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Executive Summary 
 
 
 Over the past two years, management of the Upper Mississippi River has become an 
issue of growing concern.  While the Flood of 1993 attracted enormous public attention, the 
public policy debate it spawned is by no means the only example of this increased focus on 
the river.  The prospect of major new infrastructure investments to meet future commercial 
navigation needs and escalating concern about the ecological sustainability of the system 
have also given rise to proposals for change. 
 
 Recognizing that the basin states must take a leadership role in shaping future river 
management decisions, the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association launched an effort to 
assess the current management framework, explore institutional alternatives, and chart a 
course for change.  As part of this process, in November 1994, the Association convened a 
regional conference which attracted over 170 representatives of government agencies and 
nongovernmental interests.  The discussions which took place at that conference, together 
with the deliberations of the Governors’ appointees to the Association, formed the foundation 
for the conclusions and recommendations which this report offers to the Governors of the five 
basin states. 
 
 
Historical Perspective 
 
 The current management framework that governs the Upper Mississippi River is a 
complex one, reflecting both the unique characteristics of this river as well as national policy 
forces.  Actions of the federal government have historically had a substantial effect on this 
river, as exemplified by construction of the lock and dam system in the 1930s and creation of 
national fish and wildlife refuges beginning in 1924.  The states’ role in river resources 
management began with fisheries management in the late 19th century, and has expanded 
significantly since then.  For example, floodplain management, drinking water regulation, 
and the regulation of discharges and enforcement of water quality standards are all largely 
state functions. 
 
 The fact that the states and federal government share authority for water resource 
management responsibilities is not unique to the Mississippi River, but it is certainly 
complicated by the fact that the river forms the border between states and serves a variety of 
diverse purposes.  Efforts to reconcile conflicting interests and coordinate management 
actions can be traced to comprehensive studies and planning ventures of the 1960s and 
1970s.  In particular, a joint federal-state River Basin Commission was established in 1972 at 
the request of the five state Governors and operated under the auspices of the federal Water 
Resources Council until it was terminated by President Reagan in 1981.  To fill the void 
created by the dissolution of the Commission, the Governors of the states of Illinois, Iowa, 
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin established the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Association.  The Association is a much smaller organization than its predecessor and has a 
far different mission.  Rather than engaging in comprehensive planning and interagency  
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prioritization of water resources projects, the Association provides a forum for discussion of 
management and policy issues among the states.  While federal agencies are not voting 
members of the Association, their involvement in Association activities and deliberations has 
proven to be quite valuable. 
 
 
Calls for Change 
 
 No single event nor proposal for institutional reform can be identified as the sole catalyst 
for the recent interest in the Upper Mississippi River.  Rather, a combination of factors has 
stimulated concern about the ability of the existing management system to solve increasingly 
complex and interdependent problems.  This report describes several proposals and initiatives 
of particular interest to the Association. 
 

• The “Galloway Report” issued by a Clinton Administration interagency committee 
following the 1993 flood, included a variety of recommendations related to floodplain 
management but also recommended that a river basin commission be reactivated to 
provide “policy level oversight of the activities of the federal and state organizations 
operating in the upper basin.” 

 
• In 1994, the Senate Environment Committee included provisions in its version of the 

Clean Water Act reauthorization that would have given the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency broad new responsibilities on the Upper Mississippi River and 
established an interstate council charged with development of a plan to “restore and 
protect the environmental quality and ecosystem health of the Mississippi River.” 

 
• Legislation introduced last session of Congress would have amended the Upper 

Mississippi River Environmental Management Program to accomplish comprehensive 
planning.  The bill also included provisions directing the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to develop a “comprehensive river basin management plan” that would be approved by 
a new flood management committee created by that legislation. 

 
• The Environmental Management Program for the Upper Mississippi River, authorized 

by Congress in 1986, is slated for review and possible modification prior to the year 
2002. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee has published a “call to action” 

that advocates a coordinated multi-agency effort to design an ecosystem management 
plan for the river. 

 
• The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ study of navigation capacity expansion is raising 

serious questions about the future sustainability of the river system.  It has also 
demonstrated the inherent inability of the existing decision-making process to fully 
integrate multiple-use considerations. 
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• The Corps of Engineers’ recently released Floodplain Management Assessment has 

served to illustrate the complexity of the current flood control system, the need for 
more comprehensive modeling, and the interconnectedness of management actions. 

 
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is in the midst of restructuring its programs and 

policies to better support an ecosystem approach to resource management, with the 
Upper Mississippi River being selected as one of 18 priority ecosystems nationwide.  
The trend toward ecosystem approaches is not unique to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and is potentially important for the Upper Mississippi River which has often received 
relatively low priority under more traditional management frameworks. 

 
 
The UMRBA Response 
 
 Faced with a wide variety of proposals for change, together with the challenges 
surrounding on-going programs and studies, the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 
formulated a basic set of river management principles to which all the basin states could 
subscribe and which clearly articulate the states’ views on how the river should be managed.  
In general, those principles call for: 
 

• Environmental and economic sustainability 
 

• Multi-objective management 
 

• An appropriate balance of power between the basin states and the federal government 
 

• Development and implementation of a common vision by all river interests 
 

• Utilization of an integrated data collection and monitoring system to inform 
management decisions 

 
• Action-oriented planning and outcome-based management objectives 

 
In addition, six institutional alternatives for river basin management were identified for 
discussion and evaluation at the Association’s November 1994 conference.  Those options 
capture the spectrum from informal decentralization to centralized authority.  They include 
organizational arrangements that are employed in other regions of the country as well as 
general strategies that might hold promise for the Upper Mississippi River Basin. 
 

• Intergovernmental Cooperation within the Existing Management Framework would not 
require the creation of any new institutions, but would rely upon the exercise of 
governmental authorities in tandem. 

 
• Interagency Partnership can take a variety of forms, Coastal America being one 

example.  Coastal America utilizes a memorandum of understanding among federal  
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agencies to define their joint goals and an operational framework for addressing 
environmental problems in coastal areas.  All participating agencies use their existing 
authorities and budgetary resources in combination to solve specific problems. 

 
• Regional Cooperative Agreements, such as that which created the Chesapeake Bay 

Program, can be designed to address a number of natural resource problems.  In the 
case of the Chesapeake Bay, three states and the District of Columbia entered into an 
agreement with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to develop and implement 
coordinated water quality protection plans.  That agreement gave rise to federal 
legislation establishing a special Chesapeake Bay program within EPA. 

 
• Title II River Basin Commissions were authorized in the 1965 Water Resources 

Planning Act to carry out comprehensive basin planning.  These regional institutions, 
with both federal agencies and states represented, were established in many areas of the 
country including the Upper Mississippi River Basin during the 1960s and 1970s.  
While the law that authorized the creation of river basin commissions has not been 
utilized for the past thirteen years, it was never repealed. 

 
• Federal-Interstate Compacts typically cede authority of the signatory partners to a 

commission.  They are legally binding agreements requiring ratification by both the 
U.S. Congress and the legislatures of the signatory states.  The Delaware River Basin 
Commission is an example of such a compact commission which has broad authority to 
allocate surface and ground waters, regulate withdrawals and diversions, and enforce 
water quality regulations. 

 
• Public Management Corporations are unique creations of government.  The Tennessee 

Valley Authority (TVA) is one of the few examples of such an institution created for 
the purposes of water resource development.  While best known for its role in 
developing and operating a regional power system, TVA also has a mandate from 
Congress to carry out navigation, flood control, and watershed conservation programs. 

 
 

Conclusions 
 
 The conclusions which the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association drew regarding 
how well each of the six institutional alternatives would meet the unique management needs 
and circumstances of the Upper Mississippi River Basin were based on both the experience 
of other regions and the insights of resource managers and stakeholders in this basin.  The 
Association’s conclusions regarding the individual alternatives are set forth in Chapter 4 
together with the following more general conclusions that provide the cornerstone for the 
Association’s action recommendations: 
 

• Improvements to the existing institutional framework for intergovernmental 
coordination and collaborative management are needed. 
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• There is no single forum to provide a regional context for management, whether it be a 

basin-wide or river system template.  The issue is not that the Upper Mississippi River 
lacks programs, projects, studies, regulatory authorities, and management activities 
with the potential for addressing many of the current problems.  Rather, there is no 
unifying principle nor focus for integrating those efforts. 

 
• All of the alternative institutional models that were evaluated appear to meet the needs 

for which they were designed.  However, none of them are uniquely nor entirely well-
suited to the contemporary Upper Mississippi River. 

 
• While wholesale adoption of an alternative institutional framework is not warranted, 

many of the models evaluated have features that could be useful in this region.   
 

• The ingredients for success are present.  The Upper Mississippi River has a rich 
heritage of interstate and interagency collaboration evidenced by the formation of the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission and its successor Association.   While the 
Association has been a useful forum for interagency discussions, its effectiveness could 
be enhanced. 

 
• The federal government lacks a unified policy with regard to the Upper Mississippi 

River.  Established avenues for reconciliation of federal agency policies are not totally 
satisfactory mechanisms for involving the states.  As a result, there is an on-going need 
for a forum in which federal agencies can engage the states as partners in river resource 
management decisions and policy debates. 

 
• States have the capacity to shape management decisions on the Upper Mississippi River 

if they choose to actively exercise that influence.  Thinking strategically and acting 
collectively will be necessary. 

 
• Modest incremental reform that enhances the capacity of existing institutions to address 

current and future problems is both most appropriate and most feasible. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
 The recommendations offered by the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association are 
designed to address three fundamental needs: 
 

• State Leadership — enhancing the states’ capacity to influence management decisions 
on the Upper Mississippi River 

 
• Federal Partnership — increasing opportunities and means for federal/state policy 

coordination 
 
• Integrated Stewardship — integrating economic and environmental management 

decisions on a system-wide scale 
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Those recommendations include the following: 
 

• The Governors of the five basin states (Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and 
Wisconsin) should execute a joint proclamation reaffirming the historical collaboration 
of their states on Upper Mississippi River management issues and their support of the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Association in particular.  The proclamation should set 
forth the purpose and mission of the organization and identify the relationship of the 
individual states to the organization.  In addition, each of the Governors should confirm 
their appointee to the Association and establish a means of involving all relevant 
agencies within the state in the activities and deliberations of the interstate group. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should prepare and submit an Annual 

Report to the Governors.  That report should describe the organization’s activities over 
the past year, identify future opportunities for enhanced coordination and collaboration, 
evaluate impediments to change, and set forth key issue areas for emphasis in the next 
year. 

