 2001a).

The American Bird Conservancy has designated the Illinois River National Wildlife and Fish
Refuges as an Important Bird Area in the United States, reflecting the importance of these areas
to bird populations. In addition to supporting waterfowl, refuge lands are also known to support
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bald eagles and other raptors, colonial waterbirds, songbirds, wading birds, shorebirds, and
woodpeckers (USFWS 2001a). Continued efforts to protect and restore habitats within the IR
floodplain will be of benefit to many migratory bird populations over the long-term.

Mammals: A total of 28 species of mammals have been officially recorded in the Illinois River
National Wildlife and Fish Refuges, including foxes, coyotes, raccoons, whitetail deer, badgers,
beaver, muskrat, woodchucks, rabbits, squirrels, opossum, mink, and otter (USFWS 2001a). The
federally endangered Indiana bat is also known to utilize forested habitats along the river and has
been recorded within the IR floodplain in LaSalle, Pike, and Jersey Counties (Walters 2001). It
is anticipated that future protection and restoration of floodplain areas would induce benefits to a
wide variety of mammal species.

Reptiles and Amphibians: Wetlands and backwater lakes within the IR floodplain provide
important habitat for a variety of reptiles and amphibians, including frogs, toads, salamanders,
turtles, and snakes. As expected, the resources inventory (USFWS 2000b) shows that the Alton,
LaGrange, and Peoria Pools in the lower IR are of particular importance for these animals.
Further, the Illinois chorus frog, a state-listed species, has been recorded at several locations
within the IR floodplain (USFWS 2000b). Protection and restoration of IR floodplain habitats
should be considered an important component in the conservation of Illinois’ reptiles and
amphibians. Additionally, data gaps should be filled to better establish population status and
trends.

Macroinvertebrates: Ammonia toxicity has been identified as a causal agent in the widespread
disappearance of benthic macroinvertebrates on the IR during the mid-1950s (USGS 1999).
Because these organisms play such an important role in the aquatic food web, declines in
macroinvertebrate populations in the past have been linked to subsequent declines in fish and
bird populations on the IR. Sparks (1984) identified the decline in benthic macroinvertebrates as
an important causal factor in the decline of the IR commercial fishery since 1950. The shift in
migratory bird use away from the IR in the 1950s is also likely directly related to the status of the
macroinvertebrate community.

Today, macroinvertebrate communities continue to remain poor in the upper reaches of the IR,
and fingernail clams and mayflies now only occur in low densities in the lower river reaches
(USGS 1999). In contrast to the UMR, fingernail clam densities are higher in channel areas than
in non-channel areas in the IR; this is probably attributable to the fine grained sediments in
channel areas, lack of channel border habitats, and water and sediment quality problems in the
backwaters of the IR (USGS 1999).

If habitat conditions in IR backwaters can be restored to support a more diverse, healthy
macroinvertebrate community, then fish and waterfowl populations will also clearly benefit.
Management strategies aimed at achieving this goal should be incorporated and prioritized in the
IL 519 project authority and among all restoration efforts in the IR floodplain and watershed.

Floodplain Forests: Floodplain forest habitat covered 14.3 percent (or 78,467 acres) of the IR
valley landscape in 1989 (USGS 1999). Although existing floodplain forest acreages have been
greatly reduced in comparison to pre-settlement times, these habitats are still an important
component of IR floodplain ecosystem. They provide important habitat for fish and wildlife
during flood conditions, reduce soil erosion, and improve water quality. Floodplain forests are
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particularly important to migratory bird populations. Management actions, much like those at
Pekin Lake, are needed to restore and enhance the quality of floodplain forests in the IR
floodplain.

Aquatic Vegetation: Aquatic plant beds were well-established in IR backwaters prior to the
1900s. Organic pollution nearly eliminated these beds by 1922, but they returned in the late
1930s in response to waste water treatment (USGS 1999). In the mid-1950s, a critical threshold
with respect to sediment problems was reached, and aquatic vegetation died out on the IR. This
die-off was followed by backwater substrates becoming easily disturbed, an increase in turbidity,
a shift in the fish community toward more tolerant species, and a shift in waterfowl migrations
away from the IR. Aquatic plant beds have not recovered since the 1950s, and their distribution
is primarily restricted to backwater areas isolated from the river (USGS 1999).

Aquatic plant beds perform a number of important ecological functions including: generation of
dissolved oxygen, stabilization of substrates, filtration of suspended sediments, uptake of
nutrients, supplying tubers as an important food source, providing habitat for invertebrate
communities, and providing shelter for young and spawning fish (USGS 1999). Therefore,
restoration of aquatic plant beds should be incorporated as an important objective for ongoing
and future restoration projects in the IR floodplain.
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Chapter 6 — Probable Future Conditions (with and without project)

Over the past century, fish and wildlife habitats on the IR have been severely degraded by
navigation activities, floodplain development, poor water quality (point and non-point source
pollution), tributary watershed degradation, and exotic species introduction. Improved water
quality in the last 30 years has resulted in significant beneficial effects on aquatic organisms, but
overall the ecosystem is still declining. Although some biologists believe that the rate of
degradation has subsided, many habitats and IR species populations are expected to degrade
further in coming decades. The cumulative effects of navigation project operation and
maintenance actions, impacts from floodplain development, continued sedimentation, continual
degradation in tributary watersheds, un-natural hydrologic regimes, and the additional spread of
exotic species will continue to degrade species diversity and habitat quality and quantity unless
management actions are taken to reverse this trend.

As they are currently funded or structured, we agree with the Corps that the currently authorized
restoration and management activities are not adequate to reverse the system-wide decline in fish
and wildlife habitat that is occurring.

Future Without Project Condition

Based on assumptions, which are outlined by the Corps’ Feasibility Study and have been
documented by other environmental reports on the IR system regarding current conditions of the
ecosystem and anticipated changes, it appears likely that the future without project conditions of
the IR will continue to degrade from the present condition without management intervention.
Figure 6.1 depicts future projected conditions of the IR as predicted by regional experts. These
predicted conditions were established through expert panel discussions and extensive research
efforts within the state and IR basin. This predicted degradation is well documented (see Status
and Trends Report and the Upper Mississippi River and Illinois Waterway Cumulative Effects
Study).

In addition to this feasibility study,

_ | another recent investigation makes
Figure 6.1, Predicted Future condition of IR w/out Project predictions on the future of fish and
wildlife resources on the IR and is
used in this chapter to help describe
probable future conditions without the

>

= peereernenaans Seer i project. This study is the Upper

g | Mississippi River and Illinois

= I Waterway Cumulative Effects Study

S} ! (Cumulative Effects Study), also

8 | S~ prepared by the Rock Island District

3 E Corps for the System Navigation Study

- ! (USACE 2000a; USACE 2000b). The
Historic Existing Future Cumulative Effects

Time

* Not to Scale — Illustrative Purposes only

Study analyzed historic photographs to
quantify trends in aquatic habitat since river impoundment in the 1930s. Geomorphologists
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extrapolated the observed trends over the next 50 years. Biologists then interpreted what effect
these aquatic habitat changes would have on fish and wildlife. The Cumulative Effects Study
has some significant limitations. It does not address terrestrial habitat changes which are critical
to ecosystem health, and depth was not included as an aquatic parameter which seriously
impaired the evaluation of changes in habitat quality.

For the purposes of this study, the future without project analysis was defined as follows. The
without project condition is what the river basin and its uses are anticipated to be like over the
50-year planning period without any restoration implemented as part of the study. Of general
concern to the Service is the lack of the future without project analysis to address the likelihood
of environmental restoration occurring within the IR basin as part of the Navigation Study being
completed by the Corps. If, however, the Corps is making an assumption that that the future
only includes continued operation and maintenance of the 9-foot Channel Project and no
significant changes related to environmental restoration, then that assumption should be
described within the feasibility report.

The Rock Island District has the responsibility for completing both the IL 519 Study and the
Navigation Study and should produce an analysis of future condition based on the co-inhabitance
of the two authorities.

Corps of Engineers Cumulative Effects Study

The Corps’ Cumulative Effects Study predicts changes in UMR and IR aquatic habitat likely to
result from multiple influences (e.g., floodplain development, changes in water quality, and
sediment input from the watershed), not just navigation traffic-related effects. Trends in
floodplain terrestrial habitat were not analyzed since the Corps’ focus was on aquatic habitats
potentially affected by navigation traffic. Despite some serious limitations, the study still
provides a useful forecast of future trends in fish and wildlife aquatic habitats.

