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Upper Mississippi River - Illinois

 Waterway System Navigation Study

Upper Mississippi River states and stake-

holders representing navigation, agriculture

and natural resources interests.

More than 500 comments from various orga-

nizations were submitted to the study team

after it released a draft of the report. Some of

those comments influenced the direction of

the report, and others were addressed in a

question-and-answer section. The depth of

the comments demonstrated that stakehold-

ers took a lot of time to read and understand

the report, says Project Manager Denny

Lundberg. “The comments show a commit-

ment on their part to the collaborative pro-

cess.”

Most of the comments submitted to the

study team indicated strong support for the

new study emphasis on sustainability, and

the collaborative partners have pledged to

continue their active collaboration with the

Corps through publication of a Feasibility

Study in 2004.

"The Interim Report sets the stage for what

we need to address collaboratively to reach

a final conclusion on a preferred alterna-

tive," says Chris Brescia, president of Mid-

west Area River Coalition 2000, a coali-

tion of agricultural commodity groups,

grain companies and waterway carriers.

But he and other stakeholders say they're

ready to move ahead to the even more

challenging work of forging consensus.

Study Blueprint Completed

 “Most challenging work” still ahead

T
he document that will guide the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in

completing the restructured Navi-

gation Study of the Upper Missis-

sippi River and Illinois Waterway System

has been completed and published on the

study’s web page.

The 200-plus page Interim Report to the

Feasibility Study summarizes the study

findings to date. It also describes a major

shift in purpose from the project’s incep-

tion in 1993 as a single-purpose study

focused on navigation issues. The Feasi-

bility Report, scheduled for completion in

2004, will include an evaluation of navi-

gation improvement measures and eco-

system restoration opportunities.

Collaboration is a key theme in both the

restructured project and the report’s narra-

tive. Preparing the blueprint to complete the

Feasibility Study provided a good test of the

collaborative process.

“We are demonstrating that environmental

and economic sustainability can coexist,”

says Brig. Gen. Edwin J. Arnold, commander

of the Corps’ Mississippi Valley Division.

“Possibly even more significant is the col-

laborative relationship that has developed

among the key federal agencies involved,

both at the national and regional level.”

Similarly, the restructured study has ben-

efited from active participation from the five
continued on page 2
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continued from page 1

"We're going to have to find a flexible enough process to

develop solutions not only to address the concerns of the

navigation industry but to redress the neglect of 100-plus

years of environmental impact," says Mark Beorkrem, co-

director of the Mississippi River Protection Project for the

Sierra Club. "I'm hopeful the feasibility work process will

inform us as to workable solutions."

Holly Stoerker, execu-

tive director of the Up-

per Mississippi River

Basin Association—a

regional interstate orga-

nization founded by the

Governors of the five

basin states to coordi-

nate river-related pro-

grams and policies, says

the study team has made

a "tremendous effort" to

keep people involved

and informed and hopes

the groups can just as

successfully meet the

true test of collaboration

yet to come.  "Collabo-

ration involves taking a

consensus view," she

says. "That's where we

haven't really gone yet."

Report At a Glance

The Interim Report de-

tails the complete pro-

cess by which the re-

structured study will

identify potential navi-

gation improvements and ecosystem restoration measures.

It also provides substantial evidence to support the com-

ment made by several stakeholders that “the most challeng-

ing work is still ahead.”

“We’ve got to stop talking about how we're going to

restructure the study and get on with study activities,"

Lundberg says. The biggest challenge will be completing

the economic and environmental evaluations and bringing

them together at the end into an integrated, sustainable

plan—something never before done at this multi-state,

system-wide scale. "The restructured study presents unique

opportunities for the basin."