 
• Through proclamation of the Governors, the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 

should assert its role as the primary clearinghouse for state review and comment on 
federal water-related management activities in the basin.  Such oversight would extend 
to all federal projects, studies, program initiatives, and annual budget proposals with 
direct and systemwide implications for the Upper Mississippi River Basin. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should publish and annually update a 

comprehensive “Policy Compendium.”  Such a document would include the 
organization’s charter, mission statement, policy statements on individual issues, and a 
compilation of interagency memoranda of agreement. 

 
• Immediately following execution of the Governors’ joint proclamation, each of the 

federal agencies with major river-related responsibilities should be officially informed 
of the Governors’ affirmation of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association and 
invited to appoint a representative to serve as a non-voting “Federal Liaison Member.” 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should negotiate and execute a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with each of the federal agencies having major 
management responsibilities in the Upper Mississippi River Basin.  Such MOUs would 
describe the general relationship between that agency and the UMRBA, including how 
the agency will utilize the forum for coordination of its regional policies, programs, and 
studies with the basin states. 

 
• In the context of the joint gubernatorial proclamation reaffirming the Upper Mississippi 

River Basin Association, the basin states should set forth specific principles for river 
system management that embrace sustainability of the river’s environmental  
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and economic resources, comprehensive ecosystem management, integration of 
environmental and economic decision-making, and a recognition of the relationship 
between the river system and its watersheds. 

 
• The primary objective of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should be to 

foster coordinated achievement of the Governor-endorsed “Principles of River System 
Management.”  As such, those principles will serve as the integrating framework for 
evaluating the actions and policies of individual management agencies. 

 
• Through the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, the states should seek to 

execute intergovernmental agreements addressing specific river management issues.  
Such agreements should set forth how the individual parties to the agreement will 
exercise their respective authorities both independently and in tandem to achieve 
mutually agreed-to objectives.  The agreements may be among two or more states or 
among the states and appropriate federal agencies. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Management of the Upper Mississippi River: 
 

Historical Perspectives and Current Framework 
 
 
Historical Perspectives 
 
 The Upper Mississippi River has been central to the lives of those living near it since the 
first human settlement in the region.  Large scale European settlement along the river in the 
1800s placed increasing demands on its vast resources and marked the beginning of 
extensive efforts to manage the Upper Mississippi.  The first of these efforts were led by the 
federal government and were intended to promote economic development of the region.  The 
early projects and programs were generally single purpose in nature, with little if any 
consideration given to unintended or secondary impacts. 
 
 The first major management intervention on the river occurred in 1866, when, with 
support from the affected states, Congress authorized the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
develop and maintain a four-foot navigation channel.  This project made the Corps of 
Engineers the first federal agency with a continuing management role on the Upper 
Mississippi River.  This role would ultimately prove to be a very significant one, with 
navigation taking primacy over many other spheres of federal, state, and local government 
activity. 
 
 The early years of federal fish and wildlife management on the Upper Mississippi were 
also focused on economics and commerce.  Congress established the Office of the U.S. 
Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries in 1871.  The Commission began introducing non-
indigenous fish species with commercial and sport value to the Upper Mississippi the 
following year.  In addition, the Commission stocked high-value native fish.  The states also 
had an early presence in fisheries management.  Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin 
all established fish commissions in 1874.  The State of Iowa initiated the practice of “fish 
rescue,” whereby fingerlings stranded in backwaters were captured and moved to the main 
channel or stocked in other state waters.  This would become a major focus of the state and 
federal commissions’ activities for many years. 
 
 During this time, demand for river transportation was increasing; and Congress 
authorized a four and one-half foot channel project in 1878.  This was a significantly more 
ambitious undertaking than the previous navigation project, requiring the construction of 
thousands of wing dams and closing dams to constrict the main channel and increase its 
depth.  In the years that followed, Congress would authorize a number of additional 
navigation projects establishing minimum channel depths of six to eight feet on various 
portions of the Upper Mississippi. 
 
 As agricultural activity along the river increased, constituencies for a new type of 
government activity also emerged, with farmers seeking federal assistance for levee con- 
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struction.  The Corps was initially reluctant to enter the flood control business, but was 
funded to repair privately constructed agricultural levees beginning in 1886 and was directed 
by Congress to construct its first two agricultural levees in 1895.  The Corps continued to 
participate in agricultural levee construction on a project-specific basis through the early 
years of this century, but had no comprehensive flood control mission on the Upper 
Mississippi River until passage of the Food Control Act of 1917.  According to the Army 
Corps of Engineers’ recent Floodplain Management Assessment (FPMA), which was 
prepared in the wake of the 1993 flood, Congressional authorizations for flood control 
projects between 1886 and 1938 “established the Federal Government’ role in protecting 
property and people in the upper and middle Mississippi River valley from floods, 
…[thereby] endors[ing] and encourag[ing] floodplain development for agriculture.” 
 
 During the early 1900s, calls increased for a more integrated approach to management of 
the Upper Mississippi, and of the nation’ resources more generally.  Water resources 
management was still largely a federal activity, with the states advocating for and against 
specific projects but generally not assuming a significant direct role.  In 1907, President 
Roosevelt established an Inland Waterways Commission, which advocated a multi-purpose 
approach and recommended that a single agency be designated to coordinate all water 
resources projects.  With many members reluctant to cede such power to a single agency, 
Congress rejected this proposal.   
 
 By this time, problems associated with pollution, sedimentation, and over harvesting on 
the Upper Mississippi were becoming increasingly apparent.  Conservationists advocated 
strongly for establishment of either a park or refuge on the river.  Congress responded in 
1924, creating the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge.  The primary 
federal interest in the river continued to be commerce, however.  The legislation establishing 
the refuge included language directing that the refuge in no way limit navigation 
improvements.   
 
 The foundation for the federal government’ most significant management intervention on 
the Upper Mississippi River came in 1930, when Congress authorized construction of the 
nine-foot channel project.  Maintaining a nine-foot channel required construction of a series 
of navigation locks and dams, which were opposed by many conservationists.  Some efforts 
were made to reduce adverse impacts on fish and wildlife; but with the Depression-era 
emphasis on civil works projects, actual construction of the system was never seriously 
jeopardized by this opposition.  The states continued to function largely as project advocates, 
with no major management presence on the river, aside from relatively modest fish and 
wildlife management programs.  Farmers continued to lobby, with increasing success, for 
federal assistance in constructing levees to protect agricultural land in the floodplain.  A 
series of flood control laws enacted in the 1920s and 1930s reaffirmed and broadened the 
Corps of Engineers’ flood control mission, establishing the foundation for future urban flood 
control projects, multi-purpose reservoir projects, and floodplain management 
responsibilities.   
 
 By 1940, the Upper Mississippi River System as we now know it was largely in place.  
So, too, was the federal management presence on the river.  The Corps of Engineers’  
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FPMA offers the following assessment of river management as of 1940: 
 
[T]he power structure, the role[s] of various stakeholders, had been well grounded.  
The Federal Government’ hand was dominant throughout.  At the request of 
navigation interests and floodplain farmers and through the Corps of Engineers, the 
Government had transformed the river for navigation and floodplain development.  
For conservationists and through the precursors of the Fish and Wildlife Service, it 
had carved out a large part of the upper Mississippi River Valley for a fish and 
wildlife refuge, which it managed.  As of 1940, navigation interests, farmers and 
others who sought to develop the river’s floodplains clearly dominated and would for 
many more years. 

 
 The post-1940 period has been characterized by the continuation of a major federal 
presence on the Upper Mississippi River.  The Corps of Engineers continued to operate and 
maintain the navigation system and construct significant urban flood control projects.  
However, according to the Corps’ FPMA, those projects made only “minor changes in the 
river’s floodplains compared to” projects built by private interests and the Corps prior to 
1940.  The federal role as a land manager expanded, as new refuges were established and the 
acreage of existing refuges was increased.  Today, the Fish and Wildlife Service manages 
approximately 297,000 acres in five wildlife refuges along the Upper Mississippi River 
System. 
 
 More significantly in the years following World War II, however, the range of water 
management issues in which the federal government involves itself as well as the scope of 
state activity have expanded substantially.  A fundamental trend has been toward the 
establishment of minimum federal standards and state assumption of regulatory and 
programmatic implementation.  One obvious example of this can be seen with the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (i.e., the Clean Water Act).  Prior to 
enactment of that legislation, there were no federally required water quality goals or water 
pollution limits.  Regulation of discharges and enforcement were left almost entirely to the 
states, most of which had very modest programs in this area.  The Clean Water Act 
established standards; enforcement authority; and various assistance programs to help states, 
municipalities, and the private sector comply with the new requirements.  It explicitly 
preserved the states’ right to impose more stringent standards.  All five of the Upper 
Mississippi states have exercised their option to assume implementation of the federal 
requirements and, for at least some pollutants, have established tighter standards.  This 
system has worked well in many regards, and pollution from point sources on the river has 
been reduced substantially.  However, new types of management problems have emerged 
from this approach.  Specifically, the states are often frustrated by the level of Environmental 
Protection Agency control that accompanies federal funding and regulations.  This 
frustration has grown as state capacities have increased.  Proposals for innovative approaches 
to address regional problems have often been thwarted by a rigid, inflexible national 
approach to water quality protection. 
 
 This new type of management challenge, characterized by a multiplicity of interests and 
a strong presence by both state and federal agencies, is not unique to water quality.  To  

 3 



 

a greater or lesser extent, similar tensions have emerged in other critical aspects of water 
resources management where the state and federal government now share significant 
authority, including drinking water regulation, floodplain management, and fish and wildlife 
management.  Nor are these problems unique to the Upper Mississippi River.  However, they 
are further complicated by the fact that the river is a shared resource among five states in 
which the federal government also has significant interests. 
 
 There have been a number of efforts to reconcile the positions and interests of the 
multitude of state and federal agencies with river management responsibilities.  Some of 
these have focused on a single aspect of river management, while others have attempted to 
take a comprehensive approach to managing the Upper Mississippi for its multiple uses.  As 
might be expected, they have met with varying degrees of success.  Beginning in 1963, the 
Corps of Engineers headed the Upper Mississippi River Comprehensive Basin Study, which 
involved approximately 70 agencies.  The study was to determine “the advisability of 
developing a comprehensive plan of improvement for the Upper Mississippi River Basin É in 
the interest of flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power, water supply, and other 
purposes.”  No such comprehensive plan resulted directly from the study, which was 
completed in 1972, just months after the establishment of the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Commission (UMRBC).  The Commission was established at the request of the Governors of 
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin and included representatives of the five 
states as well as 10 federal agencies.  Authorized under the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965, the purpose of the Commission was to coordinate state and federal water resources 
planning, prepare its own comprehensive basin plan, and establish priorities for data 
collection and project construction within the basin.   
 
