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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

GREAT RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION TEAM 1
STUDY OF THE UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER
GUTTENBERG, IOWA TO THE HEAD OF NAVIGATION
AT MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

MEMBER FEDERAL AGENCIES AND STATES:

U.S. Army Engineer District, St. Paul

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3

U.S. Coast Guard, 2nd Distxict

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V
U.S. Soil Conservation Service, Minnesota Office
State of Iowa

State of Minnesota

State of Wisconsin

ABSTRACT: The GREAT (Great River Environmental Action Team) I team was formed

to develop a river resource management plan for the Upper Mississippi River in
response to public and agency concerns over the impact of navigational channel
maintenance on river resources. The GREAT I team has developed a channel main-
tenance plan that, in essence, designates a dredged material disposal site for
every historic dredge cut on the river. The team has also developed a set of
river resource management recommendations covering navigation channel maintenance,
commercial transportation, fish and wildlife resources, sediment and erosion con-
trol, recreational resources, and floodplain management. These recommendations
include implemental actions, adoption of or changes in management policies, and
identification of further study needs.

If you would like further information on this statement, please contact:

Mr. Gary Palesh

Environmental Resources Branch

St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers
1135 U.S. Post Office and Custom House
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Commercial Telephone: (612) 725-5935
FTS Telephone: 725-~5935




The final environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared primarily by
staff of the St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers, for the GREAT I study with
assistance from staff members of other GREAT I member agencies and States (see
the "List of Preparers" for the primary contributors). The Corps of Engineers
will fila'this final EIS with the Environmental Protection Agency. At that time,
a notice -of-availability will be published in the Federal Register, and an offic-
ial 30-day comment period will commence. Until such time as the notice is pub-
lished in the Federal Register, this document should be considered a preliminary
final EIS that will become final on the date of notice in the Federal Register.

Any changes made in this document prior to the notice date will be forwarded to
all recipients.
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SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

The Mississippi River is an integral part of the American heritage. It once
served as our Natlon's western border, and expansion beyond it was a key turn-
ing point in our history. In recent years it has been the center of a major
controversy involving reconstruction and/or expansion of Lock and Dam 26, at
Alton, Illinois.

The Upper Mississippi River is more than just a river--it is a unique resource
because it serves both as a major artery in our inland waterway system and as
a site of an internationally significant series of fish and wildlife refuges.
It also is a heavily used recreational resource, a source of water for human
and industrial uses, and a recipient of our wastes. Finally, for those whe
are served by the river in one or more of these ways, it is a significant
element in our cultural heritage.

Problems have arisen because the various State and Federal agencies who have

had management authority on the river have not always seen it as a multi-purpose
resource. In 1924, Congress established the Upper Mississippi River Wildlife
and Fish Refuge. The primary purpose of this action was to set aside lands and
waters for waterfowl. In the 1930's, Congress authorized a series of locks and
dams (29 in all) to aid in management of the river as part of our inland water-
way systems for commercial navigation. As a result of these actions, millions
of people come to the river annually for recreational pursuits, although recrea-
tion was not directly included in either of the above Congressional actions.

The river is also a recipient of many residential, commercial, and industrial
wastes, Clearly, agencies could not continue to address the river in piecemeal
fashion and expect it to serve all users and uses without the eventual develop-
ment of conflicts and problems. In the mid-1970's, the various agencies in-
volved began to question whether there was a better way to manage this resource
which is known as the Upper Mississippi River.

GREAT

In 1974, under the leadership of the two principal management agencies on the
river, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, an interagency team was organized to identify and assess the problems
associated with multi-purpose use of the river and to develop recommendations
for improved management of the river. The Upper Mississippi River was geo-
graphically divided into three study reaches, each covered by its own study
team called the Great River Environmental Action Team, or GREAT.