Measures being carried forward for evaluation include

non-structural measures like congestion tolls and tradeable

lockage permits, as well as structural measures like moor-

ing cells, guidewall extensions, lock extensions and new

locks. Ecosystem restoration measures under consider-

ation include fish passage structures, rehabilitation of

backwaters, channels and islands, and action to reduce

river traffic during certain times of the year. Navigation

improvement and ecosystem

restoration measures will be

combined into alternative plans,

and those will be evaluated us-

ing environmental goals and ob-

jectives established by the stake-

holders as well as a variety of

future world “scenarios” de-

scribed on Page 4.

While the report does not make

early recommendations, it does

suggest the potential need for

changes in the existing Corps'

statutory authority. And while

the team has the authority to

identify a full range of ecosys-

tem improvements, for example,

it may not yet have the neces-

sary authority to implement

them.

The plan outlined in the report

is ambitious, team members say,

but it also represents an unprec-

edented opportunity to over-

come a long history of polariza-

tion among stakeholders on the

river, and also to bring together

the resources of groups with

similar concerns.

“As a result of collaboration, the stakeholders have been

able to better understand the different interactions on the

system between the ecology and economic uses,” says Ken

Barr, the team’s environmental and historic properties

leader. “Since we are looking at this from a dual-purpose

perspective now, we should be able to get the information

organized in such a way that we can really identify places

where economic and environmental uses complement each

other, as well as areas where there are truly conflicts."

A complete copy of the Interim Report can be found at:

http://www2.mvr.usace.army.mil/umr-iwwsns/. �



Aug.2002-Sept. 2003 Alternative Evaluations

October 2003 Public Meetings on Tentative Alternatives

November 2003 Alternative Formulation Briefing

April 2004 Draft Feasibility Report and NEPA Document

April-June 2004 Ninety-day public review

May 2004 Study conclusion public meetings

August 2004 Final Feasibility Report with Environmental Impact State-

ment

November 2004 Chief of Engineers report signed
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Federal Group Endorses Study

The Federal Principals Group—made up of Washington-level representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Environmental

Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation—has strongly endorsed the study framework laid

out in the Interim Report. In a letter included in full in the Interim Report, the group:

• Endorsed the scenarios as capturing the plausible range of future navigation system traffic over the 50-year

planning horizon.

• Endorsed an “adaptive management” process by which the Corps will alter plans as needed in response

to changing conditions and emerging science.

• Endorsed adding ecosystem restoration as an authorized purpose of the study as well as an implementation

plan that incorporates 100 percent federal and cost-shared components.

• Supported the use of the existing though controversial economic models while research and development

on improved models moves forward, but within the context of an adaptive management process that would

review study results as new models are developed and accepted.

• Approved the planned process of developing a range of measures representing progressive levels of

investment in navigation improvement (structural and non-structural) and ecosystem restoration mea-

sures.

• Applauded the collaborative process used in restarting the study and preparing the Interim Report and

encouraged continued collaboration through completion of the Feasibility Study and implementation of

possible recommendations. The group also supported continued involvement of agencies represented in

the Federal Principals Group, saying the group’s resources would help insure the river system remains both

a nationally significant transportation system and ecosystem resource. �

What’s Next?

Because environmental restoration is a new addition to the original navigation study, many of the tasks still to be

completed involve working with the stakeholders in the establishment of environmental sustainability goals and

objectives for the condition of the river ecosystem and the evaluation of various ecosystem improvement

alternatives.

Over the next several months, the study team will meet with river stakeholders to establish, through intensive

collaboration, a desired state for the system’s environmental resources. At the same time, the team will continue

to move forward with economic evaluations. The scenario analysis results have been given to the Oak Ridge

National Laboratory, which will run different traffic scenarios through the study’s economic models.

Tentative plans for both navigation improvements and environmental restoration will be identified by October

2003. Following is a list of other timeline highlights:
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Study Questions and Answers

Following is a sampling of comments submitted to the study team about the Interim Report and the team’s responses.

Comment: Why does the Interim Report not contain interim recommendations for implementation of ecosystem and navigation

improvement measures?