General conclusions drawn by the geomorphic analysis of the IR include the following:

1. The flow along the IR is affected by numerous man-made and natural influences
including structures to operate and maintain the 9-foot navigation channel. These include
levees, wing dams, bridges, channel erosion and sedimentation, dredging, locks and
dams, dams and reservoirs on tributaries, watershed land use, consumptive water use, and
potentially climate change.

2. River stages within the IR navigation pools are significantly influenced by the operation
of the 9-foot Channel Project locks and dams.

3. The 9-foot Channel Project and levees have influenced river stages within the IR. The
construction of levees along the IR has isolated large portions of the floodplain from the
river and reduced available flood storage capacity.

Regarding predictions for aquatic habitat changes, the Cumulative Effects Report estimates the
following:
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With respect to the IR and upper waterway, the report states that significant portions of existing
backwater areas would be converted to marsh or wetland by the year 2050, referring to the work
of other investigators. The report concludes that “...little overall change has occurred along the
main channel from the confluence with the UMR upstream to the Brandon Road Lock and
Dam.” These statements are very consistent with the finding of the IL 519 Study and underline
the significance of the sedimentation issues in the IR basin.

Predictions made by the Cumulative Effects Study for the IR are summarized in the following
table (Table 6.2).

Table 6.2, Summary of aquatic habitat changes on the Illinois Rivers (summarized from the Corps’ Cumulative
Effects Study (USACE 2000a; USACE 2000b)).

Habitat Trends Animal/Plant Trends

Illinois River Significant loss of backwater lakes Main channel species will remain
anticipated due to sedimentation. No stable, but backwater guilds will likely
change in main channel habitat. decline.

The following aquatic guilds were assessed in the Cumulative Effects Study based solely on
general planning information. No depth data was available and no field testing was conducted.
Thus, the assessment is limited to assumptions based on increasing or decreasing aquatic surface
area. The IL 519 Study Feasibility Report also addresses these issues and concluded with similar
findings. The following sections include a summary of the IL 519 Study, a summary of the
Cumulative Effects Study, and our analysis for each aquatic guild.

Aquatic Vegetation: The IL 519 Study concluded that on the mainstem IR, submersed aquatic
plants died off in the mid-1920s. In the late 1930s, these plants made a brief recovery in
response to early wastewater treatment efforts. By the 1950s, aquatic plants reached a critical
threshold, in relation to sediment and wave-related problems, from which they have not
recovered. Currently, submersed aquatic plants are found only in isolated areas of the mainstem.
This loss of vegetation has lead to easily disturbed backwater substrates, increased turbidity,
poorer habitat conditions, and fish communities increasingly dominated by species tolerant of
low dissolved oxygen and poor habitat. Waterfowl, particularly diving ducks, have shifted their
migrations away from the IR. Limiting factors to submersed aquatic plant recovery include
sediment quality, excessive sedimentation and turbidity, rough fish activity, and unstable water
levels.

The Cumulative Effects Study concludes that many areas will only sustain their productivity
with the assistance of habitat improvement projects such as the EMP, water level management,
and island stabilization. These improvements are needed to maintain no net loss due, in part, to
the ongoing 9-foot Channel Project with increasing traffic. Without such improvements we can
anticipate that continued sedimentation and attendant turbidity will lead to further degradation of
aquatic plant diversity and productivity.

Waterfowl and Wetlands: The IL 519 Study concluded that there were declines in diving ducks
(essentially gone since the 1950s) and dabbling ducks (80 percent decline in mallard
populations) in the basin, documented and summarized by the Illinois Natural History Survey.
These losses can be linked to a loss of food sources (aquatic plants and macroinvertebrates) in
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the 1950s and ongoing habitat degradation and loss. On the mainstem, habitat conditions are
typically favorable only in areas isolated from the river. The loss of aquatic plants and the
benthic community were identified as limiting factors on waterfowl populations.

The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that diving ducks such as canvasback and scaup feed
on aquatic vegetation and invertebrates during their fall migration. Impounded areas above
certain Locks and Dams and backwater areas are especially important. Future use of the UMR
(specifically the IR valley) by diving ducks will depend on the availability of these food
resources. Any factors affecting aquatic vegetation and invertebrates in the impounded areas
will likely cause a similar response to the numbers of diving ducks using the areas. With up to
50 percent of the canvasbacks in North America using the Mississippi River basin, protection
and enhancement of these resources is critical.

Fish: The IL 519 Study concluded that fish populations and diversity are thought to be stable in
the lower pools and still improving in the upper pools, though at lower levels than those
estimated prior to European settlement. The long-term outlook may be for populations and
native species diversity to decline gradually (increasing invasive species, suitable habitat
declining, and loss of mainstem benthic community).

The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that in recent decades, as water quality has improved,
so have fish populations. Some species of fish which prefer high velocity main channel and side
channel habitats are very healthy such as walleye, channel catfish, drum, and shovelnose
sturgeon. Despite impediments such as navigation dams which block fish movement, these fish
populations will likely remain stable or increase in the future. The pallid sturgeon, however,
may be on the verge of extinction due to habitat loss in the unimpounded reach of the Mississippi
River and lower reach of the IR. Other fishes that prefer backwaters and low velocity waters
such as buffalo, bluegill, largemouth bass, and crappie are likely to decrease in number as
suitable backwater habitats are lost to sedimentation, unless management actions reverse this
trend. Suitable overwintering areas may become scarce, affecting entire fish communities within
pools that cannot navigate to suitably deep areas to overwinter.

Freshwater Mussels: The IL 519 Study concluded that mussels had historically declined in
response to over-harvesting and poor water quality, as well as ongoing problems with excessive
sedimentation. After initial efforts to improve water quality, mussel populations also improved.
This improvement was most evident in the upper river, where water quality impacts were most
severe. Commercial mussel harvests have resumed in the lower mainstem pools. However, the
general trend is still declining (numbers and species), attributed to excessive siltation, loss of
habitat, chemical pollution (including herbicide and insecticide runoff), and competition from
exotic species (zebra mussels).

The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that unionid mussels are one of the most important
invertebrate groups on the river. Generally, mussels prefer coarse and firm stable substrates
where several species may aggregate in groups known as “mussel beds.” Since the early 1900s,
sedimentation has caused a significant loss of suitable mussel habitat throughout the IR.
Construction of channel regulatory structures, such as wing dikes, has also eliminated significant
areas of habitat in the main channel border and side channels. Some loss of habitat is likely to
continue from these activities.
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Potentially, the most significant threat to the future of IR mussels is the threat posed by the
exotic zebra mussel. Limited sampling of mussel beds in early 2000 indicated that large
numbers of native mussels were being killed by zebra mussel infestation. However, early
sampling in 2003 and 2004 indicates that zebra mussel infestations may be declining and native
unionids beds are stabilizing (Don Helms, aquatic ecologist, pers. com. 2004). This trend is
likely to fluctuate as is typical of exotic species population dynamics, which create peak and
bust-type cycles. River biologists are thus expecting the zebra mussel population to rebound and
see lasting effects from this invasion. Although much has been learned, there is much more to
learn about the impacts of this exotic mussel. It is assumed that native unionids will continue to
decline over the next 50 years.

Macroinvertebrates: The IL 519 Study concluded that long-term widespread declines in benthic
macroinvertebrates are linked to domestic and industrial pollution, metal contaminated sediments
and ammonia, as well as increasingly silty substrates. These declines have had adverse effects
on river fishes and birds. Because of their wide distribution and potential to exhibit dramatic
community changes when exposed to water and sediment pollution, they are ideal indicators of
environmental quality.

The Cumulative Effects Study predicts that burrowing invertebrates could decline in the future as
sedimentation continues. This group of animals includes mussels, fingernail clams, mayflies and
other insects, and worms. Continued sedimentation and turbidity, aggravated by navigation and
tributary watershed degradation, will further degrade aquatic habitats used by
macroinvertebrates.