The first of these studies to be completed was the GREAT I study. 1t covered the
reach from the Head of Navigation in Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota, to Gutten-
berg, Iowa., The team was organized in 1974 with add-on funds through the Corps
of Engineers operation and maintenance budget and was formally authorized by
Congress through Section 117 of the Water Resources Act of 1976. The GREAT I

- e *"‘ﬁ‘j:""?"""’!'(‘!*' VT N N S




team was composed of the following representatives: the U.S. Department of the !
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service; the U.S. Department of Defense, Army Corps ‘
of Engineers; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service; the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Coast Guard; the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency; the State of lowa, lowa Conservation Commission; State of Minnesota,
Department of Natural Resources; State of Wisconsin, Department of Natural Re-
sources; Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, Ex Officio member; Upper
Mississippi River Basin Commission, Ex Officio member; and the general public.
From 1974 through 1980, this team carried out an extensive program of research

and pilot action projects, dealing with many aspects of river resource management,

CHANNEL MAINTENANCE

Background - Under authorization of the River and Harbor Act of 1930, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers operates and maintains a 9-foot navigation project for
commercial navigation through the operation of a series of locks and dams and
through annual maintenance dredging of the main channel. Average dredging vol-
umes in the last 50 years have been almost 1.5 million cubic yards annually.
Corps of Engineers channel maintenance activities, especially dredged material
disposal, has been an area of special concern to State and Federal resource
management agencies. This concern was one of the moving forces for the initia-
tion of the GREAT study.

Disposal of dredged material in the past has been confined primarily to lands
and waters in the river floodplain, resulting in direct and indirect destruc-
tion and damage to the river's vital wetland habitat. This damage has reduced
the quantity and quality of natural habitat necessary for survival of the num—-
erous fish and wildlife species that depend on the river's ecosystem for life.
Furthermore, State floodplain management agencies believe that the cumulative
impact of this material placement has affected the flood storage capacity of
the river floodplain. At the same time, the placement of dredged material has
created and expanded areas of bare sand along the river that are attractive to
recreational boaters for picnicking and camping.

GREAT I has acknowledged that maintenance of the 9-foot navigation project is
essential for a strong Upper Midwest economy, and thus continuation of this
project is in the best interests of the people of this region. However, to
insure that the interests of the total resource are considered, and to comply
with State and Federal regulations,a channel maintenance program must also con-
sider other resource uses and users.

To provide for an environmentally and economically sound channel maintenance
program, GREAT 1 has developed interim guidelines and a long-term plan (Channel
Maintenance Plan) for placement of dredge material at selected interagency
acceptable sites both in and out of the floodplain. In addition to recommend-
ing a series of actions, GREAT I developed policy and funding changes and study
needs to address problems and issues associated with channel maintenance.




Channel Maintenance Plan - The development of a Channel Maintenance Plan in-
volved selecting disposal sites for projected dredging needs on the river

and formulation of recommendations to reduce the overall impact of dredged
material disposal operations. Selection of disposal sites initially involved
identification of seven alternative plans which eventually were narrowed down
to a National Economic Development (NED) plan and an Environmental Quality (EQ)
plan. Originally, a no action plan was developed called the Most Probable
Future Without GREAT plan. However, the requirements of the Clean Water Act
of 1977 rendered the Most Probable Future Without GREAT plan essentially ob-
solete and no new no action plan was formulated. The no action alternative as
it stands now would be a continuation of the Corps practice of selecting a
disposal site in coordination with the State and Federal agencies on an as-
needed basis by dredging job.

The criteria for developing the NED plan were as follows: (1) minimize the
need for erosion control in site preparation, (2) minimize the effects on
flood flows, (3) meet water quality standards, (4) minimize adverse recrea-
tional impacts, (5) minimize dredging costs, (6) maximize beneficial use of
dredged material, (7) minimize infringement upon commercial navigation, (8)
minimize site acquisition costs, (9) maximize recreation enhancement potential,
(10) enhance industrial and commercial development, (1l1) minimize agricultural
impacts, and (12) minimize impacts on commercial fishing and trapping.