Response:  The guidance for restructuring of the navigation study allowed for identification of measures that could be

recommended for implementation prior to completion of the Feasibility Study. The Interim Report does not contain any

recommendations for moving forward with interim measures. Many comments were received that suggested small-scale

measures such as mooring cells and guidewall extensions be considered for immediate implementation. These measures have

been discussed in past efforts; however, the economic evaluations of small-scale measures has not been completed. In addition,

the environmental analysis describing the impacts of incremental traffic increases from these types of measures is also not

complete. Both of these evaluations will be included in the Feasibility Study to allow for selection of a recommended plan.

Comment: Will probabilities be assigned to the scenarios?

Response: As currently constructed, individual scenarios will not be evaluated with respect to numerical probability

or likelihood of occurrence. A single most probable without-project condition therefore will not be identified. The intent

is to evaluate alternatives across all scenarios and identify those that best meet the evaluation criteria across the range

of scenarios. This type of scenario-based assessment is not the traditional method in Corps feasibility studies; however,

the scenario-based approach is consistent with Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and

Related Land Resources Implementation Studies, the procedural and analytical framework for Corps feasibility studies.

In consideration of comments from the stakeholders, options for identifying probabilities, as part of a sensitivity

analysis, will be explored in the Feasibility Study. An Independent Technical Review is also underway that will include

exploring the practicality of identifying probabilities for each scenario.

Comment: Why is the Tow Cost Model being used instead of the spatial model previously used in this study?

Response: The National Research Council concluded that the spatial model utilized in the original study was a step in the right

direction; however, it contained flawed assumptions and data. Their recommendation was not to use the ESSENCE model in

the Feasibility Study. They did, however, recommend that further development of the spatial model and additional data

collection should be accomplished to support the Feasibility Study. The initial estimate to fully comply with the NRC

recommendation was many years and considerable funding. The Corps, in coordination with the Federal Principals Group,

concluded that further development of a spatial model was a good idea but that it should be performed in a research and

development model outside the study process. They also concluded that an existing model should be used to complete the

Feasibility Study as soon as possible. The Two Cost model was selected as the tool to evaluated the NED transportation impacts

associated with the various alternatives. At the same time, the Corps will explore opportunities for incorporating spatial

concepts into a sensitivity analysis during the development of a recommended plan. The Corps also will continue development

of a new spatial model on a parallel effort through its R&D program. As new methodologies become available, consideration

will be given to incorporating them into the restructured Navigation Feasibility Study. �

SCENARIOS DEVELOPED

One key feature of the Interim Report was the development of five scenarios that will be used to describe future demand for

the transportation of farm products on the Upper Mississippi River System. The scenarios examine a range of policies,

conditions and events that could impact U.S. agriculture and export markets and result in a given level of traffic on the waterway.

The five chosen scenarios describe a range of export scenarios from the “least” to “most” favorable for U.S. exports. Under

the central U.S. export scenario, some 64.3 million metric tons of farm products would be carried on the river system in the

year 2050, with a total for all commodities estimated at 130.7 million metric tons. The projected tonnage ranges across the

scenarios, however, from as low as 78.8 million metric tons total for the least favorable trade scenario to a high of 137.7 million

metric tons for the most favorable trade scenario. Those compare to the 81.8 million metric tons actually carried on the river

in the year 2000.

The study team does not intend to select any single most likely scenario, but to evaluate all alternatives across the broad range

and focus on those that work well under a variety of different future world conditions. �
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Public Weighs in on New Study Plan
Balanced approach to economics, environment desirable, meeting attendees say.

Many also agreed with the need to take ecosystem protec-

tion a step further. Sixty-six percent of respondents said

the study goal should be to restore the river habitat.

Several attendees

expressed con-

cern, however,

that the goal

would not be

a c h i e v e d — i n

particular, that

environmental

needs would not

truly have equal

weight in the de-

cision-making

process. On the

flip side, some of

those who fa-

vored river im-

provements wor-

ried that the addition of environmental restoration as a

study objective could slow the potential implementation

of navigation improvements.