Floodplain Forests: The IL 519 Study concluded that floodplain forests have been severely
impacted by habitat loss, altered hydrology, fire suppression, and increasing fragmentation.
Invasive species are becoming more common, primarily in the understory. In addition, higher
water tables associated with the navigation pools have reduced, and in some areas, eliminated
mast tree regeneration. More flood and water tolerant species, such as silver maple, have
become the dominant species and species diversity is decreasing. Timber harvesting of maples is
becoming increasingly common, leading to further losses in forested areas and increasing forest
fragmentation. Without restoration efforts in both reestablishing forests and restoring species
diversity, forests and forest-dependent species will continue to decline.

The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that agricultural and urban development have caused a
significant loss of floodplain forest along the IR. IR floodplain forests are heavily influenced by
water stage. The water level alterations of the early 1900s and navigation locks and dams of the
1930s severely altered the floodplain forests of the system. Most notably these changes led to
more flood tolerant trees and the loss of a significant portion of the mast producing tree species.
In addition to these early twentieth century changes, the flood of 1993 caused significant
mortality in many of the remaining forest stands along the IR, particularly in the lower reaches.
Elevated water levels from river impoundment continue to stress forests and hamper
regeneration. Acreage of willow and cottonwood communities is predicted to decline further in
the impounded reaches, but remain at the same level in the unimpounded reach. In the areas
heavily impacted by sedimentation, patches of willow and cottonwood seedlings have since
colonized openings created by the flood of 1993.
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Amphibians and Reptiles: The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that turtles, frogs, snakes,
toads, and salamanders comprise some of the least studied fauna on the floodplain. Most of
these animals favor backwater shallow wetland habitats. Their diversity is promoted by isolation
from predators. For this reason, they are likely to decline in diversity as isolated wetlands in the
floodplain decline, and also in numbers where backwater habitats are also declining from
sedimentation.

Migratory Birds: The Cumulative Effects Study concluded that bottomland forest habitats
support significant numbers of migratory birds such as songbirds, bald eagles, herons, egrets, and
ospreys. Shorebirds use shallow wetlands and mud flats. Red-shouldered hawks, which are a
state endangered species in Illinois, are dependant upon larger contiguous forest tracts which are
now found primarily along the river. Declines in songbird use and diversity may be inevitable if
forest habitat continues to decline.

Ecological Integrity: Based on all the factors above, the general ecosystem integrity, or health,
of the Illinois River Basin is still declining in spite of the dramatic water quality improvements
made as a result of the Clean Water Act. Pressure on the remaining habitats will continue to
increase as the population increases. Finally, changes to the ecosystem over time have been
dramatic. Current trends may be difficult to reverse and will require significant commitments of
resources and time.

USGS Status al’ld TI'el’ldS RepOI't Table 6.3, Summary of Status and Trends
Criteria for the IR
CRITERIA Illinois River

In addition to the Cumulative Effects Study and this
feasibility report, the USGS Status and Trends Report
(USGS 1999) evaluated the present status and makes

Lower Reach

Viable Native

L. Populations & Degraded & stable
predictions for three reaches of the UMR and the lower  |iheir Habitats
reach of the IR with respect to six criteria. These six Ability to Recover
criteria are as follows. From Degraded & stable
Disturbances
1. The ecosystem supports habitats and viable Ecosystem Degraded &
native animal and plant populations similar to Sustainability declining
those present prior to any disturbance. Capacity to

Function as part of || Degraded & stable
a Healthy Basin
Annual Floodplain

2. The ecosystem is able to return to its pre-

existing condition after a disturbance, whether Degraded & stable

. Connectivity
natural or human-induced. Ecological Value of
Natural Degraded & stable
3. The ecosystem is able to sustain itself. Disturbances

4. The river can function as part of a healthy basin.
5. The annual flood pulse “connects” the main channel to its floodplain.

6. Infrequent natural events such as floods and droughts are able to maintain ecological
structure and processes within the reach.
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Each river reach was graded for the six criteria as being degraded, heavily impacted, moderately
impacted, or unchanged/recovered. Future trends for these criteria were then forecast for each
river reach. Trends for each criteria can be stable, improving, or declining. A summary of the
report’s evaluation for the IR is presented in Table 6.3.

The USGS report predicts that habitats in the IR will continue to degrade overall from
sedimentation and erosion because the river’s natural processes are unable to function. Habitat
projects to reestablish terrestrial and aquatic structural diversity are needed to offset deteriorating
habitats. Point source pollution, high sediment loads from the watershed, agricultural run-off,
and introduction of exotic species will continue to pose threats.

The combination of floodplain isolation, sedimentation, altered water regimes, and poor
sediment quality make any short-term reversal of IR degraded habitats unlikely. Each of these
factors is so degraded that improvement of any one alone may not result in much overall benefit.

The USGS report concluded that in order to maintain the current ecological conditions of the IR
system and to restore degraded functions, a significant increase in restoration activities is needed.

Future With Project Conditions

The Corps has hosted a series of meetings between the IDNR, the Service, The Nature
Conservancy, and other interested parties over the past two years to discuss and outline

expected future conditions of the IR.
During these meetings, future desired
environmental conditions and
measurable targets were discussed and
established for the key categories of

Restoration Alternatives

Figure 6.4, Predicted Future condition of IR with Project by Alt

2 Desired Future fisheries, waterfowl and wetlands,

2 preseeessnesseeee T Aemaive? mussels, macroinvertebrates, aquatic

= ! e T emaives vegetation, forests, and ecological

— ! =T - Alternative 5 : . .

e

8 i integrity (pleasq see Section III, page

Sy LSS 3-47 of the feasibility report for

=) . S Atemaive :

E : Alernative 1 specific targets by category).

w ! Representatives of each agency also
! discussed and identified the system

Historic Existing Future

Time alternative which was most likely to
i Not 10 Scale = llustrative Purposes only address the serious ecological
problems facing the IR and that would obtain the future desired conditions. Alternatives 6 and 7
were chosen as most likely to create the desired future conditions and ultimately Alternative 6
was chosen as the preferred alternative. Figure 6.4 presents the probable future conditions of the
IR under each of the system goals evaluated.

When undertaking a restoration initiative of this scale, it is important that key priorities be
established to alleviate future competition of limited funds and resources. For that reason, the IL
519 Study group has discussed the importance of criteria prioritization and has established the
following list of priorities:
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Habitat restoration and/or protection projects should be closely coordinated and
combined with projects developed under other goals and authorities, in order to maximize
systemic ecological integrity and effectiveness of restoration efforts and dollars.

The assessment process should focus on quality of the habitat and the presence of threats
for the area under consideration. Those areas threatened most immediately should be
targeted for protection.

Connectivity to the IR and major tributaries and between protected areas should be key
focus area.

Preference should be given for improving and protecting existing moderately degraded
habitat areas near rare and unique communities.

Give special consideration to rare areas.

Alter hydrologic regime most relevant disturbance regime to encourage species
regeneration.

Terrestrial patch size recommendations (amount shown or greater):

a. Bottomland hardwood forest = 500-1000 acres; 3000 acres needed for some
interior avian species.

b. Grasslands = 100-500 acres.
c. Nonforested wetland = 100 acres, spaced 30-40 miles apart.
d. Riparian zone = 100 feet each side; 200-300 feet wide total.

Aquatic habitat recommendations:

a. Mainstem backwaters/side channels > 6 feet deep, spaced 3-5 miles apart.

b. Instream riffles — Depending on the size of the stream, the number of
structures required ranges from 4 per mile for large tributaries to 22 for
minor tributaries.

Though we understand that future issues may alter these priorities, it should be stressed that this
list was established through agency discussion and was agreed upon at several group meetings.
This list should be used to guide planning efforts at the regional team, system team, and
executive team levels.
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Chapter 7 — Endangered Species Consultation

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all Federal agencies to work to conserve endangered
and threatened species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the Act. Section 7 of

the Act, called “Interagency Cooperation,” is the mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure
the actions they take, including those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of
any listed species.