The criteria for developing the EQ plan were as follows: (1) minimize the
need for erosion control and site preparation, (2) minimize effects on flood
flows, (3) meet water quality standards, (4) minimize adverse recreational
impacts, (5) maximize fish and wildlife enhancement potential, (6) minimize
adverse effects upon fish and wildlife habitat, (7) eliminate adverse impacts
on endangered species, (8) eliminate adverse impacts on cultural resources,
(9) eliminate impacts on wild and scenic rivers, and (10) eliminate impairment
of lands under consideration for wilderness designation.

A selected or recommended plan was developed from the EQ and the NED plans.
In some instances a compromise disposal site was selected if neither the

NED nor the EQ site was acceptable to the GREAT I team. Final site selec-
tion was done on a consensus/caucus vote of the member Federal agencies and
States. If a concensus could not be reached, Federal and State caucuses were
held. Approval of a disposal site required both Federal and State caucus
approval.

Tables 2 and 5 on pages 19 and 154 of this EIS summarize the impacts assoc-
iated with the NED, EQ, and Selected plans. Tables 4.1-4.14 analyze the site-
specific impacts (see pages 92-153).

Channel Maintenance Recommendations - In addition to dredged material disposal,
many other problems and issues associated with channel maintenance were identi-

fied by GREAT I. During this study, the following surfaced as the major problems

and issues related to channel maintenance.




a. The definition of the 9-foot channel is unclear in terms of the
depth of dredging allowed to maintain the navigation cifghnel. GREAT I
recommends that the depth of the channel be defined as channel deep enough
to provide for safe navigation of 9-foot draft vessels (Policy/Funding Item 8).%

b. Because emergency dredging is exempt from compliance with State water
quality regulations, the definition of emergency dredging is an important issue
between the Corps of Engineers and the States. GREAT 1 has developed an emer-
gency dredging definition (Policy/Funding Item 3).

¢. The historical Corps practice of over-depth dredging is an issue be-
cause it significantly increases the volume of dredged material disposal and
subsequently increases the disposal impacts compared to what would occur if
the channel were dredged only to 9 feet. (This question is related to the issue
of a. above.) GREAT I recommends a program to reduce dredging depths (Action
Item 4).

d. The impacts of open water or riverine disposal are highly controver-
sial, and little is known of the specific impacts of this practice. GREAT I
recommends studies of riverine disposal to determine its usefulness and
acceptability (Further Study Item 1il).

e. State and Federal laws and regulations can limit beneficial activities
on the river such as fish and wildlife and recreation enhancement efforts. GREAT
I recommends that the States and Federal agencies modify their laws and regula-
tions to accommodate resource enhancement projects (Policy/Funding Item 7).

f. Corps of Engineers policy is such that no land can be purchased for
dredged materials disposal. This policy is a problem on the Upper Mississippi
River in that existing Federal lands available for disposal along the river are
generally wetlands, in the floodplain, and valuable fish and wildlife habitat.
GREAT I recommends that the Corps of Engineers change its policy along the Upper
Mississippi River to allow the purchase of private land for dredged material dis-
posal (Policy/Funding Item 6).

g. The water quality impacts of dredging and disposal are not clearly
understood, and thus are highly controversiai. In addition, existing water
quality standards were not necessarily developed to deal specifically with
dredging and disposal operations. GREAT I recommends that water quality cri-
teria and standards directly applicable to dredging and disposal operations be
developed (Action Item 9).

The impact of the seven channel maintenance recommendations discussed above plus
the 26 others developed by the GREAT I team should be to reduce the adverse im-
pacts of dredging and disposal operations and to provide avenues for further
studies that could develop methods to further reduce these impacts. The recom~
mendations should foster and increase the awareness and consideration of all re-
source values in the conducting of channel maintenance operations. Finally,
there should be reduced controversy concerning channel maintenance operations,
allowing management agencies to make more positive steps in management of the
river's resources,

#A complete list of the GREAT I team recommendations can be found in section
2.000 of this EIS and Chapter VII of the main report. i




SFDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL

| As identified by GREAT I the most pervasive and damaging problem for the

1 Upper Mississippi River is erosion from basin uplands. Approximately one-

i quarter of the open water areas present when the lock and dam system was

' completed in 1939 has become marshland., Since 1894, approximately one-third
of the capacity of Lake Pepin (Pool 4) has been lost to sediment.