Improvements to the Upper Mississippi River System

should balance the in-

terests of navigation

and the environment.

But that won’t neces-

sarily be easy to ac-

complish in a timely

way, according to

comments received at

a recent series of pub-

lic meetings.

Meetings were held

in Peoria, Illinois; St.

Louis, Missouri;

Bloomington, Min-

nesota; La Crosse,

Wisconsin; and Dav-

enport, Iowa. Attend-

ees submitted 258

questions, issued 120

statements and re-

turned 305 comment

sheets.

When asked if the study goal should be a balanced,

sustainable ap-

proach to naviga-

tion and the envi-

ronment, 79 per-

cent agreed while

only 4 percent

disagreed. That

sentiment was

echoed in the re-

sponses to other

questions. When

asked, for ex-

ample, if the

study goal should

be to improve the

efficiency of the

navigation sys-

tem, 77 percent agreed, and 11 percent disagreed. Simi-

larly, 75 percent of attendees agreed the goal should be

sustaining a healthier ecosystem, while 11 percent dis-

agreed.
continued on page 6
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continued from page 5
The March meetings offered the first compre-

hensive look at the restructured Navigation

Study. They also gave the study team the

opportunity to gather input from the general

public and collaborative partners. Many of

the comments and suggestions have been

integrated into the study’s Interim Report.

Nearly everyone (90 percent) who attended

the meetings said the presentation gave them

a better understanding of the study and that

the format offered the opportunity for their

comments to be heard.  The format also rep-

resented a change from previous study  meet-

ings because representatives of agencies or

groups with an interest in the river were asked

to set up their own displays at the open house

segments. They also were available to re-

spond to questions as integral partners in the

study effort.

The variety of comments offered in the public

forums showed the strong feelings people

have about the study, as well as the difficulty

in balancing sometimes competing interests,

even with a new dual-purpose focus.

Representatives of many groups applauded

the new emphasis on sustainability and the

switch from what seemed previously to be an

“environment versus economics” approach to

river improvements. Many still offered diver-

gent opinions on what immediate action was

needed.

At the meeting in Peoria, for example, one

attendee suggested a five-to-10 year morato-

rium on river traffic growth while the river’s

environmental future is studied. But at the St.

Louis meeting, a representative of a grain

association said navigation should be up-

graded without further delay. “When we build

a new highway, we don’t wait until traffic is

at a standstill,” he said.

Each meeting included three open house ses-

sions and a formal public meeting that con-

cluded with public comments and questions.�



Fold here and tape ends

U.S. Army Engineer District, Rock Island

ATTN:  Planning Division (PM-A)

Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island, Illinois  61204-9908

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island

Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island,  IL 61204-2004

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL
FIRST CLASS MAIL  PERMIT No. 89  ROCK ISLAND, IL

POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE

NO POSTAGE
NECESSARY IF
MAILED IN THE
UNITED STATES

Missouri

Iowa
Minnesota

Wisconsin
Illinois



         August 2002

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER - ILLINOIS WATERWAY SYSTEM NAVIGATION STUDY
COMMENT SHEET

Name ____________________________________________  Telephone _________________________

Address _____________________________________________________________________________

City _____________________________________   State __________________   ZIP ______________
note: Name, Telephone, and Address are optional and can be left blank

(Please provide your comments in the space below)
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - (fold here, and return to addressee) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________

Please check ONE category below that represents your primary interest in the study.

____ Waterborne Industry
____ Other Business/Industry
____ Environmental Group
____ Agriculture
____ Media

Privacy Act Statement:

In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974 (Authority:  Chapter 5, ER 1105-2-100), routine uses of the
information obtained from this form include compiling official mailing lists for future informational
publications and recording additional views and public participation in studies.

US Army Corps

of Engineers

____ Federal Government (Congressional)
____ Federal Government (All Other)
____ State Government
____ City/County Government
____ Education

____ Regional Planning
____ Recreation
____ No Particular Affiliations;
____Personal Interest
____ Other (specify)
_________________________



DO YOU WANT TO RECEIVE THIS MAILING AGAIN?