 Commercial navigation continued to dominate river management during the UMRBC’s 
days.  Increasing concern was expressed with how operation and maintenance of the 
navigation system was affecting other aspects of the river, including water quality, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation.  At the same time, commercial traffic was increasing and calls were 
made for improvement and expansion of the navigation system.  A series of lawsuits and 
threatened suits, some by basin states, placed further pressure on the Corps of Engineers to 
manage the navigation system in a manner consistent with maintaining a balanced, multi-use 
resource.  Attempting to address the growing discord, Congress funded three interagency 
study teams through the Corps of Engineers to assess river management issues, especially 
those associated with channel maintenance.  In addition, in response to the litigious 
atmosphere surrounding Corps of Engineers proposals to build a second lock at Lock and 
Dam 26, Congress directed the UMRBC to evaluate the effect of navigation capacity 
expansion, determine the need for a second lock, and “prepare a comprehensive plan for 
management of the system.” 
 
 During this controversial period, the UMRBC had both critics and proponents.  It 
provided a forum for interagency coordination, but was criticized for focusing too narrowly 
on water development issues and failing to integrate other water resource concerns such as 
water quality more fully into its work.  In addition, the Commission had only marginal 
influence on the internal policies and decisions of its member states and federal agencies.  
As a result, many people came to view the UMRBC as having limited relevance  

 4 



 

to the actual management of the river.  These criticisms were not unique to the UMRBC and 
were, in fact, levied against the six other basin commissions established pursuant to the 1965 
Planning Act.  Political support for the basin commissions waned in the late 1970s and 
President Reagan terminated them by executive order in 1981. 
 
 The final act of the UMRBC was to submit its Comprehensive Master Plan for the 
Management of the Upper Mississippi River System  to Congress.  The plan ultimately led to 
Congressional recognition of the Upper Mississippi as a “nationally significant ecosystem 
and a nationally significant commercial navigation system.”  This Congressional finding 
came as part of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, which embodied 
most of the UMRBC’s recommendations in the Master Plan.  In that Act, Congress 
authorized construction of a second lock at the replacement for Lock and Dam 26 and as a 
balance to this expansion of the navigation system, also authorized an Environmental 
Management Program (EMP), comprised primarily of a habitat rehabilitation and restoration 
program and a long term resource monitoring effort. 
 
Current Management Framework 
 
 Following the dissolution of the UMRBC in 1981, the states of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, 
Missouri, and Wisconsin formed the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association (UMRBA).  
Establishment of the Association demonstrated the states’ commitment to maintaining the 
interagency coordination and cooperation needed to support an integrated approach to river 
management.  The Association is a much smaller organization than its predecessor and has a 
far different mission.  Its members are the five basin states, represented by gubernatorial 
appointees.  Five federal agencies have been invited to participate in the Association as non-
voting advisory members.  In contrast to the old Commission, the UMRBA does not engage 
in comprehensive planning or interagency prioritization of water resources projects.  Instead, 
the Association provides a forum for its member states, federal advisors, and other interested 
parties to exchange perspectives and discuss issues related to river management.  With the 
goal of facilitating cooperation and coordinated management of the region’s water and 
related land resources, the Association has provided support to a number of interagency 
efforts, including implementation of the Environmental Management Program.  The 
UMRBA also provides a means for its five member states to advocate their consensus 
positions before Congress and federal agencies.  See Appendix B for a more detailed 
description of the UMRBA.   
 
 In addition to the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, there are a number of other 
interagency efforts that have formed around specific river management issues to facilitate 
cooperation and coordination.  For example, the Upper Mississippi River Conservation 
Committee is a group of field level resource managers and researchers that promotes 
preservation of the river’s natural resources and exchanges information on a wide variety of 
topics.  The Environmental Management Program Coordinating Committee includes 
representatives of the five states as well as seven federal agencies and serves as a forum for 
discussing and resolving issues related to implementation of the EMP.  Appendix C provides 
brief descriptions of several interagency coordinating bodies that are currently active on the 
Upper Mississippi River. 
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 The current management framework that governs the Upper Mississippi River is a 
complex one, reflecting both the special factors that have shaped water resources 
management in this region as well as national forces and trends.  While navigation continues 
to be a dominant factor, other issues, including fish and wildlife, water quality, recreation, 
and floodplain management, have increased in importance in recent years.  The system’s 
overall environmental and economic sustainability have become priority issues.  With the 
greater emphasis on managing the river as a multi-use resource, the roles and responsibilities 
of the states and many federal agencies have become more significant.   
 
 Interagency communication, coordination, and cooperation have become all the more 
important, and in fact are statutorily mandated in many instances.  For example, the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission regulates non-federal hydropower, but must consider the 
recommendations of federal and state resource agencies in making its licensing decisions.  In 
addition, hydropower facilities are subject to water quality regulation by the states and the 
Environmental Protection Agency under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  The Corps of 
Engineers must approve the licensing of any hydroelectric plant that affects commercial 
navigation.  The authorities and missions of federal and state agencies are similarly 
interdependent across many other aspects of water resources management.  Broadly 
applicable consultation provisions in laws such as the National Environmental Policy Act 
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act provide much of the basis for this 
interdependence. 
 
 Even with the practical and legal factors that favor interagency coordination, it remains 
difficult to achieve.  Agencies at both the state and federal level generally have well defined 
authorities and mandates.  There are both significant overlaps and gaps among the agencies.  
Successful cooperation on a particular issue often requires looking at those authorities and 
mandates in new ways and breaking beyond the bounds of standard agency practices.  There 
are obvious constraints to such creativity in terms of institutional culture and individual 
personalities.  But there are also barriers in law and legislative practice.  For instance, the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act limits federal agencies’ ability to gather input from and 
negotiate with states and other non-federal entities.  Another significant constraint is often 
the appropriations process at both the state and federal levels.  Budgets for individual 
agencies are typically determined in isolation from one another, making funding an 
interagency project or program quite difficult, particularly if it is a multi-year effort.  The 
following chapter describes several specific proposals for addressing some of these barriers 
and constraints. 
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Major Federal Authorities and Responsibilities 
on the Upper Mississippi River 

 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

- construct, operate, and maintain the commercial navigation system 
- construct, operate, and maintain flood control projects 
- regulate wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
- manage lands, waters, and recreation facilities associated with Corps projects 
- implement the Upper Mississippi River System Environmental Management Program 
- construct cost-shared project modifications to improve the environment under 

Section 1135 of the 1986 Water Resources Development Act 
 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
- manage national refuges and other Service-owned lands 
- implement the National Wetlands Inventory 
- protect threatened and endangered species 
- manage migratory species and other fish and wildlife resources 
- lead federal agency in the region for natural resource damage assessments under the 

Oil Pollution Act of 1990 
- evaluate the anticipated fish and wildlife impacts of proposed federal actions under 

the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
- participate in the development and prioritization of habitat projects for the 

Environmental Management Program 
 

• National Biological Service 
- implement the Environmental Management Program’s Long Term Resource 

Monitoring Program 
- implement other monitoring and research activities, many of which are jointly 

funded and staffed by other federal and state agencies 
 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
- ensure that state water quality programs meet the minimum federal standards under 

the Clean Water Act 
- ensure that state drinking water programs meet the minimum federal standards under 

the Safe Drinking Water Act 
- serve as primary federal responder for oil and hazardous materials spills from land-

based sources 
- oversee compliance of other federal agencies with various statutes, including the 

Clean Water Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture 
- regulate agricultural wetlands under the Swampbuster provisions of the 1985 Farm Bill 
- administer the Conservation Reserve and Wetlands Reserve Programs, as well as 

several other cost-shared conservation incentive programs 
- construct small watershed and flood control projects on a cost-shared basis 
- provide technical assistance to landowners 

(Continued) 
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Major Federal Authorities and Responsibilities 
on the Upper Mississippi River 

(Continued) 
 

• U.S. Geological Survey 
- operate stream gauging network throughout the basin 
- conduct water quality studies in several sub-basins of the Upper Mississippi River 

Basin as part of the National Water Quality Assessment 
- implement other water quality and sedimentation studies 

 
• U.S. Coast Guard 

- serve as primary federal responder for oil and hazardous materials spills from 
vessels and marine transfer facilities 

- regulate river traffic and maintain aids to navigation 
- conduct search and rescue 
- inspect commercial vessels and marine transfer facilities 
- sponsor recreational boating safety classes 
- license commercial vessel operators 

 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency 

- coordinate federal emergency response operations 
- administer the National Flood Insurance Program, including monitoring community 

compliance with minimum floodplain management standards 
- implement floodplain mapping, mitigation program, and other floodplain 

management activities 
 

• National Park Service 
- administer the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Program 
- coordinate management of specially designated areas, including the Mississippi 

National River and Recreation Area in Minneapolis/St. Paul 
 

• Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
- regulate non-federal hydroelectric power facilities 

 
• U.S. Maritime Administration 

- administer various programs to support U.S. shipping 
 
 
Note: The above list is by no means exhaustive.  It is simply intended to highlight primary 

spheres of federal activity. 
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Major State Authorities and Responsibilities 
on the Upper Mississippi River 

 
• Water quality management 

- set standards 
- regulate point source discharges 
- administer nonpoint source pollution control programs, including cost-shared 

incentive programs 
- administer revolving loan funds to support wastewater treatment plant construction 

and improvements 
- issue fish consumption advisories 

 
• Regulation of public drinking water supplies 
 

• Floodplain management programs (Note:  Missouri does note regulate floodplains at 
the state level.) 

 
• Regulation of water withdrawal and other activities affecting state waters 
 

• Management of state lands, including parks, scientific and natural areas, recreational 
facilities, etc. 

 
• Fish and wildlife management 

- regulate hunting and fishing 
- administer game and non-game programs 
- protect state-listed threatened and endangered species 

 
• Coordinate with industry and federal agencies to maintain commercial navigation as 

part of a multi-modal transportation system 
 

• Participation in the Environmental Management Program 
- design and prioritize habitat projects in consultation with other agencies 
- staff field stations engaged in the Long Term Resource Monitoring Program 
 

• Boating safety programs 
 

• State-level wetlands protection and regulation 
 

• Various state-level programs designed to promote soil conservation, protect water 
quality, and take marginal agricultural land out of production 

 
• Emergency response operations for floods and other natural disasters 
 

• Response to oil and hazardous materials spills 
 

Note: The above list is by no means exhaustive.  It is simply intended to highlight primary 
spheres of state activity.  It should also be recognized that each of the basin states has 
organized its agencies and programs somewhat differently. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Calls for Change 
 

 
 Over the last two to three years, increasing concern has been expressed from a variety of 
sources regarding the adequacy of the current Upper Mississippi River management system.  
There are a number of on-going programs and studies, including the Environmental 
Management Program and the Corps of Engineers’ navigation study, that raise questions 
regarding whether agencies have the resources and authorities necessary to manage the river 
for its long-term viability as a multi-purpose resource.  Additionally, there have also been 
specific proposals for institutional and programmatic changes on the river, as well as some 
attempts to institute such changes administratively.  Eight such proposals, initiatives, and 
studies are described on the following pages, with special attention to what they suggest, 
either explicitly or implicitly, about how the Upper Mississippi River is managed. 
 