While sedimentation is a natural phenomenon, its effects on the Upper Missis-
sippi River are accelerated by the pooling effects of the locks and dams.
GREAT I recommends that soil erosion control practices be accelerated on that
portion of the drainage basin where most of the fine sediments originate
(approximately 18 percent of the drainage basin) and that funds be provided
for the development of new erosion control techniques and methodologies
(Action Item 12 and Further Study Item 17).

While sedimentation cannot be completely stopped, the impact of these recom-
mendations, if implemented, should be to prolong ecological life of aquatic

environments along the Upper Mississippi River and at the same time provide

agricultural benefits through erosion control.

WATER QUALITY

Water, the basic resource of the river, is the major element of the aquatic
environment and the lifeblood of the plant and animal environment. It is
essential for human habitation, and it is a highway for commercial vessels.
The quality of life for all living organisms (man included) is directly re-
lated to the quality of the water in the river.

Upper Mississippi River water quality is affected by a combination of direct
discharges of waste water (point source), upland and spring bank erosion (non-
point source), and the quality of water from the tributaries. The problem of
water quality impacts during dredging and disposal are addressed under the
section entitled Channel Maintenance. The major problems of point source and
nonpoint source pollution are being addressed in other Federal programs such
as the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, and the Section 208
program. The GREAT I team lends its support to these programs. No other
sigunificant issues related to water quality were identified during the study.

FISH AND WILDLIFE

The value of the Upper Mississippi River to fish and wildlife cannot be over-
stated. Besides being an internationally significant migration route for
waterfowl, the river hosts 270 species of birds, 50 species of mammals, 123
species of fish, and 35 species of reptiles and amphibians. The main channel,
islands, and backwaters were recognized for their national significance in 1924
when Congress established the Upper Mississippi Wildlife and Fish Refuge. This
réfuge encompasses over 195,000 acres of land and water along 284 miles of the
river, part of which lies in Pools 4 through 10 of the GREAT I study area.




While the initial construction and operation of the lock and dam system re-
sulted in an increase of wetland acreages, the wetland values are being re-
duced as a result of sedimentation. If future generations are to enjoy hunting,
fishing, and observation of this magnificant resource, immediate action to
reduce the trend of sedimentation and to rehabilitate precious habitat already
lost needs to be undertaken.

The following were identified during the GREAT I study as the most important
issues and problems relating to fish and wildlife:

a. Losses of aquatic habitat due to sedimentation from upland sources.

* GREAT I has recommended action to curb the source of fine sediments (see Sedi-
mentation and‘Erosion Control sections). In addition, GREAT I has recommended
studies to develop methodologies to protect critical backwaters from sedimenta-
tion (Further Study Item 19). GREAT I has also identified critical backwater
areas that should receive first priority consideration and study for protection
and rehabilitation (Further Study Items 21, 23, 24, and 25).

b. The Corps of Engineers has limited authority to cooperate in protect-
ing and maintaining the river's fish and wildlife resources without State or
local cooperation. The Corps of Engineers cannot barge dredged material,
open side channels or boat accesses, alter wing dams or blocking dams, con-
struct partial closing dams, construct berms, modify placement sites, obtain
additional dredging equipment, or hire private dredging contractors, if the
work equipment is to solely or primarily benefit fish, wildlife, or recreation
resources without State or local cost-sharing. However, the Corps has the
equipment and the expertise to perform these necessary functions for the
States and the Fish and Wildlife Service, GREAT I recommends that the Corps
be given definitive authority to assist the Fish and Wildlife Service and the
States in accomplishing fish and wildlife and recreation projects (Policy/

Funding Item 11). L

¢. Management of the river's fish and wildlife resources has historically
been a piecemeal process, with independent and occasionally opposing programs
and objectives reducing the effectiveness of management, GREAT I recommends
that various steps be taken toward coordinated management of the river's fish
and wildlife resources such as development of a Refuge Master Plan, develop-
ment of unified management objectives, and managing the river as an .ecologi-
cal unit (Policy/Funding Items 9, 10, 14, and 15).

d. Concern has developed that funds expended solely for fish and wild-
life and recreation by the Corps not be allocated as costs for maintaining
the navigation project especially since user charges for water resource
projects may become more common in the future. GREAT I recommends that
separate line items for fish and wildlife and recreation be shown in future
funding requests and that user/beneficiary cost data be developed (Policy/
Funding Items 12 and 13).