Is Your Address Correct? Do You Want to Continue Receiving this Newsletter?

I DO NOT WISH TO CONTINUE RECEIVING THIS NEWSLETTER.

MY ADDRESS IS WRONG, BUT I WISH TO CONTINUE RECEIVING THIS
NEWSLETTER.

Please check your mailing label for accuracy and make any changes on the label.
Cut at the dotted line and attach the form to the inside of the enclosed comment
sheet.  Although we appreciate any comments you may have, you do not have to
complete the comment sheet. Tape all three sides (please do not staple) when send-
ing in your corrected address label.  Fold the comment sheet and mail it so the post-
age-paid address is showing.  Please return the corrected label by September 30.
Thank you.

If we do not receive a response, we will continue sending you a newsletter at the
current address on our database. �����
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UMR-IWWS
Nav. Study

15 Upcoming

Meetings

Governors' Liaison Committee

November 19, 2002 1 p.m.  - 4 p.m.

Holiday Inn Select International Airport

Three Appletree Square

(I-494 & 34th Avenue South)

Bloomington, MN

February 25, 2003 1 p.m. - 4 p.m.

Four Points By Sheraton

226 - 17th Street

Rock Island, IL

Check 1-800-872-8822 for final meeting times and locations.

NGO’s Meet with Study Team,

Federal Principals Task Force

The study team met in Washington D.C. in June

for the first time with national-level representa-

tives of NGO’s (non-governmental organiza-

tions) with an interest in the Navigation Study.

The animated discussion opened a dialogue with

some of the project’s most vocal critics. Partici-

pants represented both economic and environ-

mental interests and included members of the

Environmental Defense Fund, Public Employ-

ees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER),

National Corn Growers and others.

The meeting allowed NGO representatives the

chance to voice concerns both to the Corps of

Engineers and to federal agencies represented on

the Federal Principals Group. �



Questions?
❍  For general study information, call Denny Lundberg,

regional project manager,  at 309/794-5632, write ATTN:

CEMVR-PM, or visit our home page at:

http://www2.mvr.usace.army.mil/umr-iwwsns/

❍  For information on Public Involvement meetings,  call

the toll-free telephone number, 800/USA(872)8822.

Meeting announcements will be in the Public Involve-

ment menu. Or call Kevin Bluhm, public involvement

coordinator, at 651/290-5247, or write to the address

below, ATTN: CEMVR-PM-A.

❍   To be added to the mailing list for  future  newsletters,

study updates, and meeting announcements,  write to the

address below, ATTN: CEMVR-PM-A, or call the toll-

free telephone number and leave your information in the

Public Involvement menu.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island

Clock Tower Building

P.O. Box 2004

Rock Island,  IL 61204-2004

This newsletter is printed on recycled pa-

per. When you are finished with it, recycle

it or pass it on to a friend.
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Environmental Advisory Group

discusses sustainability

 The Environmental Advisory Board, a 30-year-old

committee that advises the Chief of Engineers on

environmental issues facing the Corps of Engineers,

met April 11 in Rock Island to discuss the addition of

environmental sustainability as a component of the

Navigation Study of the Upper Mississippi River-

Illinois Waterway system.

Board members endorsed the new study direction,

saying it was a good example of the new emphasis

on sustainability as well as integrating “customers”

into study processes. “I think the results to date

have exceeded our wildest expectations,” said Lt.

Gen. Robert Flowers, Chief of Engineers. The

meetings included a time for public comments to

attending board members. They included: Dr.

Theodore L. Hullar, director, higher education

programs for The Atlantic Philanthropic Service

Company, Inc.; Virginia B. Wetherell, owner,

Wetherell Consulting; and Dr. Michael J. Donahue,

president and chief executive officer, Great Lakes

Commission.�
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