Consultation under the ESA for the Illinois River 519 Study was initiated by a letter from Mr.
Kenneth A. Barr, Rock Island District Corps of Engineers, dated August 2003. The letter
requested a list of federally threatened and endangered species occurring within the project area,
which was considered the entire Illinois River Basin within the boundaries of the State of

Illinois. This information is provided in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1, Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species within the IRbasin

Status Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat
Birds Bald eagle wintering and breeding
Threatened (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Mammals Indiana bat caves, mines (hibernacula); small stream corridors with

(Myotis sodalis) well developed riparian woods; upland forests (foraging)

Endangered - - - -
Gray bat caves and mines; rivers & reservoirs adjacent to forests
(Myotis grisescens)

Plants Leafy prairie clover prairie remnants on thin soil over limestone

(Dalea foliosa)

Endangered - - :
Pitcher's thistle only on shorelines or sand dunes of the Great Lakes.
(Cirsium pitcheri) *believed to be extirpated from Illinois
Decurrent false aster disturbed alluvial soils
(Boltonia decurrens)
Eastern prairie fringed orchid mesic to wet prairies
(Platanthaera leucophaea)

Threatened Lakeside da{sy dry rocky prairies
(Hymenopsis herbacea )
Mead's milkweed virgin prairies
(Asclepias meadii)
Prairie bush clover dry to mesic prairies with gravelly soil
(Lespedeza leptostachya )

Invertebrates Hines emerald dragonfly spring-fed wetlands, wet meadows and marshes

(Somatochlora hineana)
Karner blue butterfly pine barrens and oak savannas on sandy soils and

Endangered (Lycaeides melissa samuelis) containing wild lupines (Lupinus perennis), the only

known food plant of the larvae.
Mussels Clubshell mussel riverine habitats.
Endangered (Pleurobema clava)
Reptiles . Eastern massasauga rattlesnake shrub wetlands
Candidate (Sistrurus c. catenatus)
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The Illinois River Basin is host to 13 federally threatened or endangered species, one candidate
species, and numerous state threatened or endangered species. We offer the following
description of how projects proposed and planned under the IL 519 authority would comply with
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

To comply with ESA at the program level (i.e. this feasibility report), a programmatic
consultation must be completed. The programmatic consultation may be completed before or
after project authorization. However, it must be completed before construction begins or any
irretrievable commitment of resources is made.

It is the Federal action agency’s responsibility to fulfill Section 7 consultation. It has been our
recommendation to the Corps that consultation be initiated and completed in advance of
authorization of the IL 519 program. However, the Corps has chosen to fulfill their
responsibility under the ESA after the program receives congressional authorization. At that
time, the Corps will complete a programmatic Biological Assessment (BA) and consult with us
to identify and avoid, to the extent feasible, impacts to all federally threatened or endangered
species within the IR basin.

A major purpose of this study is to benefit fish and wildlife of the IR Basin. No specific projects
will be approved or constructed prior to the completion of the forthcoming programmatic BA,
and consultation with the Service under Section 7 of the ESA has been completed. If additional
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA is required for site specific projects which have impacts
or actions not covered under the programmatic documentation, then independent consultation
will be initiated and completed at that time. All future activities under this potential authority
will be coordinated through the appropriate USFWS office.
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Chapter 8 — Program/Agency Coordination

Coordination between the Service and the Corps

Service staff have been actively involved in the IL 519 Study process and with the project team
by attending meetings and providing comments on draft documents. In addition to present
coordination efforts, increased coordination will be needed during implementation, at a site
specific level. National Wildlife Refuges, Partners for Fish and Wildlife (PFW), and other
Service interests can help to achieve many of the goals outlined by this feasibility report. It is
our interest to be an active team member at the Regional Team level, as well as at a system-wide
management level.

Partners for Fish and Wildlife: The PFW program through the Service has restored thousands of
acres of natural habitats within the State of Illinois. Although not all within the IR basin, Table
8.1 outlines the Service’s conservation efforts within the State of Illinois through this program
and the associated acreages restored. This program operates out of the Rock Island Field Office
and our National Wildlife Refuge offices. It is a very effective and efficient way of restoring
habitats. It should be considered for partnership in future goal attainment calculations. During
fiscal year (FY) 2003 alone, the PFW program restored approximately 2,015 acres of habitat
within the state. In addition, the PFW is an active partner with USDA programs. Together they
work with interested landowners on land conservation through either USDA or PFW programs.
Service biologists within the PFW program frequently work with the county NRCS district
conservationist, state biologists, and many other conservation authorities throughout the state.
Through the combination of the effectiveness of the program and the strong relationships among
natural resource managers, the program has become very successful.

Table 8.1, PFW restoration in IL (IL PFW Coordinator Wayne Fischer, pers. Comm.)
1987-2003, PFW has restored 376 wetland basins consisting of
7,581 acres

1991-2003, PFW has restored 46 upland areas consisting of 1,603
acres

PFW has restored 20 basins totaling 2,015 acres.

Wetland basins

Upland restoration

During FW 2003

Coordination Needs

General agency coordination has been conducted between the IDNR, USACE, USFWS, and
many other interested parties regarding the IL 519 Project. However, intensive collaboration and
program integration between the IDNR/USACE and the NRCS, SWCD, friends groups,
ecosystem partnerships, conservation clubs, TNC, Wetland Initiative, private stakeholders, etc. is
needed for the successful development of specific projects. Many of these established entities
are vital to the achievement of the system goals as outlined by the IDNR and Corps. It may be
appropriate for the Corps to investigate avenues of providing funding to these groups to
implement small scale projects that can achieve cumulative success at the watershed scale. It
would also appear counterproductive for the Corps to spend project dollars preparing plans and
specifications for project features that may or may not already be planned by other agencies (i.e.
stream bank stabilization features, etc.).
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As stated in the ‘Significance of the Illinois River Basin’ section of the executive summary
report, “local communities, counties, and non-governmental organizations have developed
approximately 40 management plans calling for restoration of all or a portion of the Illinois
River Basin”. Yet nowhere within the feasibility report does it outline how those management
plans would be utilized under this authority or even complimented by this authority. It also isn’t
clear how, if implemented under separate funding, these management plans would be
incorporated into the desired future conditions of the goal categories, most notably Goal #1
(sediment load reduction) and Goal #6 (improve water and sediment quality). Significant
benefits are seen annually through projects implemented by SWCD, local NRCS, IL EPA, the
Service, and other conservation agencies. These benefits should be acknowledged in future
desired conditions.

Upper Mississippi Environmental Management Program: The most significant approved system-
wide effort to enhance and restore UMR and IR fish and wildlife resources is the habitat
rehabilitation enhancement projects (HREP) being constructed by the EMP. The EMP was first
authorized by the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL 99-662) and permanently
authorized in that Act in 1999. The objectives of most HREPs are to restore fish and wildlife
habitats degraded by sedimentation. As of 1997, approximately 28,000 acres (or about 1
percent) of the UMR-IR system have been enhanced through this program. In the future over
100,000 acres (or approximately 3.6 percent) of UMR-IR floodplain habitat may be enhanced.

EMP habitat restoration projects have helped reverse habitat decline within their immediate
areas. The projects have been typically designed to achieve a select number of objectives such
as migratory bird habitat, improved aquatic vegetation, fish overwintering, or bottomland
hardwoods. However, in practice, each project has provided multiple fish and wildlife benefits.

For many EMP habitat projects, there is significant maintenance cost for structural upkeep. In
the future, short-term mini-projects with little or no maintenance may prove to be more cost
effective.

The Service is a strong proponent of the EMP. However, as it is currently funded or structured,
we do not believe that the EMP alone can reverse the system-wide decline in fish and wildlife
habitat that is now occurring. Future EMP habitat projects must be able to address the systemic
driving variables as well as the localized symptoms of habitat decline. It has become apparent
that the EMP, IL 519, navigation-related mitigation, and other similar projects need to be
integrated into an overall ecosystem management program. The IL 519 Feasibility Report does
not adequately describe these relationships. Much effort during the plan formulation was
directed to identifying resource problems, opportunities, and ecosystem goal identification.
However, more attention is needed toward agency collaboration and program integration needed
to successfully restore the IR ecosystem.

USDA Programs: Several USDA programs provide funding to agricultural producers in support
of environmental objectives, generally administered through the local NRCS field offices. The
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) provides technical, financial, and educational
assistance to farmers and private landowners who are faced with serious threats to soil, water,
and related natural resources. Working with approximately 2,400 landowners within the Illinois
River Basin, the EQIP program has expended approximately $2.9 million for financial and
educational assistance to treat natural resources concerns on approximately 250,000 acres. The
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Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP) has provided approximately $250,000 of assistance
to develop and improve wildlife habitat on private lands within the Illinois River Basin.

The Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) increases wildlife habitat and improves water quality by
providing additional wetland habitat, slowing overland flow, and providing natural pollution
control. To date, approximately $3.4 million has been spent in the Illinois River Basin to restore
2,300 acres of habitat on 13 properties. Also, the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)
enrollments beyond the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) enrollments
provide additional in-place conservation practices facilitating resource management in the
Illinois River Basin. Finally, the Forestry Incentives Program provides an avenue of assistance
to private landowners for planting trees, improving timber stands, as well as other non-industrial
private forest land practices.

In April 1997, the USDA officially launched the National Conservation Buffer Initiative and
pledged to help landowners install 2 million miles of conservation buffers by the year 2002. The
initiative is led by the NRCS (in cooperation with the Agricultural Research Service, Farm
Service Agency, Forest Service, and Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension
Service), state conservation agencies, conservation district, and numerous other public and
private partners. The National Conservation Buffer Initiative encourages farmers and ranchers to
understand the economic and environmental benefits of buffer strips and use these practices
through the various programs of the conservation tool kit. Programs used for this effort include
the continuous CRP sign-up, as well as the EQIP, WHIP, WRP, Stewardship Incentives
Program, and Emergency Watershed Protection Program.

USDA programs have been very successful in the relative short time frame in which they have
been in existence. Specific lessons learned through this program should prove to be invaluable
to the IL 519 Study team as they work to establish similar achievements as has the USDA within
the IR basin. Again, we encourage the Corps to investigate opportunities to assist in the funding
of specific USDA type programs which perhaps already have landowner contacts and have
identified prime project sites to meet or address one of the seven environmental restoration goals.

Coordination Within the Rock Island District Corps

Section 404 Regulatory Branch: As the primary regulator of Section 404 permits, the regulatory
branch of the Rock Island District plays an extremely important role in this restoration initiative.
It appears that many beneficial projects could be targeted by contacts made through the
regulatory branch. Interested and willing landowners could be directed to contact key members
of regional teams for assistance in stream restoration (as opposed to channelization), wetland
protection (as opposed to draining), and many other important habitat protection measures.

Relationship of the IL 519 Study to the Navigation Study: The feasibility report written for the
IL 519 Study states on page eight, third bullet under Assumptions and Exceptions that: “The
Comprehensive Plan (IL 519 Study) will develop recommendations consistent with the Upper
Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway System Navigation Feasibility Study and the Upper
Mississippi River Comprehensive Plan projects, but will not duplicate efforts and investigations
regarding transportation and flood protection needs”. However, significant duplication is noted
between the restoration measures and intensities of those measures within the two programs’
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preferred alternatives. The Service strongly recommends that these two initiatives be more
closely coordinated with one another and potentially integrated as part of one another.

Table 8.2, Comparatiwe restoration of IL 519 and the navigation study.

Restoration measures by alternative through Navigation Study (Reach 4: Illinois Waterway)

Ecosystem Measure Alternative AAlternative B|Alternative C |Alternative D|Alternative E|Virtual Reference
Island Building 0 3 4 4 4 4
Fish Passage 0 0 0 0 5 5
Floodplain Restoration 0 0 0 4 14 15
WLM - Pool Scale 0 0 0 0 0 0
WLM- Backwater 0 0 0 1 1 1
Backwater Restoration (Dredgi 0 340 680 920 1,040 1,120
Side Channel Restoartion 0 20 30 34 36 39
Wing Dam/Dike Alteration 0 3 3 3 3 3
Island Protection 0 15 15 15 15 15
Shoreline Protection 0 59 59 59 59 59
Topographic Diversity 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dam Point Control 0 0 0 0 0 0
Floodplain Restoration-Im.Op. 0 2 2 2 2 2
Total 0 119 147 168 191 199

Percent of Total 0 60% 74% 84% 96% 99%,

* BW dredging was assumed at a 20

acre footprint

* information provided at NAV Study Public Meeting October 2003

Restoration measures by alternatives of the IL 519 Authority

Ecosystem Measure Alternative 1 |Alternative 2 |Alternative 3 |Alternative 4 |Alternative 5 |Alternative 6 Alternative 7
Island Building 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fish Passage 0 0 0 B8 6* 6* 9
Floodplain Restoration (M ain Stem) 5,000 5,000 20,000 5,000 40,000 75,000 150,000
WLM - %P eak Reduced 150% 2.50% 2.50% 7.50% 7.50%) 7.50% 15.00%)
Backwater Restoration (Dredgin| 3,600 6,100 8,600 6,100 8,600 12,000 18,000
Side Channel Restoartion 10 20 30 20 30 35] 40
Island Protection 10 5 5 5 B 5 5
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total acres restored 8,600 11,100 28,600 11,100 48,600 87,000 168,000

% of Total that is BW dredging

42%

55%

30%

55%

8%

14%

*represents fish passage at Fox, DuP age, DesPlaines, Kankakee, Spoon, Aux Sable, then 3
main stem dams in that progressive order

Particular discrepancies exist between many of the main stem systematic issues and restoration

efforts. These discrepancies subsequently produce much overlap between the two authorities.

This overlap, though understandable, would be inefficient and unproductive as these two
important authorities move forward to construction. Much of this potential duplication could be
avoided if new institutional arrangements would be established. A new institutional framework
should be considered that provides a central forum for integrating the IL 519, EMP, Navigation
Study, and others (e.g. 1135, 206, and Comprehensive Plan). The Navigation Study has
recommended a management triad consisting of a (1) River Council, (2) Science Team, and (3)
Regional Management Team. The River Council could be the policy forum for integrating the
IL 519 authority with other projects. Table 8.2 presents an ecosystem measure comparison of
the two authorities and their respective preferred alternatives (preferred alternatives are shaded).

Much like the Mississippi River, the Illinois River has paid a significant environmental toll for
the seven lock and dam structures and other navigation related structures. Environmental
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alternatives which mitigate navigation impacts may be implemented on the Illinois River, if the
Navigation Study is approved. As is currently outlined in the IL 519 Feasibility Report, all
projects to be funded under this authority would require a 35 percent cost share from the non-
Federal partner (IDNR) and 65 percent Federal cost. However, as outlined in the Navigation
Study, some restoration efforts to offset navigation impacts would be implemented at 100
percent Federal cost. This will create a level of competition between the two authorities and
especially in restoration categories such as Backwater Restoration (see Table 8.2).

Each of these initiatives appears to have been formulated completely independent of one another
and this is reflected in an apparent duplication of effort. For example, each identifies the need to
restore backwater topographic diversity and defines the importance of water level management
changes for the IR. The IL 519 Study has determined that a total of 12,000 backwater acres
would need to be dredged in order to restore the system in the preferred alternative (Table 8.2,
Alternative 6), whereas the Navigation Study recommended that only 920 backwater acres would
need to be dredged (Table 8.1, Alternative D). The Corps’ Navigation Study predicts that
dredging those 920 acres would benefit up to 27,600 acres (at a 1:30 ratio). Applying this
rationale to the IL 519 Study would greatly exceed the 12,000 acres proposed by the IL 519 by
thousands of acres. The same types of disconnects can be seen when looking at the water level
management feature of the two alternatives.

Pending authorization by Congress, these two programs and related projects such as the EMP
and UMR Comprehensive Plan should be more closely integrated and, at least, should become
complementary of one another.
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Chapter 9 - Recommendations and Conclusions

Conclusions

1.

The IR ecosystem has been so severely degraded by human activities during the last 100
years that its ecological integrity and ability to recover from disturbance has been greatly
diminished. Sedimentation problems continue to pose serious threats to backwater areas
in the lower pools which currently provide habitat for a number of fish and wildlife
species. A collaborative and adaptive management strategy involving implementation of
conservation measures, rehabilitation projects, and long-term monitoring is needed to
improve the condition of this ecosystem. Management decisions and actions at both the
watershed and more localized scales will ultimately determine the future fate of this once
highly productive river resource.

In cooperation with the IDNR, we believe that the Corps has done a good job of
identifying system wide environmental needs and establishing an implementation process
to address many of these issues. However, significant coordination is still needed to
establish the appropriate level of government, non-government, and private cooperation
to successfully restore the Illinois River Basin.

Because of sedimentation and human-induced alterations to the floodplain ecosystem,
aquatic and terrestrial habitats throughout the IR will continue to decline at spatially
variable and largely unquantified rates. Prioritization schemes should be implemented at
the project fact sheet level to insure that limited dollars be applied most efficiently.

The main channel of the IR will remain stable, but backwaters will continue to decline
from sedimentation. In coordination with the Navigation Study and EMP restoration
efforts, critical backwater areas within each pool should be identified and restored as
expeditiously as possible.