The impact of the 12 fish and wildlife recommendations discussed in this
section and the 14 others developed by the GREAT 1 team should be more
coordinated and unified management of these resources by Federal and State
management agencies. Specific actions and studies are recommended that will
lead to general and area-specific protection and enhancement of the fish and
wildlife resources of the river. Site-specific actions can lead to tihe pro-
tection and enhancement of over 15,000 acres of wetlands.

COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION

Commercial navigation systems in the GREAT I area consist primarily of a
9-foot navigation channel, locks, fleeting areas, and terminals, plus the
navigation vessels and barges themselves. This mode of transportation
serves as a vital link in our national intermodal system. A 1975 study

by the Upper Mississippi River Waterway Association concluded that the
river system handles 56 percent of the area's grain exports, 41 percent

of the area's fertilizer, and 28 percent of the refined petroleum products.
In addition, about one in every three people in the Upper Midwest is ser-
ved by electricity generated by barge coal.

An assured navigation channel is essential to the continued vitality of
this industry. In addition to issues and concerns relative to channel
maintenance, the following major issues concerning commercial navigation
were identified during the GREAT I study.

a., Commercial navigation interests are concerned that an excessive
overlap in Federal, State, and local government agency regulation of water
transportation development causes unnecessary delays in accomplisning needed
development. GREAT I recommends that a study be made of this problem to
identify where there may be unnecessary and overlapping regulation of the
industry (Further Study Item 35).

b. There is a general shortage of barge fleeting areas to meet present
and future needs. GREAT I recommends a study to identify acceptable flect-
ing areas (Further Study Item 36).

The impact of the seven commercial navigation recommendations should be to
reduce constraints in commercial navigation from regulations, lack of fleet-
ing areas, inadequate bridges, and lockage congestion, and also to identify
solutions to future needs of the industry. This could put additional pressure
on the natural resources of the river if these resource values are not given
adequate consideration in the decision-making processes.

RECREAT ILON

Over 3,000,000 people live along the Mississippi River in the GREAT 1 area,
with nearly 2,000,000 in the St. Paul~Minneapolis metropolitan area. By the
year 2025, the total will grow to almost 5,000,000 people.
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There are already over 8,000 marinas and private slips in the GREAT 1
area, and use of the river for boating, hunting, fishing, camping, etc.,
is extensive. Little has been done to provide an over—-all management
process for this extensive activity. Because recreation management has
not been the clear mandate of any of the agencies, little historical moni-
toring has been done to accurately determine demands and needs. GREAT |
provided valuable baseline data by doing extensive surveys of facility in-
ventories. Conclusions from work done to date indicate that the recrea-
tional use of the river will grow and that the need for management of this
activity will be more important than ever. GREAT I identified many needs
relative to recreation with the following as the major issues and problems
identified.

a. Historic dredged material disposal sites have been identified as
valuable recreation areas. However, with changing practices in dredged
material disposal to protect other resource values, these sites are losing
their recreational values due to increased revegetation. GREAT I recommends
that some of these historic disposal areas be maintained for primitive
(picnicking and camping) recreational uses using procedures identified dur-
ing the GREAT study (Action Item 19).

b. Current lockage regulations give a certain measure of priority
to commercial barge traffic that at times results in large numbers of rec-
reational craft waiting to lock through. These craft are forced to anchor,
circle, or leave and return later. This results in a safety problem, exces-
sive fuel consumption, and lost time to the recreationist. GREAT I recommends
that lockage waiting areas for recreational crafts be established at problem
locks and dams (Action Item 20).

c. Recreation management of the river historically has been haphazard
and lax because no agency has a clear mandate to manage the entire area for
recreation. GREAT 1 recommends that a comprehensive recreation master plan
for the river be prepared and coordinated by the Upper Mississippi River
Basin Commission (UMRBC) (Further Study Item 40).

d. Many private leases on public lands along the river have been authori-
zed over a number of years with little comprehensive planning. GREAT 1 recom-
mends that these leases be reviewed to determine if there is a higher public
need for these lands for fish and wildlife habitats and/or recreational access
(Further Study Item"43).