 
Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee (Galloway Report) 
 
 On June 30, 1994 the Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee submitted 
its final report to the White House.  The Galloway Committee, as it has come to be known, 
was formed following the 1993 midwest floods to evaluate the performance of existing 
floodplain and related watershed management programs and make recommendations on 
policy and program changes.  The Washington, D.C.-based committee was comprised of 
13 staff people from six federal agencies. 
 
 The Administration’s Floodplain Management Task Force, composed of high level 
domestic policy staff, is currently in the midst of considering the Galloway Committee’s 
recommendations.  They are consulting with the affected federal agencies to determine which 
of the recommendations can be pursued immediately and which ones require more time to 
fully develop.  There appears to be fairly broad-based support within the executive agencies 
for the Galloway Report as a whole, but some diversity of opinion with regard to many of its 
specific recommendations.  The report has met with very mixed reactions from those outside 
of the federal government, with critics offering widely varying interpretations of the report 
and its recommendations. 
 
 The Galloway Report includes over 60 different recommendations related to both 
national and regional floodplain management issues.  Of particular relevance to river basin 
management are the following: 
 

• Revitalize the Water Resources Council (WRC) — authorized under the Water 
Resources Planning Act of 1965, the original WRC was eliminated in 1981, amidst 
criticism that it had become too large and too involved in the politics of individual 
projects, while lacking sufficient influence with the federal agencies it was supposed  
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to be coordinating.  To avoid such problems, General Gerald Galloway, who headed 
the Floodplain Management Review Committee, recommends that the new WRC be a 
very small organization that would provide “a place where … people from all over the 
country can come and find a single point of contact for major water resource issues at 
the federal level.” 

 
• Reestablish River Basin Commissions — also authorized under the Water Resources 

Planning Act of 1965, no commissions have operated under the statute since 1981, 
though the authority remains in place.  In contrast to the old Upper Mississippi River 
Basin Commission, Galloway recommends that any new commission for this region 
have “the sole mission of providing policy level oversight of the activities of the federal 
and state organizations operating in the upper basin” and not implement its own 
programs, projects, or large scale studies. 

 
• Expand the mission of the Mississippi River Commission, which is currently 

responsible for levees and channel improvements on the lower river, to include the 
Upper Mississippi and Lower Missouri Rivers as well.  It would also be responsible for 
development of an integrated levee system. 

 
• Redirect the Corps’ Floodplain Management Assessment to develop an Upper 

Mississippi River and Tributaries system plan, which would integrate existing facilities 
into a comprehensive flood damage reduction system.  (Note:  The Corps has 
completed its assessment and did not develop a system plan as recommended by the 
Galloway Committee.  Of course, it is possible that the Corps could be directed to 
complete such a plan as a follow-on effort.) 

 
• Require federal agencies to co-fund ecosystem management using operation and 

maintenance funds. 
 

• Establish the Department of the Interior (DOI) as lead agency for acquisition of 
environmental lands. 

 
• Have DOI conduct an ecological needs investigation of the Upper Mississippi River 

Basin within 30 months. 
 

• Have the Corps provide an early report of environmental enhancement opportunities as 
part of its Navigation Study. 

 
• Have the Corps provide a report on the ecological effects of relocating navigation pool 

control points as part of its Navigation Study. 
 

• Establish an Ecosystem Management Demonstration Project within the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin under DOI leadership. 

 
 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association was one of the many regional and 
national organizations which provided input to the Galloway Committee during its eight  
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month tenure.  The Association formed a State Floodplain Management Work Group 
especially for that purpose and relied heavily on that group’s counsel.  The final Galloway 
Report reflects nearly all the recommendations which that group made.  However, many of 
the recommendations, including those listed above, were never specifically addressed by the 
Association or its State Floodplain Management Work Group. 
 
 While the Galloway Committee’s mandate was focused on floodplain management, 
many of its conclusions and recommendations clearly reach more broadly to overall river 
management.  According to General Galloway, “the bottom line … is there has got to be 
better coordination [and] better definition of responsibility [among] federal government, state 
government, the localities, and the many bodies the exist in the upper basin.”  His 
committee’s report reflects its members” ideas for achieving this enhanced coordination and 
accountability. 
 
 As detailed above, their report includes specific recommendations at both the policy and 
operational levels.  While sounding several common themes and concerns, the Galloway 
Committee’s recommendations go well beyond improving interagency coordination within 
the current institutional framework.  They have proposed the creation of new institutions and 
the substantial modification of others in the belief that this will result in the better integration 
of complex, and sometimes conflicting, management objectives.  Major elements of this 
approach include the centralization of policy and operational responsibilities in interagency 
bodies, systemic management strategies, and procedural and programmatic changes to 
enhance environmental and floodplain management objectives. 
 
 
Clean Water Act (Mississippi River Proposal) 
 
 As a result of the efforts of the Izaak Walton League and the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, the Senate Environment Committee’s legislation to reauthorize the Clean Water Act 
in the 103rd Congress included authorization of a special program for the Mississippi River.  
The Senate committee approved its bipartisan compromise bill (S. 2093) on May 10, 1994, 
but the full Senate did not take action on the legislation prior to adjournment of the 103rd 
Congress.  Stymied by a myriad of controversies, members of the House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee did not even succeed in reaching agreement amongst themselves 
on a reauthorization bill, much less in bringing one to the full House last year. 
 
 The Mississippi River proposal, as included in last year’s Senate bill, would establish a 
Mississippi River Program within the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to be 
administered by a new program office.  The EPA would be required to work with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the states, and a variety of other interested parties in carrying out the 
program.  A Mississippi River States Council, with representatives of the EPA, the Interior 
Department, and the 10 river states, would be responsible for developing a management, 
protection, and restoration plan for the Mississippi.  The plan would “recommend priority 
actions and milestones to, by the year 2010, restore and protect the environmental quality and 
ecosystem health of the Mississippi River.”  To facilitate development and implemen- 
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tation of the plan, the EPA would assess trends in environmental quality, identify pollution 
problems, and evaluate the effectiveness of actions taken pursuant to the plan.  The Fish and 
Wildlife Service would report on ecosystem trends and assess data on habitat loss and 
alteration of natural resources.   
 
 The proposal would also authorize the EPA to make grants to states and other non-federal 
entities to facilitate development and implementation of the plan.  The grants would require a 
50-50 non-federal cost share.  Appropriations of $15 million per year for six years would be 
authorized for the grants and other EPA work under the Mississippi River Program.  In 
addition, $5 million per year would be authorized for the Department of the Interior to carry 
out its role in the program. 
 
 Prospects for Clean Water Act reauthorization during the 104th Congress are far from 
clear.  With the change in party control of both the House and Senate, the tenor and dynamics 
of the debate have changed considerably.  For example, advocates of property rights 
protection, cost/benefit analysis, and risk assessment provisions are finding more sympathy 
among the committee and subcommittee chairs.  What these changes will mean for 
geographic initiatives such as the Mississippi River proposal is uncertain.  The House has 
passed its Clean Water Act reauthorization bill (H.R. 961), and it does not include 
authorization for a Mississippi River program.  The Senate Environment Committee, which 
is under considerably more moderate leadership than the House committee that authored 
H.R. 961, has not yet released a draft bill.  Historically, such initiatives have received at least 
some measure of bipartisan support, but earmarking and geographic targeting are becoming 
increasingly controversial as resource constraints affect funding levels for general programs, 
such as the state revolving loan fund program for wastewater treatment.  The Upper 
Mississippi River Basin Association did not adopt an official position on the Mississippi 
River proposal in the 103rd Congress. 
 
 The Izaak Walton League/Natural Resources Defense Council proposal for a special 
designation for the Upper Mississippi under the Clean Water Act stems from a long-standing 
concern among many environmentalists that the river is being mismanaged.  More 
specifically, the measure’s advocates believe that the natural and recreational resources of 
the river are inappropriately subjugated to navigation.  In testimony before the Senate 
Environment Committee’s Clean Water, Fisheries, and Wildlife Subcommittee, Paul Hansen 
of the Izaak Walton League summarized these concerns as follows: 
 

While the floods of 1993 would have been devastating to human development on 
the historic floodplain under any river management scheme, they have clearly 
been made worse by the drainage of wetlands, the channelization of the river and 
the proliferation of levies.  The extensive damage caused by these floods serves 
to highlight the fact that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has continued to 
manage the Mississippi in a manner that sacrifices the multiple purposes of river 
management — including flood control, environmental management, and 
recreation — to the single purpose of navigation. 
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 The Clean Water Act proposal is an attempt to raise the status of water quality and 
ecosystem planning relative to navigation.  This is somewhat in contrast to other recent 
proposals, including those from the Galloway Committee, to integrate these various 
management objectives into a more comprehensive approach.  Looking to success stories on 
the Great Lakes and the Chesapeake Bay, the Izaak Walton League and others advocate a 
special designation for the Upper Mississippi to provide increased resources and focus for 
the river.  The designation would also serve to address another management barrier posed by 
the Environmental Protection Agency’s internal structure.  There are four EPA regions along 
the Mississippi’s entire length, with two on each side of the river.  With the river as a 
boundary and therefore a shared responsibility among the regions, it has typically received 
little attention.  A special designation and an EPA program office would certainly elevate the 
river’s profile within EPA.   
 
 Many environmentalists have been disappointed with the way in which river 
management agencies have worked together in the past, citing a tendency for institutions, 
particularly the Corps of Engineers, to be too isolated in their actions.  The Izaak Walton 
League and Natural Resources Defense Council address the issue of interagency 
coordination by proposing a Mississippi River States Council that would develop a 
management, protection, and restoration plan for the river.  However, the Council would 
provide a forum for interagency coordination on a limited range of issues.  The legislation 
defines the Council membership as the 10 river states, the Environmental Protection Agency, 
and the Interior Department, and would exclude other key agencies, most notably the Corps 
of Engineers. 
 