Main channel fish populations are expected to remain healthy, but fish species requiring
backwater habitats for any life requirements will likely decline. An anticipated rapid
response to backwater restoration efforts will likely be seen among fish guilds requiring
backwater habitat.

During the fall, state natural resource agencies, the Service’s National Wildlife Refuges,
and many privately owned duck clubs artificially manipulate water levels in several
management areas along the IR. These moist soil units enhance growth of aquatic
vegetation and supplement natural sources of food. Unmanaged backwater areas that
currently provide dabbling duck food resources are likely to decline in future years as
backwaters diminish. There may be opportunities to work with private landowners and
establish partnerships to enhance the management of these areas and potentially the
integrity of the IR.

The quality of bottomland hardwood forest habitat will decline. Associated species
which depend upon mast and mature/over mature stands will decline due to lack of
regeneration.
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8. As they are currently funded or structured, we do not believe that the current ecosystem

restoration efforts within the basin can reverse the system-wide decline in fish and
wildlife habitat without a more intense coordination between and among agencies.
Future IL 519, EMP, Navigation Study, etc. habitat projects must be able to address the
systemic driving variables as well as the localized symptoms of habitat decline.

Recommendations

1.

All management actions (both Federal and state) such as those implemented under EMP,
IL 519, Navigation Study, USDA, USFWS, and other restoration efforts along the
mainstem of the IR and the mainstem floodplain need to be coordinated with one another
to ensure efficient and successful management of the IR basin. This coordination may be
best met through specific institutional arrangements and the formation of a management
triad consisting of (1) River Council, (2) Science Team, and (3) Regional Management
Team.

Several similar recommendations have become apparent during the coordination of this
project and in light of strides made by the UMR Navigation Study to implement
environmental restoration as a key component of that study’s alternative matrix. It is
strongly recommended that the IL 519 and the Navigation Study be more closely
coordinated with one another and potentially integrated as part of one another. Much like
the Mississippi River, the Illinois River has paid a significant environmental price for
structures that allow and improve navigation. Environmental alternatives which mitigate
navigation impacts on the Illinois River need to be coordinated with projects funded
through the IL 519 authorization.

We recommend that a regular line of coordination be established between the Corps and
the Service for endangered species consultation for the IR basin. Regional teams should
coordinate with the appropriate field office of the Service (Chicago, Rock Island, or
Marion, Illinois) and establish how project fact sheets would be coordinated with the
Service. It is also recommended that the regional teams outreach to the appropriate field
office and identify Service employees to act as a participant to the regional team. These
types of relationships are important in establishing a smooth flow of information and to
avoid unnecessary delays in project formulation.

As the primary regulator of Section 404 permits, the regulatory branch of the Rock Island
District plays an important role in the success of this restoration initiative. It appears that
many beneficial projects could be targeted through contacts made by the regulatory
branch through Section 404 permit applications. Interested and willing landowners could
be directed to contact key members of regional teams for assistance in projects such as
stream restoration (as opposed to channelization) or wetland protection (as opposed to
draining). Wetland, stream, and forest mitigation as outlined in the Corps’ recent ‘draft
mitigation guidelines’ could be emphasized for the most important areas within each
tributary watershed of the Illinois River Basin.
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5. We encourage the Corps to investigate opportunities to assist in the funding of specific
USDA type programs where landowner contacts have been made and prime project sites
identified to address one or more of the seven environmental restoration goals. In
addition to government-led efforts, there may also be opportunities to work with various
non-government organizations to accomplish many of the basin goals as well. These
types of partnerships could reduce planning efforts and present more efficient ‘on the
ground’ projects.

6. Alternative features, predominantly with regard to sediment reduction techniques, which
are untested for their ecological integrity function (i.e. riffle structures, bendway weirs,
etc.) should be implemented through a cautious and scientific approach to identify
ecological reactions. Opportunities should be sought to collaborate with state and/or
private universities to study the biological interactions of these features.

7. Adaptive management techniques should be established that would allow the Corps and
IDNR to redirect focus of the IL 519 authority if future conditions of the IR turn out to be
less desirable than predicted, especially in regard to sediment delivery assumptions into
the Illinois River Basin.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rivers and streams are a valuable and integral part of every major ecotone and alteration of these
systems has a long and varied history throughout the world. Many of these changes are a direct
result of various management practices designed to meet human needs including flood control,
power generation, navigation, irrigation, and recreation. Dominant management practices used
to meet these needs have typically involved altering flow and habitat availability through
impoundment, channelization, leveeing, and water diversion. All of these practices have far
ranging temporal and spatial impacts on the physical and biological processes that define a given
ecosystem. However, new initiatives to repair aspects of ecosystem structure and function are
beginning to emerge. The Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER) project is one such
initiative that is focusing on restoring not only mainstem areas of the Illinois River, but also
much of the contributing watershed.

The IRER is a multi-disciplinary, collaborative initiative between several federal agencies (U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Environmental Protections Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Geological Survey, Natural Resources Conservation Service), the state of Illinois
(Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection Agency, Department of
Agriculture), local and/or regional government agencies, and several non-government
organization (e.g., The Nature Conservancy). The overall goals of the IRER are to: 1) maintain
and restore biodiversity 2) reduce sediment delivery from tributaries, 3) restore backwater and
side channel habitats, 4) restore floodplain and riparian habitats, 5) reconnect the river to its
floodplain, 6) naturalize hydrology, and 7) improve sediment and water quality with the intent to
improve the structure and function of the Illinois River Basin. To achieve these goals, most of
the restoration practices implemented through IRER will focus on projects that establish physical
reductions in sediment loads; restore or protect side channel, backwater, and floodplain habitats;
and naturalize water level fluctuations throughout the basin. One very important aspect of this
restoration effort is documenting the physical and biological responses throughout the process to
provide information into an iterative feedback loop. These responses can primarily be measured
through long term monitoring at several spatial scales. Our objectives were to develop a
conceptual and structural framework for watershed assessment and long term monitoring as part
of the IRER program.

This report contains two chapters. The first chapter deals specifically with developing a long-
term monitoring framework. This monitoring protocol highlights an inter-disciplinary effort
attempting to monitor all major characteristics of the river (e.g., water quality, geomorphology,
biota). The bulk of this chapter focuses on identifying appropriate biotic and abiotic response
variables that can be used to identify ecosystem change as a result of restoration practices.

Within the Illinois River Basin, there are many potential measures that may be useful in assessing
goal-specific accomplishments. The response measures identified throughout the proposed plan
should provide information that is ecologically meaningful, relevant to the spatial and temporal
scales being measured, responsive to implemented restoration practices, provide benchmarks of
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progress in accomplishing the stated goals, and be easily understood.

The proposed monitoring framework is defined at three distinct, hierarchical spatial scales to
facilitate ecosystem response to the restoration goals and will also provide information that 1)
characterizes the current status of the ecosystem (status), 2) tracks changes in the ecosystem
through time at multiple spatial scales (trends), and 3) rigorously evaluates project specific
management practices (evaluation). Within each spatial scale, the typical sampling design,
sampling approach, and likely variables (or metrics) that should be measured are discussed.
Response variables will be discussed at two levels: 1) those that are critical and must be
measured and 2) those additional variables that are desirable and would provide a significant
amount of information, but may not be as immediately critical as those listed above. We
recognize that several ongoing data collection efforts and programs (e.g., Environmental
Management Program’s Long Term Resource Monitoring Program, Illinois River long term fish
population study, USGS and ISWS hydrology monitoring, water quality monitoring, etc.) within
the basin will likely be beneficial and complimentary to the proposed monitoring program
presented here. Therefore, the intent of the proposed monitoring framework is to complement
the already existing programs to create a more comprehensive monitoring effort.

Because river restoration is a newly emerging field, there are likely considerable knowledge gaps
that may need to be investigated to provide a better understanding of ecosystem responses to
restoration practices. In this situation, short term (i.e., 3-5 year) studies may be appropriate to
identify the underlying processes that will aid in understanding the ecosystem. Accordingly, we
have provided a summary of potential focused research topics.