The impact of GREAT I's 24 recreation recommendations should be to determine
if the ever~-increasing recreational demands on the river can be provided for
while minimizing impact on the natural resources of the river and minimizing
conflicts with other river users. The objective is to provide quality rec-

reation experiences while protecting the resource base for all users on the

river.
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FLOODPLALN MANAGEMENT

The intrusion of wman into the natural floodplain of the Mississippi River has
necessitated actions to protect human life and property. This has been prin-
cipally the responsibility of tne tnree States of Iowa, Minnesota, and Wis-
consin; the Federal Emergency Management Agency; and through these bodies, the
local units of government.

Tne major issue identified by GREAT I relative to floodplain management is
that the lack of uniform interpretation of the floodplain and lack of con-
sistency by the States in regulating floodplain development has caused dif-
ficulties in solving tnis problem within the large context of our river
systen. Long-term resolution is dependent upon improving our techniques
for analyzing impacts of specific actions on flood flows, and coordinating
the management activities of the States. GREAT I recommends that the
States develop uniform floodplain management standards (Policy/Funding

Item 25).

The effect of the four GREAT I team floodplain management recommendations
should be to improve management decisions in the regulation of the Upper

Mississippi River floodplain.

ONGOING PLANNING AND COORDINAT ION

The GREAT 1 study has shown that Federal agencies, the States, and the public
can work togetner and approach problem-solving in the best interests of total
river resource management. While the National Environmental Policy Act and
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act mandate that agencies develop a work-
ing relationsnip witnin certain areas, GREAT 1 has expanded that idea to all
areas of river resource management. Under the organizational umbrella of

the UMRBC, GREAT was a conceptual idea that has been relatively successful.
GREAT nhas become a national model for cooperation in the area of water re-
source planning. Two major concerns were identified during the GREAT 1 study
relative to the continuation of planning efforts on the Upper Mississippi
River.

a. The GREAT 1 study was charged by Congress to develop a river resource
management plan. However, the GREAT I team soon realized that they did not
have the funding or the time to accomplish this task even though such a plan
would be highly desirable. GREAT I recommends that the Upper Mississippi
River Basin Commission develop and complete a total river resource management
plan (Action Item 39).

b. Concern developed during the GREAT I study as to how interagency
coordination and communication would continue after the GREAT T study was
completed. GREAT I recommends that an ongoing river resource management
team be established by management agencies to plan and promote the implementa-
tion o7 GREAT I recommendations (Action Item 36).
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The impact of tne ongoing planning and coordination recommendations would
be to provide a framework for implementing the GREAT I recommendations and
for future coordinated management of the river and its resources by all of
the managing agencies: Federal, State, and local.

In summary, the GREAT I recommendations do not provide all of the answers
to all of tne problems on the river. They do provide a framework and guid-
ance for future management efforts on the river, uowever. Even the most
specific of the GREAT I recommendations, the Channel Maintenance Plan, is
designed to be flexible to accommodate changes, if future conditions so
require.

lany of the GREAT 1 recommendations are within existing authorities of the
nember Federal agencies and States. The States and agencies can at their
own discretion proceed with implementation of those recommendations. They
can also obtain authorities and funding necessary for implementation of the
remainder of the recommendations.

'ne GREAT I report and appendices will be forwarded to higher authorities
and possibly to Congress py the Corps of Engineers and the Upper Mississippi
River Basin Commission. Tne Corps of Engineers will also file the GREAT 1
EIS with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Once the EIS is filed,
an official 30-day comanent period will follow.