 
Water Resources Development Act (River Planning Proposal) 
 
 With support from a number of environmental groups, Senator Max Baucus (MT) 
introduced the Floodplain Management, Environmental Restoration, and Recreation Act 
(S. 2418) in August 1994.  The bill was based largely on recommendations contained in the 
Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee’s report.  Baucus’ bill, which he 
introduced with the intention of adding it to the Senate Environment Committee’s 1994 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA), proved highly controversial.  Disagreements 
over its provisions ultimately blocked Senate action on WRDA altogether.  As a result, 
Congress broke with its 8-year tradition of biennial WRDA bills and did not enact a 1994 
WRDA.   
 
 Nevertheless, several of the bill’s provisions were directly relevant to management of the 
Upper Mississippi River and may resurface during the 104th Congress.  In particular, 
American Rivers had proposed that the 1994 WRDA be used to amend the Environmental 
Management Program authorizing legislation to accomplish comprehensive planning.  Drafts 
of the Baucus bill included the American Rivers proposal, which was rather broad and 
generated considerable debate among the EMP partners and others regarding whether and 
how the EMP should be used to support comprehensive planning.  While recognizing the 
need for such planning, the states were concerned that the EMP might not be an appropriate 
comprehensive planning vehicle.  Specifically, the EMP is focused primarily on habitat 
rehabilitation and enhancement and long term resource monitoring.  It does not  
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directly encompass many key issues that would have to be addressed in a comprehensive 
plan, including floodplain management, commercial navigation, water quality regulation, and 
recreation.  In addition, the EMP does not currently have a planning function per se. 
 
 As an alternative to imposing a major new planning function on the EMP with no 
additional resources and little advance consideration, the states recommended instead a fairly 
modest modification to the existing requirement that the Corps submit a report to Congress 
on the program.  The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association suggested that, in addition 
to an evaluation of the specific components of the EMP, the report “assess the environmental 
sustainability of the Upper Mississippi River System, …. address[ing] the relationships 
between the watershed and the floodplain.”  The report would include recommendations for 
“additional or alternative actions to enhance and protect the long-term ecological integrity” 
of the Upper Mississippi River.  The states offered this language as an alternative to that 
included in the draft S. 2418 and it was largely incorporated into a revised version of the bill.  
The states do not, however, plan to advocate its inclusion in a 1995 or 1996 WRDA, unless it 
is once again offered as an alternative to broader language. 
 
 The Baucus bill also included another significant planning provision that would have 
directed the Corps of Engineers to develop “a comprehensive river basin management plan 
that addresses É ecological, economic, and flood control needs.”  An Upper Mississippi 
River Flood Management Coordinating Committee, comprised of state and federal 
representatives, would have been created and charged with review and approval of the plan.  
The bill would have authorized two years and $5 million for preparation of comprehensive 
plans for the Upper Mississippi, Lower Mississippi, and Missouri River basins.  The 
Association offered a number of comments regarding S. 2418’s comprehensive planning 
provisions, including the observation that the time and resources envisioned would be 
inadequate for the development of truly comprehensive plans.  Perhaps more significantly, 
the UMRBA questioned the “purpose and value of such a comprehensive planning exercise 
at this time,” noting that, “without an institutional and legal framework for developing and 
implementing the plan, it … [would have] no “standing.’”  The Association urged that 
comprehensive planning not be undertaken absent a clear means of addressing the results of 
such an exercise and noted that meaningful comprehensive planning cannot be accomplished 
by a single agency. 
 
 The proposals contained in last year’s legislation from Senator Baucus can be viewed as 
part of a resurgence of interest in comprehensive river planning.  Imposing a planning 
mandate on the EMP would have had the advantage of expediency.  As an existing program 
with a history of annual appropriations, the EMP would have certainly provided a means of 
accomplishing planning.  However, those very advantages also present liabilities.  The EMP 
has a well-defined and limited scope of activity that has evolved over years of partnership 
effort by federal and state agencies and other program advocates.  As a result, it has limited 
flexibility to accommodate externally imposed, mid-term changes to its basic mission.  
Perhaps more importantly, the results of such a planning exercise might well lack credibility 
among the full range of river interests, many of whom view the EMP as strictly an 
environmental program. 
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 In contrast to the EMP planning proposal, the other comprehensive planning provision 
for the Upper Mississippi in Senator Baucus’ 1994 WRDA proposal lacked any institutional 
foundation to support implementation of the plan that the specially created Upper Mississippi 
River Flood Management Coordinating Committee would have been charged with 
developing.  There have been several such efforts in the past.  As might be expected, these 
efforts met their objective of producing a comprehensive plan with varying degrees of 
success.  Almost uniformly, however, implementation of the resulting plans has fallen short 
of recommendations contained within them.   
 
 Thus, the two planning proposals from Senator Baucus illustrate strengths and 
weaknesses associated with approaching comprehensive planning through an existing 
program as well as through a new authorization.  The skepticism with which these proposals 
were met by many of those most closely involved in river management also underscores the 
importance of constituency building for a successful comprehensive planning effort.  Those 
who would be involved in developing such a plan and affected by its eventual 
implementation must be convinced that the exercise is a productive, open, and balanced one.  
In this regard, it is perhaps notable that the WRDA proposals were championed largely by 
American Rivers, an environmental group that had a limited presence on the Upper 
Mississippi prior to the 1993 flood and that has tended to focus on management reforms and 
programmatic changes that have national as well as regional potential.  At the same time, 
their efforts underscore the need for regional management approaches to be cognizant of, and 
responsive to, national trends and priorities. 
 
 
Environmental Management Program 
 
 Section 1103 of the 1986 Water Resources Development Act authorized what has come 
to be known as the Environmental Management Program (EMP).  Authorized at $19.455 
million per year, the  program is comprised mainly of habitat rehabilitation projects and long-
term resource monitoring.  The Corps of Engineers is the lead agency, with funds transferred 
to the National Biological Service to implement the monitoring program.  The Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the states are involved in various aspects of the program ranging from 
project planning and field monitoring to representation on the EMP Coordinating Committee. 
 
 With the EMP now approximately half way through its current 15-year authorization, 
EMP partners and others are giving increased thought to how the program might be modified 
as part of a reauthorization.  People are particularly interested in how the EMP could be 
changed to support ecosystem planning and achievement of systemwide management goals.  
Many resource managers are urging that EMP reauthorization be linked to Congressional 
approval of any new navigation system improvements that may be recommended as a result 
of the Corps’ navigation feasibility study. 
 
 Last summer, environmental groups proposed amending the EMP to require development 
of a comprehensive plan (see Water Resources Development Act summary).  The proposal 
was not enacted and the program continues to operate under the basic authorities  
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established in its original legislation.  That legislation does not include a planning authority. 
 
 The EMP partners continue to consider critical issues, including the EMP’s potential 
planning function, alternatives for addressing the relationships between the river and its 
watershed, and the role of the EMP in comprehensive, multi-purpose management of the 
river.  Many of these issues will likely be addressed in the report to Congress, required under 
the EMP authorizing legislation.  A work group formed by the EMP Coordinating Committee 
to help develop the report has, for instance, recommended that the partnership consider 
endorsing the idea of adding a planning function to the EMP when the program is 
reauthorized.  The work group did not, however, describe the precise nature and scope of 
such a planning function and final recommendations regarding the future of the EMP are not 
expected until 1997. 
 
 Last year’s efforts to amend the EMP to require development of a comprehensive plan 
appear to have been more related to opportunity than to any judgment that the EMP is an 
ideally suited vehicle for such planning.  In fact, the reactions of the state EMP partners and 
others to the proposal indicate that many involved in river management have reservations 
about using a rather narrowly focused program to accomplish very broad planning or 
management objectives.   
 
 At the same time, there is a recognition that programs such as the EMP cannot and 
should not be implemented in isolation.  Consideration of potential modifications to the 
program as part of a reauthorization package will be essential to ensuring the EMP’s 
continued relevance as river management needs and objectives evolve.  As noted above, the 
EMP partners have yet to identify either consensus or individual agency recommendations 
regarding recommended changes.  It is certainly possible that the program could be modified 
but maintain its focus on resource monitoring and habitat restoration and maintenance.  It is 
also possible that the EMP could be significantly restructured and expanded to serve as an 
umbrella for more integrated management of the system’s full range of human uses and 
natural resources.  Such a change would require not only increased authorities and resources 
for the program, but also an expansion of the partnership that guides its implementation.  It 
is, of course, also possible that the program’s authorization will not be extended beyond 
fiscal year 2002.  This would undoubtedly be viewed by many as a significant departure by 
Congress from its 1986 recognition of the Upper Mississippi as both a “nationally significant 
ecosystem and a nationally significant commercial navigation system.” 
 
 
UMRCC Ecosystem Management Initiative 
 
 In December 1993 the Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee (UMRCC) 
published a “call to action” entitled Facing the Threat:  An Ecosystem Management Strategy 
for the Upper Mississippi River System.  The report was prepared by an ad-hoc committee 
which the UMRCC formed expressly for the purpose of developing a document that would 
promote the ecosystem management concept.  While the report does not recommend  
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a particular management strategy, it calls for a coordinated multi-agency effort to design such 
a plan. 
 
 The UMRCC, composed primarily of field level biologists and resource managers, 
currently has pilot planning processes underway for 3 pools (Pools 8, 13, and 25), as well as 
a stretch of the open river below St. Louis.  The purpose of these pilots is to more fully 
develop the concept of how ecosystem management might be applied at both pool and 
systemwide scales.  The UMRCC is limiting these pilot efforts to the consideration of natural 
resource issues, leaving other aspects of river management (e.g., navigation, flood control, 
and recreation) to be addressed separately.  Similarly, the UMRCC is concentrating its initial 
efforts on the “bluff to bluff” area rather than the entire basin.  At the same time, the 
UMRCC explicitly acknowledges that a comprehensive ecosystem management strategy for 
the Upper Mississippi River will ultimately have to integrate multiple uses and address the 
connection between the river and its watershed.  As its next step, the UMRCC plans to 
combine the reports from its pilot efforts together with the results of an ecosystem 
management questionnaire completed by river scientists and natural resource managers.  The 
product will be a document that describes systemwide goals and objectives for the 
management of Upper Mississippi River fish and wildlife resources. 
 
