
OUTLINE AND DISCUSSION POINTS FOR MITIGATION PLANNING, NECC 
MEETING MAY 46,1999 

SCOPE 

What are the estimated traffic increases and resultant ecological modeling results? 
Consider significance in terms of FWS resource categories, context of natural 
variability and uncertainty. 
Focus on the impact assessment endpoints: 

Larval fish entrained and equivalent adults lost; 
Change in area of potential fish spawning habitat; 
Percent reduction in plant growth and reproduction by pool; 
Further indirect impacts of plant loss to waterfowl feeding, habitat utilization by 
fish or inverts.; 
Sublethal effects on mussel growth and identification of beds at risk; 
Resources of concern at risk due to bank erosion; 
Identification of backwaters at risk to increased sedimentation; 

OBJECTIVES 

Emphasize avoid and minimize measures; compensation will be habitat-based. 
Conduct planning in a collaborative manner with other state and federal agencies. 
Utilize an adaptive approach to implementing and monitoring measures. 
Link projects or measures to resource impacts spatially and temporally. 

TIMING 

Tie to the implementation schedule of measures, generated as part of economic 
model runs. 
Ecological model outputs typically by month or season. 
Mitigation measures in place at the time traffic increases are realized. 

LOCATION 

Economic and ecological model results are by pool. 
Hydraulic modeling approach has helped refine or screen impact areas within a pool. 
Consider results of the cumulative impact assessment, HNA to determine trajectory 
of a pool and where measures might be most effective. 

FUTURE NEEDS FOR THE PROCESS 

Refine or add to list of potential measures, agree on those which are most suitable or 
effective. 
Refine spatial and temporal implementation of potential measures. 
Cost out measures to assist in optimization of tentatively selected plan. 



1 Navigation traffi M u I m g  preclude need for adddial measure 

2 BreakwaterdRevetments * Proledion MabiNzatton of e d h g  bankl~nes ' Interference mth nrcrealbnal aafl Niemi snd Slrauser (1991); Provides additional habitat structure. 

a Fued breakwaters 

b Float~ng breakwaters 

c Revetments 

d Off-bank revetments 

3 Norrtradi~onal Bank S t a W i o n  
(Vegetation wl or w/o erosion control 
mamg) 

4 I s I a n d C m i o n  

5 Nwsery Hab~tat Creaton 
(Moist soil unds) 

6. Dlke Canstrudw or Modrfication 
(Addnii of nolch'ing. 'L' head, allemate 
spacing or elevation) 

7 F~sh AtlraUwslSpawncng Structures 

8 Revegelatm 

' Dissipation of wave energy 
Pmtgbbn of phnt beds or islands 

' P r o t ~ ~ t ~ o n  of d n g  bankl~nes 

'Redudmofwmdfetch 
' Creatimof shabw, law velody shoretuw areas 
* Ftsh md plant habital 

' Ccinpfmtmn for larval fish losses 

Cr-t of offzhannel fish habhabltat 

'In- p rodud~su~wa l ;  compensate 
for l a d  f& tosses 

' Compensalm for plant impads 

7 

' More effective agaast madental and 
reftedive sbmfam waves 

* Less wdly 

'Greater range of applmtlons 

' C r e a t i  of slackwater area landward of 
strudure 

' Aef#Wb#y pleascng 
'G6neraHy bwer cast than structural 

' PotenIlaNy benefiaal for several resource 
cat- 

Potentcal for implementatron as part of 
ongoing habitat restaatm pmjeds 

Creation of more drverse aquatr habltat 
' M~nimiie sedment depomlion 

' R e h e l y  inexpensive 

W ~ e d  replacanent of lost plants 

* More expenswe 
Suscepttble to scounng 
' Decrease water c h h l b n ,  obstruct , 

ltttoral dnfl or fish movement 

' Increased m a n h a m  
* Debns accurnulatcon 
' Less waveauenualing abilily 
^ Susceptible to hce damage and vandalism 

' Not applicable for all bankllnes 

May not p rovh  tmmedtate pmtedron 
'Md apphcable to aU banklines; probably 
bed for areas of h d e d  size a of'& eneq 

' May have an 'un-naM appearam 

' Potenttal for genetrc 'm'mmmation'. 
conflld WIU-I waterfowl management 
(e g , tlrn~ng of water level manipulation) 
Wlcuk to quantty amwnt 'replac& 
Woes not benefit all speues 

' Applmble to ltrnlted areas 
'Will not benefd all speues 

"Expens~ve, results uncerta~n 

WES, Shore Rotediton Manual may want to focus on materials other than 
rodc 

May be pmblemat~c m northern pools 

Ddferent design cans~derat~ons 
for habitat vs for redudton of 
wind fetch Consider innovatwe 
con- and haturar appearance 
Consider b c a t i i  to match Mfaod medory 
found in cumulative mpadJ assessment 

Consider need for related habltat 
enhancement e g owwmtenng 

Vanable, depend~ng on materials 
utilized; suggested methods: 

Sheetpilmg, $69/ft.' 
' r@+ap, 95 50-12.001~d.' 
' Reinforced mnaete, $130/R 
*Floating tires, $7%. 
'Tethered raff-type. 

Appfox. 588/lmear fl 

. Wilbw-post plantmgs. 2oJ60If 
' (Nher vegetative plantimgs. 
'8endway weirs. $5-15)bank ft, 
*Matting. $6-9!yd 

'Pool 11 Islands HREP. 
$41,6B9-48,62Olha 

EMPHREP 

WES research (H. Allen. 
D. m), If Stale Water Survey. 
USDA (1998) 

Lake Onakska studies (LTRMP: 
Pecfia Lake EMP (7) 
S i m w  and Chen (1977) 

Sheehan eta. 1994 
French 1997 

Similar to revetments 

Minmal for vegetawe phplacement; 

irons eta1 1997 

Stang and Nskum 1985, 
Pitlo 1998 

Would indude dosmg structures 
Position in nver perhaps more important 
than adual atnfguratcon 

Detennlmng placement and 
mateciaIs/lechniques is important 

. 

016.001yd ' for mdc spawning 
reef 

Doyle (Lawisville studies) 