In the second chapter of this report, we present a general summary of watershed assessment
approaches. Watershed assessments are a crucial first step in identifying environmental
degradation and also in identifying the action needed to fix problems. However, we present only
the basic paradigms to appropriate watershed assessments because information beyond biotic and
abiotic conditions (e.g., public opinion, economics, etc.) should be included and are beyond the
scope of this document.
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Chapter I
LONG TERM MONITORING

INTRODUCTION
River Restoration Background

Rivers and streams are a valuable and integral part of every major ecotone and alteration of these
systems has a long and varied history throughout the world. Many of these changes are a direct
result of various management practices designed to meet human needs including flood control,
power generation, navigation, irrigation, and recreation. Dominant management practices used
to meet these needs have typically involved altering flow and habitat availability through
impoundment, channelization, leveeing, and water diversion. All of these practices have far
ranging temporal and spatial impacts on the physical and biological processes that define a given
ecosystem. For example, about 14% of the world’s total annual runoff is held in reservoirs that
has ultimately resulted in changes to both the biotic and abiotic characteristics of these systems
because the aquatic environment has been converted to a lentic system (Downes et al. 2002).
Biotic changes can range from local changes in community composition and/or structure to
broader extirpations of species or entire communities and changes in fundamental processes (e.g.,
nutrient cycling; bioenergetics, etc.). Abiotic shifts are similarly affected with relatively
localized issues like point-source pollution to systemic issues like sedimentation and shifts in
geomorphology of the stream bed and its floodplain.

The effects of these modifications are beginning to be ameliorated in some systems. The science
of restoring riverine systems is relatively young, but attempts to repair damaged systems due to
human impacts are emerging in several places around the world. Common techniques used to
address major problems within a river system include improving water quality, removing dams,
reconnecting channels with their floodplains, flow remediation, and increasing stream meander.
Many ongoing river restoration projects are spatially limited by focusing on restoring small rivers
and streams or fairly localized reaches of larger rivers (e.g., Cook et al. 1992; Biggs et al. 1998;
Cals et al. 1998; Lake 2001; Erskine 2001). However, there are now a handful of restoration
projects materializing that are taking a more holistic approach to large river restoration including
much, if not all, of the entire basin. For example, the Kissimmee River restoration effort has
been the impetus of restoration activities since the early 1970's where the focus has been aimed
at restoring the river basin’s flow regime, water quality, and habitat diversity (Toth et al. 1997).
Other major river systems that have existing or emerging restoration programs include the
Murray-Darling Basin (Australia), the Rhine River Basin (Europe) and the Volga River (Russia).
While the spatial and temporal scales and the specific objectives that exist among these projects
may vary slightly, the overriding goal of these efforts remains the same - to restore the
ecosystem.

Ecosystem restoration is defined as an applied approach to re-establish the structure and function
of an ecosystem (Cairns 1988; Downes et al. 2002). Conceptually, structure pertains to biotic
and abiotic diversity; whereas, function typically refers to the processes that drive the ecosystem

3-

[llinois River Basin Comprehensive Plan

APPENDIX H



(e.g., productivity, sedimentation, nutrient transport, nutrient loading). Therefore, the primary
goal of any restoration effort should be to redirect the structure and function trajectory of a
degraded ecosystem to something that more closely approximates historic conditions (i.e., pre-
impoundment, pre-channelization, pre-European settlement, etc.). It is crucial that both structure
and function be considered and incorporated into restoration planning processes to ensure a
holistic approach to restoration activities. This means that the restoration process should be a
thorough, relatively long term and comprehensive commitment that also incorporates an iterative
process to capitalize on new information as it becomes available (Williams et al. 1997).

There are a myriad of established restoration techniques and/or programs that can be readily
implemented in the riparian areas and smaller watersheds of the Illinois River (Table 1).
Likewise, a smaller list of generally accepted management practices are available for restoration
in larger tributaries and river systems (e.g., dredging and water control structures). The challenge
will be to assess their efficacy and impacts at both local and smaller spatial scales along the river
basin. Therefore, a key element to this process is establishing an ability to identify or detect
changes to the ecosystem in response to restoration practices used to accomplish the restoration
goals. Consequently, it is critical to establish, a priori, a scientifically rigorous and explicit
monitoring design to ensure that the most efficient use of time and money are implemented with
the greatest information return.

The thrust of evaluating restoration successes or failures involves an ability to extricate the
complex interactions between natural variability, human activity, and responses to restoration
efforts in a given system (Bryce and Hughes 2003). These issues are magnified in large river
systems, like the Illinois River, because they typically traverse a longitudinal gradient that can
encompass many landscapes. Further complications arise in larger rivers because they are
relatively unique and provide little opportunity for replicated study at the broadest spatial scales.
Similarly, responses can also occur at varying time scales that are dependent upon processes
driving the system and the extent of the restoration effort. This creates several unique challenges
to restoring large rivers, especially in the assessment and monitoring stages (Pegg and
McClelland in press). Issues like appropriate scales of measure (e.g., mainstem, local, other),
logistical limitations, and financial constraints all pose significant obstructions to appropriately
evaluate ecosystem responses. Recent advances in technology, like remote sensing, have helped
overcome some of these obstructions providing an opportunity to develop a sound restoration
monitoring program. However, novel approaches will be required to adequately assess
ecosystem changes through time and at multiple spatial scales.

1linois River Ecosystem Restoration (IRER)

This Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration effort is a multi-disciplinary, collaborative initiative
between several federal agencies (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Environmental
Protections Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, Natural Resources
Conservation Service) the state of Illinois (Department of Natural Resources, Environmental
Protection Agency, Department of Agriculture), local and/or regional government agencies, and
several non-government organizations (e.g., The Nature Conservancy) with the intent to improve
structure and function of the Illinois River Basin (Figure 1). The over-riding philosophy behind
this restoration effort centers on the fact that there are several specific factors, or stressors,
currently degrading the structure and function (or integrity) of the Illinois River Ecosystem.
Those factors have been identified as excessive sedimentation rates, loss of floodplain and side
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channel connectivity and highly variable water levels that ultimately translate into environmental
extremes and/or loss of habitat for biotic organisms. Specifically, the goals of the IRER are to:

-

» Restore and maintain ecological integrity, including habitats, communities, and
populations of native species, and the processes that sustain them,

* Reduce sediment delivery to the Illinois River from upland areas and
tributary channels with the aim of eliminating excessive sediment load,

» Restore aquatic habitat diversity of side channels and backwaters, including Peoria
Lakes, to provide adequate volume and depth for sustaining native fish and wildlife
communities,

* Improve floodplain, riparian, and aquatic habitats and functions,

* Restore and maintain longitudinal connectivity on the Illinois River and
its tributaries, where appropriate, to restore or maintain healthy populations of native
Species,

* Restore Illinois River and tributary hydrologic regimes to reduce the incidence of

water level conditions that degrade aquatic and riparian habitat, and

Improve water and sediment quality in the Illinois River and its watershed.

Under these objectives, most of the restoration practices implemented through the IRER will
focus on projects that establish physical reductions in sediment loads; restoring or protecting side
channel, backwater, and floodplain habitats; and naturalizing water level fluctuations throughout
the basin.

As the number of site-specific projects increases, we ultimately expect cumulative ecosystem
improvements that should be detected at not only the localized project sites, but also at broader
spatial scales including major tributaries and the mainstem Illinois River (see Comprehensive
Plan for more detail). Therefore, it is critical that ecosystem responses to the restoration
practices be appropriately assessed to ensure the restoration goals are effectively measured at all
spatial scales. Accordingly, our objective was to develop a framework for long term monitoring
and watershed assessment that would provide valuable insight into the restoration efforts,
through an iterative process, as part of the IRER program. Because river restoration is a newly
emerging field, there are likely considerable knowledge gaps that may need to be investigated to
provide a better understanding of ecosystem responses to restoration practices. In this situation,
short term (i.e., 3-5 year) studies may be appropriate to identify the underlying processes that will
aid in understanding the ecosystem. Accordingly, we have also provided a summary of potential
focused research topics.

Conceptually, as ecosystem limiting factors are sufficiently addressed throughout the Illinois
River Basin, ecosystem structure and function will improve. The issue at hand is determining
how to measure both the amelioration of the limiting factors (stressors) and improvements to the
ecosystem in a scientifically rigorous, yet cost effective approach. There are three main
approaches to gathering information relevant to this type of assessment: 1) use existing or newly
developed indicators of ecosystem health, 2) develop conceptual and/or quantitative models that
predict ecosystem change, and 3) collect data over long time periods to determine the overriding
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processes. Each approach has associated positive and negative biases and uncertainties that
should be considered. Arguably, these three approaches can and should be linked and
coordinated to ensure data needs for each are met. Simply stated, proper planning and
implementation to capitalize on all three approaches will provide the best evaluation of the status
of the IRER program in terms of meeting the established restoration goals.