 The UMRCC ecosystem management effort was generally endorsed by the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin Association when it was first initiated in May 1993.  In April 1994, 
the Association published Alternative Mechanisms for Formulating an Ecosystem 
Management Strategy for the Upper Mississippi River as a discussion draft, intended to 
stimulate dialogue on how ecosystem planning might best be accomplished.  The report was 
developed at the UMRCC’s request and describes a number of potential frameworks for 
developing an ecosystem management strategy for the river.  Neither the UMRBA nor the 
UMRCC has advocated adoption of any of the alternatives detailed in the report. 
 
 Facing the Threat has served a valuable function in fostering dialogue within the river 
management community regarding ecosystem management and the river’s future.  Of 
particular significance, it has stimulated discussion regarding whether an ecosystem plan 
should first be developed exclusively for natural resources and then later reconciled with 
economic uses of the system, or whether the entire system, including its human use 
components, should be addressed more holistically from the start.  There are clear 
advantages and disadvantages to both approaches.  A narrower plan focused on natural 
resources will be viewed with suspicion by many outside of the resource management 
community.  At the same time, preparing such a plan is by itself a daunting task, without the 
significant additional challenge of addressing competing uses.  From the perspective of 
parity, UMRCC members note that single purpose planning is done for many other river 
uses, including navigation, flood control, and recreation.  Rather than continuing to have 
environmental issues considered only in a secondary fashion as part of planning done for 
these other purposes, the UMRCC is proposing to develop an Upper Mississippi ecosystem 
plan for the first time. 
 
 At present, the UMRCC’s ecosystem initiative remains an ad-hoc volunteer effort.  
While the individual participants are certainly dedicated, this will likely limit the scope of  

 19 



 

the ultimate product.  It may also limit buy-in from the UMRCC’s member agencies, as well 
as from the broader community of river managers and users.  To-date, however, the initiative 
has enjoyed enthusiastic participation from state resource managers.  The UMRCC’s work is 
also being coordinated with the ecosystem initiatives of the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Biological Service (see Department of the Interior summary). 
 
 
Corps of Engineers Navigation Study 
 
 In 1993, the Corps of Engineers initiated a feasibility study of the Upper Mississippi 
River and Illinois Rivers to assess the need for navigation capacity expansion and the impacts 
of various potential navigation improvements, including additional lock capacity.  According 
to current estimates, the study will cost approximately $46 million, of which $19.5 million 
will be devoted to environmental studies.  The study is scheduled for completion in 1999, at 
which time it is expected that Congressional authorization will be sought for expanded locks, 
most likely in the lower reaches. 
 
 Although the navigation study is being conducted under the Corps of Engineers’ 
authority to review and recommend modifications to projects which it has constructed 
(Section 216 of the Flood Control Act of 1970), several forums have been established to 
facilitate the input of other federal agencies and states.  A Navigation Environmental 
Coordination Committee provides guidance on the environmental studies while an 
Economics Coordination Committee and an Engineering Coordination Committee provide 
similar opportunities for input into other elements of the analysis.  In addition, a Governors 
Liaison Committee, comprised of representatives appointed by each of the five basin state 
Governors, offers the states an additional forum for sharing their views on the study as a 
whole. 
 
 Since the study’s inception, the states, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency have maintained that the Corps has an obligation to fully 
evaluate the “without project condition,” including assessing the environmental impacts of 
operation and maintenance of the existing system.  The adequacy of this evaluation remains a 
serious point of contention.  Last fall, the Corps and the state and federal resource agencies 
identified additional elements that could be added to the study to assess the impacts of 
continuing to operate the current system.  However, in March 1995 the Corps issued an 
opinion that its obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) can be 
satisfied with minor modifications to the study plan rather than additional data collection. 
 
 Perhaps nothing is so illustrative of the complexities and challenges inherent in managing 
the Upper Mississippi for multiple purposes as the ongoing navigation study.  The study 
and its ultimate recommendations will have potentially profound implications not only 
for the future of the navigation system, but for the many other river uses and resources 
that are influenced by commercial navigation.  It is precisely this interconnectedness 
of effects that brings both challenges and opportunities with the navi- 
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gation study.  It makes completing a balanced navigation study a tremendously complex task, 
but may also afford an opportunity to address some long-standing issues. 
 
 Controversies surrounding the study highlight differences among agencies in their 
perspectives on the applicable law, the range of individual agency authority and discretion, 
and the substance of the issues under investigation.  The Corps of Engineers, for example, 
acknowledges that issues of cumulative impacts and “future-without project conditions” 
must be addressed in the system environmental impact statement (EIS), but maintains that 
doing so does not require additional scientific studies.  Conversely, representatives of several 
state and federal resource agencies have argued that it will not be possible to comply with 
NEPA’s EIS requirements without the additional studies. 
 
 The navigation study also serves as a vivid reminder that the Upper Mississippi’s natural 
resources and human uses continue to be managed in a largely isolated and incremental 
fashion.  While there are requirements to consider the impacts of a proposed action on the 
resource base and other uses of the system, there is no requirement or mechanism to engage 
in truly comprehensive, integrated planning for the river’s future.  This is enormously 
frustrating to many river managers and other interested parties and is no doubt partially 
responsible for their criticisms of the navigation study.  Many people have called upon the 
Corps of Engineers to undertake such comprehensive planning in the context of its 
navigation study.  The Corps has variously maintained that it lacks the necessary authority; 
that it could do such planning, but only on a cost-shared basis; and that such a plan, if 
undertaken, would have to be placed on a separate track from the navigation study. 
 
 The Corps’ Governors Liaison Committee remains the only ongoing body for 
interagency consultation on the overall navigation study, but it does not include 
representatives of the other federal agencies.  It remains to be seen what role this committee 
will play in resolving controversies related to the study. 
 
 
Corps of Engineers Floodplain Management Assessment 
 
 In February 1994, at the direction of Congress, the Corps of Engineers initiated an 18-
month assessment of floodplain use, floodplain management, and flood control along the 
Upper Mississippi and Lower Missouri Rivers.  The effort, which is described as “broad and 
conceptual,” was completed in June 1995 with the release of a final report. 
 
 The assessment relied primarily on existing data and models to evaluate alternative 
structural and nonstructural actions, describe varying outputs from alternative uses of 
floodplain resources, identify critical facilities in need of protection, and examine differences 
in federal flood control cost-sharing on the upper and lower portions of the Mississippi River. 
 
 The states provided input into the Corps’ assessment through the UMRBA’s State 
Floodplain Management Work Group as well as their participation in meetings sponsored by 
the Corps.  In general, the states have cautioned that the limited time, large geographic  
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scope, and modest funding ($4.3 million) of the study presented significant constraints on 
what could be accomplished.  In addition, the decision to confine the evaluation exclusively 
to 1993 flood conditions limits its applicability to other shorter duration and greater 
frequency events.  While the assessment acknowledges the need for more extensive 
modeling, the study itself does not satisfy the need floodplain managers have identified for a 
comprehensive evaluation of the existing flood control system using new unsteady state 
hydraulic models. 
 
 The Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee recommended that the 
Corps’ assessment be redirected to develop an “Upper Mississippi River and Tributaries 
system plan,” which would integrate existing facilities into a comprehensive flood damage 
reduction system.  Senator Simon (IL) drafted legislative language that would have provided 
the Congressional redirection necessary to implement this recommendation.  However, 
Simon’s legislation was not enacted by the 103rd Congress; and the assessment was 
completed under the original authorizing language, which was enacted as part of the Corps’ 
FY 94 appropriations bill. 
 
 The 1993 flood and the subsequent reviews, studies, and interest group proposals have all 
served to significantly raise the profile of floodplain management issues on the Upper 
Mississippi.  Proposals for how best to respond to and recover from the flooding have varied 
widely, ranging from restoration of upland wetlands and reduction of floodplain agriculture 
to increased levee heights to protect existing human uses of the floodplain and encourage 
further economic development.  Not surprisingly, these various proposals have both strong 
proponents and vocal critics, each prepared to cite widely divergent studies, models, and 
estimates in support of their position.  To the extent that the Corps’ Floodplain Management 
Assessment is seen as providing valid analyses of some of these proposals from a scientific 
and programmatic basis, it will serve a valuable function. 
 
 The floodplain assessment was a somewhat unusual undertaking for the Corps.  
Typically, the Corps’ studies are linked to particular projects, either in terms of assessing a 
potential project or evaluating an existing one.  In contrast, the Corps’ directive here was to 
evaluate the overall efficacy of a patchwork of flood control measures and policies, many of 
which are external to the Corps.  As a result, the findings presented in the Corps’ report vary 
in specificity and in the level of supporting documentation provided. 
 
 There are no explicit recommendations in the assessment.  It instead consists of a series 
of findings regarding the flood itself as well as the projected outcomes from a series of 
hypothetical policy and project alternatives that the Corps explored, using 1993 flood 
conditions as the base case.  From a river management perspective, perhaps what is most 
striking about these findings is the complexity of the current flood control system and the 
fact that virtually any modification to it has the potential to alleviate flooding for some while 
exacerbating it for others.  In addition, changes to the flood control system have significant 
potential impacts on natural resources, insurance and disaster relief costs, and local 
economies.  These factors will undoubtedly make proposals for systemic changes to flood 
control, and floodplain management policies more generally, quite controversial. 
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Department of the Interior Ecosystem Initiatives 
 
 Under the leadership of Interior Secretary Babbitt and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
Director Beattie, the FWS is currently in the midst of restructuring its existing programs and 
policies to better support an ecosystem approach to resource management.  The first phase of 
this new ecosystem focus involved identifying the resources that are currently being used to 
address various Service priorities and then evaluating how they can more successfully work 
in combination.  As necessary, resources are now being refocused to support overall 
ecosystem goals rather than isolated program objectives. 
 
 The FWS released a memorandum in March 1994 describing its ecosystem approach to 
fish and wildlife conservation and identifying a preliminary set of 52 ecosystem units.  One 
of the ecosystems identified was the “Upper Mississippi River/Tall Grass Prairie.”  
Subsequently, the 52 units were evaluated to determine which should receive priority 
emphasis; and Director Beattie selected the Upper Mississippi River ecosystem as one of the 
Service’s 18 priority ecosystems nationwide.  By October 1, 1995, the Service will be more 
aligned along geographic boundaries and will begin fine tuning its ecosystem plans and 
involving partners. 
 
 At this point, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s ecosystem management initiative is largely 
internal to its own programs and functions, though the Service is making a strong effort to 
coordinate its initiative with other agencies.  There is a growing interest in having the FWS, 
or the Interior Department (DOI) more generally, assume a more formal leadership role in 
bringing together other federal agencies and the states for the purpose of developing an 
ecosystem management strategy for the basin.  The Mississippi River proposal contained in 
the Senate Environment Committee’s 1994 Clean Water Act reauthorization bill took a 
legislative approach to making this happen.  The Interagency Floodplain Management 
Review Committee has recommended, in a more general way, that DOI take on this role, 
presumably within existing authority. 
 