Federal agencies implementing GREAT I recommended actions will be required to
comply with the National Envirommental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Council

on Environmental Juality regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508).
Unce tnis £IS nas been filed and the comment period has expired, Federal agencies
may use it to satisfy NEPA document requirements when implementing GREAT I
recommendations.

To satisfy NEPA requirements, the agencies will have essentially three options.
First, they may determine that this EIS adequately addresses the impacts of the
intended action and prepare no further environmental documents. Second, they
may prepare a supplement to this EIS to address specific impacts not covered

in this EIS. Finally, they may prepare an environmental document completely
independent of tnis ELS. Because of the broad nature of most of the GREAT I
recommendations, tiie second and third options are the most likely to be used.
Section 6.00 of this EIS identifies those recommendations likely to require
additional NEPA documents prior to implementation.

State agencies are not required to comply with NEPA but will have to comply
with their own State environmental laws and regulations in implementing
GREAT L recommendations.,

” by
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1.000 NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVES OF ACTION
STUDY AUTHORITY

1.001 For many years, public agencies, private organizations, and individuals
expressed concern over the maintenance of the 9-foot navigation channel on the
Mississippi River. An envirommental impact statement (EIS) prepared by the

Corps of Engineers in 1974 revealed that current methods of channel maintenance
were having significant adverse impacts upon the backwaters, marshes, and sloughs
of the river.

1.002 TFrom 1974 through 1976, efforts were undertaken at various levels by the
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area
Commission, the Corps of Engineers, and the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service to
develop long-range planning for management of the resources of the Upper Missis-
sippi River. The GREAT study was eventually authorized by Congress in Section 117
of the Water Resource Development Act of 1976. The underlying purpose of this
legislation was a recognized need for a long-range plan to manage the resources

of the Upper Mississippi. Chapter II of the main report gives a more detailed
history of the development of the GREAT I study.

PUBLIC CONCERNS

1.003 A great number and diversity of public concerns and problems were identi-
fied during the study. These ranged from study area-wide problems to more site-
specific concerns. Although too numerous to repeat here, all these concerns

are listed in Chapter IV of the main report.  The major areas of concern include:

1. The problem of dredged material disposal and its impacts upon river
resources.

2. The effects of erosion and subsequent sedimentation on river resources
and dredging requirements.

3. Conflicting demands of users upon the land and water resources of the
Upper Mississippi River,

Within these general areas of concern, many specific problems were identified,

as well as other problems not related to these major areas of concern. Chapter IV
of the main report discusses in detail the problem identification process as

well as how and why problems were selected for study.

PLANNING OBJECTIVES

1.004 Planning objectives for the GREAT study were defined by the Upper Missis-
sippi River Basin Commission in October 1974. These objectives are as follows:

1. Develop ways to significantly reduce the volume of dredged material
removed for the navigation project.

2. Open backwater areas that have been deprived of necessary freshwater
flow as a result of navigation maintenance activity.
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3. Assure necessary capability to maintain the total river resources
on the Upper Mississippi River in an environmentally sound manner.

4. Contain or stabilize all floodplain dredged material disposal sites
to benefit the river resource.

5. Assure that all navigation project authorizations include fish, wild-
life, and recreation resources as project purposes.

6. Develop physical and biological baseline data to identify factors
controlling the river system.

7. 1Identify sites that can be developed to provide for fish and wildlife
habitat irretrievably lost to water development projects.

8. TIdentify and develop ways to use dredged material as a valuable
resource for productive uses.

9. Tmplement programs to provide for present and projected recreation
needs on the river system.

10. Strive to comply with Federal and State water quality standards.
11. Strive to comply with Federal and State floodplain management standards.

12. Develop procedures for assuring an appropriate level of public
participation.

CONTENT AND SCOPE OF THE EIS

1.005 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations on the implementation
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (40 CFR 1500-1508)
identify a process called "tiering" and define it (40 CFR 1508.28) as ". . . the
coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact statements (such as
national program or policy statements) with subsequent narrower statements or
environmental analysis (such as regional or basinwide program statements or
ultimately site-specific statements) incorporating by reference the general
discussions and concentrating solely on the issues