Indicators of Ecosystem Health

Summary indices have been used in the past to provide a general view of ecosystem condition.
Their popularity stems from the fact that a relatively small amount of information need be
collected to hopefully show overall condition because collecting information on every aspect of
an ecosystem is not feasible from both a logistics and cost stand point. Many of the indices
typically use an aggregation of several measured variables, or metrics, used to mark overall
system health. This approach began initially by using specific chemical indicators of point
source contamination for assessment and monitoring of aquatic systems (Karr 1991). However,
there has been a growing body of evidence over the past two decades that shows one or a select
few biotic and abiotic variables can provide much more meaningful ecological indicators that can
aid in evaluating the full range of ecosystem condition and responses to restoration or
disturbances in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems (Karr 1991; Pajak 2000; Yoder and DeShon
2003). For example, monitoring programs like the U.S. Environmental Protection Agencies’
(EPA) Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) now include a variety of
biotic indicators in addition to physical measures to estimate the condition of aquatic ecosystems
(Hughes et al. 2000). These indicators take into account the physical condition of the
environment, but also focus on various levels of the ecological hierarchy, including indicators of
individual organism health or condition, population level metrics, and complex, multimetric
indices that aggregate measures from multiple assemblages of organisms and their environment
that reflect overall ecosystem health.

Good indicators, including complex and multimetric indicators, are useful for assessing and
tracking shifts in resource condition because they offer easy comparability across regions.
However, even though multimetric indicators such as Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) have proven
to be responsive to ecosystem change (Gammon and Simon 2000; Karr and Chu 2000; Bryce and
Hughes 2003), the complexity of both the indicators themselves and their interaction with
various stressors can present challenges to accurately and effectively communicating information
to decision makers and the public (Schiller et al. 2001). Much of the controversy stems from the
ambiguity and inherent variability associated with some of the measures used in the aggregation
of measurements into an index. The exact process of the aggregation can be controversial and
mathematically complex, and is usually conducted by specialized research scientists (Barber
1994; Schiller et al. 2001).

While such indicators provide valuable information, there are several uncertainties associated with
solely using this approach. First, the spatial extent of this system is considerably larger than the
ecosystems in which many of the biotic indicators were developed. This means that the
transferability of IBIs and similar indices among catchments and at varying scales of inference
(e.g., spatial scales) without careful consideration and evaluation may be limited (Angermeier and
Karr 1986) and should be a strong emphasis for additional focused research. Another uncertainty
with using indicators is that a reference condition is typically needed to establish responses. Most
of the Illinois River Basin has been subjected to anthropogenic impacts (Sparks 1995). Locating
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pristine reference sites will therefore be unlikely and will have to rely on using historical data,
conceptual and quantitative models, and the best professional judgement of the resource managers
to establish restoration targets that reflect a reference type condition or restoration goal. Because
this is not entirely an objective process, a considerable amount of variability can be introduced
into an index at this stage. Given these uncertainties, indicators still remain a preferred method of
assessing ecosystem responses because the philosophy is conceptually simple and they are also
easy to relay to decision makers. An added benefit to using a suite of indicators is that the
information used to calculate each metric can be easily used within an adaptive management plan.
Much of the information collected can be readily used in newly developed metrics as knowledge
of the system increases. Inherently the main focus of the monitoring framework should be to
collect data that are appropriate to an iterative process whereby the indicators are evaluated for
their effectiveness to measure ecosystem responses to the restoration goals. Therefore, the
infrastructure of using indicators should include an ability to identify, evaluate, and implement
existing and new indicators through focused research and evaluation. Conceptually, the linkages
between the components of this process are shown in Figure 2.

Within the Illinois River Basin, there are many potential measures that may be useful in assessing
goal-specific accomplishments in subject areas like geomorphology, hydrology, and biology
(Tables 2-5). The list of variables in Tables 2 -5 is by no means comprehensive and provides only
general categories from which information may be gathered throughout the basin. Much of the
long term monitoring framework discussed below is aimed at identifying important information
that can be gathered from these general categories. In many cases, the information can be broken
into sub-categories or other measures of change like population metrics (e.g., Karr 1991) that may
summarize information about the entire ecosystem. However, it is important to note that within
these categories, useful variables calculated from this list should provide information that is
ecologically meaningful, relevant to the spatial and temporal scales being measured, responsive to
implemented restoration practices, provide benchmarks of progress in accomplishing the stated
goals, and easily understood.

Conceptual and Quantitative Models

The second approach to assessing restoration activities is the use of both conceptual and
quantitative models. This approach is important because it can provide valuable information into
the iterative restoration process. Conceptual models can be useful tools in presenting a clear idea
of how the ecosystem generally works and also may provide information about how resource
managers perceive the effects of various changes.

Quantitative models capitalize on existing and new data as they are collected and are an integral
part of the restoration equation. These models are useful to provide a more mechanistic
understanding of how the ecosystem has responded to change (Bahr et al. 2003). The largest asset
to modeling is that it goes well beyond simple data collection and can provide a more holistic
view of the ecosystem. DeAngelis et al. (2003) further highlighted three main reasons for using
models within a monitoring framework. First, models may be needed to evaluate restoration
targets for indicators or measures that can be directly measured. Second, models formalize
hypothesized causal relations that link restoration efforts to ecological outcomes. Finally, models
provide a means of forecasting to evaluate outcomes of various restoration practices. Examples
that may prove useful to the IRER program include models that evaluate sedimentation rates,
changes in hydrology, and changes in biotic trophic interactions (bioenergetics). The drawback is
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that in some instances proper models are not well developed or information is often limited in
either spatial or temporal extent thereby limiting the inferences and applicability of such models.
Fortunately, the information put into the models will continually improve through additional data
provided by the long term data collection efforts. This aspect highlights the fact that there should
be an adequate balance between modeling and data collection so that both approaches can be
simultaneously advanced.

Long Term Data Collection

Ultimately, the empirical data that are used for the indicator and modeling approaches will be
collected through coordinated data collection efforts that will maintain a long term data string.
While long term data collection is the foundation for both the indicator and modeling approaches,
it also provides unique characteristics in that it can provide information about the underlying
processes of ecosystem structure and function - both present and future. Additional information
that is gained over time will also be invaluable to the indicator and modeling aspects of the
monitoring program by making them substantially more robust.

Long term data collections can also provide a great deal of information about the statistical
abilities of the monitoring framework to detect change. For example, Lubinski et al. 2001
evaluated the ability of the Long Term Resource Monitoring Program (LTRMP) on the Upper
Mississippi River Basin to detect change at several spatial scales for several biotic and abiotic
components. Lubinski et al. (2001) used existing data from the LTRMP to conduct a power
analysis of several factors and found that the LTRMP sampling design, while having widely
variable results, was relatively adequate to detect changes in water quality, aquatic vegetation, and
fish data, but needed additional sampling for macroinvertebrates. Existing Illinois River data will
provide some insight on how effective the data collection may or may not be, but similar types of
evaluations should also be conducted on the IRER monitoring data set at appropriate intervals to
document the efficacy of the program and also to identify areas that need improvement.

As the cumulative number of restoration projects increase throughout the basin, ecosystem
responses are expected at many spatial and temporal scales. However, there are likely lags in any
detectable changes in the ecosystem because it will take some time for the ecosystem to
“stabilize” after construction or to reach some additive level where the ecosystem shows change.
For example, as water quality improves at a restoration site, noticeable responses in biotic
communities may take one or several years to allow the communities to respond to the new
conditions through completion of life cycles and immigration. In this context, there is evidence
suggesting the fish communities along the Illinois River improved at a lag of about 10 years in
response to improved water quality (Pegg and McClelland in press). Unfortunately, very little
published information is available to provide guidelines for identifying appropriate temporal and
spatial inferences. The crux of this issue therefore is determining what constitutes the appropriate
temporal and spatial scales for measuring change among each variable measured. The paucity of
information in this realm then mandates that long term data be collected to not only provide
insight into response times for the IRER program, but will also provide guidance for other
restoration projects within the region and nation.

Report Structure
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