 In addition, there is interest in having the recently created National Biological Service 
(NBS) take on a greater role in providing scientific information to support ecosystem 
management efforts.  The Environmental Management Technical Center (EMTC) has 
developed a proposal for additional NBS funding to “enhance its product development and 
expand the [Long Term Resource Monitoring] program’s efforts to link with watershed and 
basin scale investigations….and implement a scientific plan of action that has an ecosystem 
focus.”  In particular, one of the EMTC’s proposed tasks is “in cooperation with Federal, 
State, and non-governmental Partners, [to] design an adaptive ecosystem management 
program for the Upper Mississippi River System.”  NBS has provided FY 94 and FY 95 
funding for some specific EMTC projects, including development of a contaminant database,  
support for habitat gap analysis in the Upper Midwest, and providing electronic access to 
Mississippi River data collected during the 1993 flood. 
 
 Nationwide, resource management and environmental protection agencies at both the 
state and federal levels are exhibiting increased interest in ecosystem approaches.  This is a 
potentially important trend for the Upper Mississippi River and other large resources,  
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which have often received a relatively low priority under more traditional management 
approaches.  By its very nature, ecosystem management is designed to look across political, 
institutional, and programmatic boundaries; consider the relationship of a large system to its 
constituent parts; and employ an integrated approach to managing natural resources and 
human uses. 
 
 It remains to be seen how the Fish and Wildlife Service and National Biological 
Service’s ecosystem management initiatives will affect their activities on the Upper 
Mississippi.  In an era of declining agency budgets and personnel, new initiatives must 
almost inevitably contend with pressure within the agency and from its constituencies to 
retain existing programs, functions, and structures.  In addition to these pressures, one major 
determinant of the FWS and NBS’s success will be the extent to which their approaches and 
priorities mesh with those of other river management agencies, facilitating collaborative, 
interagency actions.  Personnel from both the FWS and NBS are pursuing such collaborative 
approaches.  For example, they are participating actively in the pool-level ecosystem 
planning pilots sponsored by the Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee. 
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Chapter 3 
 

UMRBA Response: 
 

Developing a Vision for River Management 
 
 
Responding to Individual Proposals 
 
 As the states’ forum for addressing regional issues related to the Upper Mississippi River, 
the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association has responded directly to several of the recent 
calls for change in river management.  These responses have taken the form of reports, letters 
of comment, and testimony and have been directed to a variety of audiences, including 
specific agencies, interagency groups, and Congressional committees, as well as the broader 
river management community.  The UMRBA’s responses to specific studies, initiatives, and 
proposals include the following: 
 

• December 9, 1992 — comments on the Upper Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway 
System Navigation Study Initial Project Management Plan 

 
• December 20, 1993 — comments on the Interagency Floodplain Management Review 

Committee’s December 1, 1993 draft mission statement and a summary of issues that 
the Association’s State Floodplain Management Work Group recommended the 
Committee address 

 
• ¥March 15, 1994 — recommendations to the Interagency Floodplain Management 

Review Committee regarding potential legislative and administrative policy changes as 
well as areas needing further study 

 
• April 1994 — a discussion paper entitled Alternative Mechanisms for Formulating an 

Ecosystem Management Strategy for the Upper Mississippi River; prepared in response 
to a request from the Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee 

 
• June 6, 1994 — letter of comment on the Interagency Floodplain Management Review 

Committee’s May 26, 1994 draft report, Sharing the Challenge:  Floodplain 
Management into the 21st Century 

 
• September 16, 1994 — comments on S. 2418, the Floodplain Management, 

Environmental Restoration, and Recreation Act of 1994, including its provisions 
related to comprehensive planning on the Upper Mississippi River 

 
• April 14, 1995 — letter to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Division Commander 

articulating the states’ views on the timing of the required report to Congress for the 
Environmental Management Program, and on the appropriate means of developing the 
report 
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• May 25, 1995 — letter of comment on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft Floodplain 

Management Assessment 
 
Developing a Guiding Vision 
 
 It is undeniably important for the Association to express its views on specific issues and 
proposals in a direct and timely fashion.  However, faced with so many calls for change over 
the past year, the Governors’ appointees to the UMRBA also recognize the need for a clear 
and comprehensive articulation of the states’ views on how the river should be managed.  For 
without such an overall vision, the Association and its member states risk assuming a purely 
reactive posture as others pursue fundamental changes.   
 
 In the spring of 1994, the Association Representatives agreed to a general strategy for 
developing a collective river management vision.  The strategy called for close consultation 
among the Representatives as well as dialogue with the broader community of river interests, 
including state and federal agency personnel and representatives of local government, 
industry, environmental groups, and the general public.   
 
 The five states held a strategic planning meeting on August 8-9, 1994.  This meeting 
afforded an opportunity for the UMRBA Representatives to reflect upon the future of river 
programs and institutions.  While several pending proposals and initiatives were discussed, 
the emphasis was not on these specifics, but rather on defining the underpinnings of the 
states’ fundamental vision for the river.  Through their discussions, the Representatives 
identified a basic set of river management principles to which they could all subscribe.  
These principles were purposefully broad in nature, articulating the core characteristics that 
any future management framework should possess without endorsing any specific framework 
as yet.  This was in keeping with the states’ commitment to engage in an open dialogue with 
the larger river community before advocating any major institutional or programmatic 
changes.  The full text of these principles is provided on page 50.  In general, they call for: 
 

• Environmental and economic sustainability 
 
• Multi-objective management 
 
• An appropriate balance of power between the basin states and the federal government 
 
• Development and implementation of a common vision by all river interests 
 
• Utilization of an integrated data collection and monitoring system to inform 

management decisions 
 
• Action-oriented planning and outcome-based management objectives 
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 A considerable portion of the August strategic planning meeting was also devoted to 
scoping a major conference designed to involve the entire community of river managers and 
interests in considering future management needs.  The Association Representatives placed a 
priority on fostering dialogue among participants with a wide range of perspectives on 
management issues and options.  Toward that end, the conference was widely publicized and 
the importance of prospective attendees’input to the states was emphasized.   
 
 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Management Conference was held in 
Minneapolis/St. Paul on November 29-30, 1994, with financial assistance from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Participants 
included more than 170 representatives of federal, state, and local agencies; industry; Native 
American communities; academic institutions; environmental groups; and private citizens.  
The agenda was designed to provide basic information about river management and to 
encourage the exchange of perspectives among all participants.  A plenary session covered 
the history of management of the Upper Mississippi River Basin, strengths and weaknesses 
of the current system, and options for enhancing river basin management.  A series of break 
out groups allowed conference attendees to explore specific institutional alternatives in more 
detail.  (See Appendix D for a complete conference agenda and a list of attendees.) 
 
 
Evaluating Institutional Alternatives 
 
 To facilitate the exploration of Upper Mississippi River management issues and options, 
the UMRBA Representatives identified six institutional alternatives to provide a basis for 
dialogue at the conference.  These alternatives were by no means intended to limit 
discussion, and were not put forth as the only options that would be considered by the states.  
Instead, they were explicitly described as an attempt to illustrate the range and diversity of 
approaches that have been employed to meet the challenge of managing water resources 
within a hydrologic context.  The options capture the spectrum from informal 
decentralization to centralized authority.  They include relatively recent approaches as well 
as management structures that have long histories in other parts of the country.  (See pages 
30-34 for brief descriptions of the six alternatives explored at the conference.) 
 
 As one would anticipate, conference participants expressed a wide range of perspectives 
regarding the current management system on the Upper Mississippi as well as potential 
alternatives to it.  Common themes included the need for enhanced interagency coordination 
and more balanced management of the river’s diverse resources.  The challenge of 
connecting management of a resource as large as the Upper Mississippi River to management 
of its even larger watershed was widely acknowledged, as was the importance of linking 
planning to implementation.  Many participants discussed the need for the river’s managers 
and users to develop a common vision and collective commitment to its long term 
sustainability.  Conference attendees also shared valuable insights into the feasibility and 
desirability of pursuing the various institutional alternatives under discussion.  They drew 
upon experiences in this region as well as direct knowledge of how those alternatives have 
worked in other parts of the country.  After the conference, UMRBA staff and conference 
facilitators captured much of this input in a summary of the group discussion sessions.  This 
summary is included in Appendix E. 
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Institutional Alternatives for River Basin Management 

 
 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Within Existing Management Framework 
 
 Federal, state, and local water resource agencies possess a broad range of planning, 
regulatory, construction, land management, and operational authorities.  It can be argued that 
the challenge is to employ creative new means for exercising those authorities in tandem.  
Perhaps no new institutions or programs need to be created, if relatively modest changes can 
be made to facilitate intergovernmental cooperation and co-management opportunities.  
Intergovernmental agreements to achieve objectives such as permit unification or uniform 
fish consumption advisories are frequently possible within the confines of existing agency 
authorities.  In many cases, legislative action would not be required, with perhaps the 
exception of federal agencies that lack an organic authority to engage in joint management 
ventures.  Impediments to intergovernmental cooperation may be largely political and 
cultural rather than legal. 
 
 
Interagency Partnership  (Coastal America) 
 
 While there are numerous and varied mechanisms for providing informal interagency 
coordination, one of the most notable is Coastal America.  Initiated in 1991 as a multi-agency 
effort to address environmental problems in coastal areas of the United States.  Coastal 
America brings together a variety of different federal agencies, all with separate authorities, 
missions, and resources, to work with state and local governments on specific environmental 
projects.  The hallmark of Coastal America is its emphasis on action-oriented problem 
solving, demonstrable results, use of existing authorities, and coordination among agencies 
with natural resource stewardship responsibilities and those with responsibility for 
infrastructure development and maintenance.  It is not a “program” so much as a 
“mechanism.” 
 
 A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the most recent of which was executed on 
July 12, 1994, outlines the goals and operational framework.  The MOU defines the primary 
focus of Coastal America to be habitat loss and degradation, nonpoint source pollution, and 
contaminated sediments.  The federal agencies which signed the MOU and thus comprise the 
federal partnership are: the Departments of Agriculture, Air Force, Army, Commerce, 
Defense, Energy, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, Navy, and Transportation, and 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
 Coastal America policy is formulated at the national level by a subcabinet-level com-
mittee of representatives from each of the federal signatory agencies, called the Principals 
Group, and a National Implementation Team, comprised of senior level representatives from 
the partner agencies.  Coastal America planning occurs at the regional level, where 
interagency Regional Implementation Teams in nine coastal regions develop strategic action 
plans to address specific local problems, including a working list of priority projects  
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for which they have pledged to develop interagency partnerships.  Working with the states, 
the regional teams have also developed region-specific action strategies to provide thematic 
guidance for their future work.  Project implementation occurs at the local level.  Within each 
region, site-specific coastal problems are addressed through the cooperative efforts of 
federal, state, local, private, and public participants.  These local efforts range from removing 
obstructions to fish migration and constructing wetlands to reducing agricultural nonpoint 
source pollution from fertilizers and stabilizing eroding shorelines. 
 
 Coastal America has initiated over 110 projects in 26 states, two territories, and the 
District of Columbia.  Matching funding by non-federal partners is strongly encouraged, with 
an original goal of 25 percent of project costs.  However, during Coastal America’s first year, 
over 50 percent of total project costs were provided by non-federal sponsors.  Nonfederal 
contributions on individual projects range from 0 to 95 percent.  None of the federal funding 
devoted to Coastal America projects is “new” money.  Rather, it is part of existing agency 
program and project budgets. 
 
 
Regional Cooperative Agreement  (Chesapeake Bay Program) 
 
 The Chesapeake Bay restoration program had its origin in 1975 when Congress directed 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to conduct a comprehensive study of the -
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries.  Findings and recommendations from that research 
program laid the foundation for the first Chesapeake Bay Agreement signed in 1983.  In that 
agreement, the governments of Virginia, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and the District of 
Columbia; the Chesapeake Bay Commission (a tri-state legislative body); and the EPA 
agreed to develop and implement coordinated plans “to improve and protect the water quality 
and living resources of the Chesapeake Bay estuarine system.”  The 1983 Agreement 
established a three-part organizational structure, including (1) the Chesapeake Executive 
Council to assess and oversee the implementation of coordinated plans to improve and 
protect the water quality and living resources of the Bay; (2) an Implementation Committee, 
appointed by the Executive Council, to coordinate technical matters and the development and 
evaluation of management plans; and (3) an EPA Liaison Office to support the restoration 
program. 
 
 A second agreement was signed in 1987, expanding the previous agreement with 29 
commitments in 6 categories:  living resources; water quality; population growth and 
development; public information, education, and participation; public access; and 
governance.  One of the most noteworthy commitments was a 40 percent reduction by the 
year 2000 in the amounts of nitrogen and phosphorous reaching the Bay.  Also in 1987, 
Section 117 was added to the Clean Water Act, establishing EPA’s current authority to 
continue the Chesapeake Bay Program.  Most recently, in 1992, the 1987 agreement was 
amended, increasing the emphasis on the bay’s tributaries. 
 
 Under Section117 of the Clean Water Act, the EPA is responsible for collecting and 
disseminating information, coordinating federal and state water quality efforts, describing  
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sediment fate and transport, and determining the impacts of environmental changes on the 
bay’s living resources.  The EPA also administers a grant program under which states receive 
up to 50 percent federal funding to implement various measures in support of the Chesapeake 
Bay Program. 
 
 
Title II River Basin Commission 
 
 The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-80) authorized the establishment of 
a federal cabinet-level Water Resources Council (WRC) and federal-state regional 
institutions called river basin commissions.  While that law has not been utilized for the past 
thirteen years, it was never repealed and could, theoretically, be utilized to establish a river 
basin commission. 
 
 Under the provisions of Title II of the 1965 Act, the President can establish a river basin 
commission by Executive Order upon the request of the WRC or a state.  The Act requires 
the concurrence of WRC and at least half of the states in the area, basin, or group of basins 
before establishment of such commissions.  The President is to appoint the chairman and 
representatives from each federal agency with substantial interest in the work of the 
commission.  Each state in the basin is to be represented by a member appointed by the 
Governor. 
 
 Title II river basin commissions were largely planning organizations, with no regulatory, 
construction, or management authority.  Under the Act, the statutory duties of a commission 
are: 
 

• To serve as the principal agency for coordination of federal, state, interstate, local, and 
nongovernmental plans for water and related land resources development in the basin; 

 
• To prepare and keep up-to-date a comprehensive, coordinated, joint plan for 

development of the water and related land resources of the basin, including an 
evaluation of alternative means of achieving optimum development and 
recommendations with respect to individual projects; 

 
• To recommend priorities for data collection and analysis and for investigation, 

planning, and construction of projects; and 
 
• To foster and undertake studies necessary to prepare its comprehensive plan. 
 

 Seven Title II river basin commissions were established, including one for the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin in 1972.  They were abolished by Presidential Executive Order in 
1981, as was the WRC. 
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Federal-Interstate Compact  (Delaware River Basin Commission) 
 
 Compacts among states or among states and the federal government typically cede 
authority of the signatory partners to a commission.  They are legally binding agreements 
requiring ratification by both the U.S. Congress and the legislatures of the signatory states.  
Even if the federal government is not a party to the agreement, Congressional consent is 
typically required for states to enter into such compacts.  While compacts are most 
commonly used to allocate water, they can be designed to address a variety of water 
management needs. 
 
 The Delaware River Basin Compact was the first interstate water compact to which the 
United States was a signatory party.  The origin of the compact was a 1931 U.S. Supreme 
Court decision in New Jersey vs. New York that allocated water from the upper Delaware 
River to a water supply reservoir for New York City.  The four states of the Delaware River 
basin — New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware — and the federal government 
began negotiating the compact in 1955 and it was approved by the four state legislatures and 
Congress in 1961. 
 
 The compact created the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) with 
representatives from each of the four states and a federal representative appointed by the 
President.  DRBC has broad authority to develop plans and projects to manage the water 
resources of the basin, including water supply, pollution control, flood control, watershed 
management, recreation, and hydroelectric power.  The DRBC was granted the power of 
eminent domain and the power to borrow money and issue bonds, but cannot pledge the 
credit of any party to the compact. 
 
 The compact directs the DRBC to develop a comprehensive river basin plan that includes 
specific water projects.  The plan, and generally any actions taken by DRBC must be 
approved by a majority vote of commission members.  Conformity with the approved plan is 
then used as the basis for review and approval of federal and non-federal projects that affect 
water resources. 
 
 DRBC has general authority to allocate surface and ground waters in the basin, largely in 
accordance with a 1954 U.S. Supreme Court decision.  In addition, DRBC has regulatory 
powers to control withdrawals and diversions from surface and ground waters.  With 
unanimous consent of the members, DRBC can assume emergency water supply powers to 
direct water withdrawals or reservoir releases during a drought or flood.  The DRBC is also 
authorized to regulate water quality in accordance with the comprehensive plan and issue 
orders to comply with its water pollution regulations. 
 
 
Public Management Corporation  (Tennessee Valley Authority) 
 
 The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) is unique among basin management institutions 
in that it is an independent public management corporation.  Created by Congress in  
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1933, TVA has broad powers to operate government-owned property, improve navigation in 
the Tennessee Valley, and control floods in the Tennessee and Mississippi River basins.  A 
three-member full-time board, whose members are appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate, directs TVA’s water and related land resources programs.  The states in the 
region have an advisory role. 
 
 Under the 1933 act and its amendments, TVA has a mandate to carry out an electric 
power program; a fertilizer program; and navigation, flood control, and watershed 
conservation programs.  Congress authorized TVA to construct and operate dams and 
reservoirs in the Tennessee River and its tributaries to maintain a nine foot channel from 
Knoxville, Tennessee to the mouth of the river.  TVA was also given regulatory powers, 
which include requiring TVA approval for any structures affecting navigation, flood control, 
or public lands, as well as regulation of activities that affect TVA reservoirs. 
 
 In its role as a regional economic development agency, TVA’s activities initially focused 
on constructing water resources development projects.  Development and operation of a 
regional power system, based at first on hydropower, but now including coal-fired and 
nuclear plants as well, continues to be TVA’s primary focus.  However, its role in a broad 
range of water management issues, including water quality and watershed conservation 
activities, has increased.  Revenues from power sales pay for operating the power system, the 
cost of which was $3.3 billion in 1993.  TVA’s non-power programs are funded primarily by 
annual Congressional appropriations.  Appropriations were $135 million in 1993. 
 
 
Charting a Course of Action 
 
 In follow-up to the conference, the Association provided time at its December 1, 1994 
and February 16, 1995 quarterly meetings for its federal advisory members and others to 
share additional perspectives.  The views expressed at those meetings were largely consistent 
with those articulated at the conference itself.  At the February meeting, federal agencies 
were specifically asked to discuss issues related to their potential participation in a joint state-
federal organization as voting members.  None of the federal agency personnel in attendance 
strongly encouraged such a change in structure, though they each emphasized that their 
comments did not represent an official agency position.  The federal agencies represented at 
the meeting included the Army Corps of Engineers, Department of the Interior, Department 
of Transportation, Environmental Protection Agency, and Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 
 
 Since the conference, the Association representatives have held a series of conference 
calls and meetings to develop a joint package of conclusions and recommendations regarding 
future river management needs and options.  This report presents that package to the five 
Governors for their consideration.  The UMRBA representatives strongly believe that their 
conclusions and recommendations are consistent with the fundamental river manage- 
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ment principles that they identified at their August strategic planning meeting.  However, 
they believe equally strongly that their conclusions and recommendations have benefited 
immeasurably from the candid and insightful perspectives shared by other river managers 
and users. 
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Chapter 4 
 

Conclusions 
 
 
 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association’s process of evaluating management of 
the Upper Mississippi River Basin included an assessment of institutional arrangements that 
are employed in other regions of the country as well as general strategies that might hold 
promise for this region.  (The six alternatives which the Association chose to explore are 
described in Chapter 3 on pages 30-34.)  Exploring specific alternative options helped to 
sharpen the evaluation, open new possibilities, and challenge assumptions.  The purpose of 
this exercise was not to judge the merits of the alternatives themselves, but rather to evaluate 
the feasibility and utility of various institutional models in meeting the unique needs in this 
region.  The experience of those from other regions of the country and the insights of 
resource managers and stakeholders in this basin helped to shape the Association 
Representatives’ conclusions regarding six alternative institutional models: 
 
 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Within Existing Management Framework 

 
• The pursuit of intergovernmental cooperation agreements within the existing 

management framework offers promise for addressing some specific interstate and 
interagency issues on the Upper Mississippi River.  An example, which is currently in 
the process of being executed, is an agreement among the states regarding activities in 
the Upper Mississippi floodway.  However, such agreements themselves do not 
constitute an institutional mechanism for broader policy and planning collaboration. 

 
• The legal impediments to intergovernmental cooperative agreements are not entirely 

clear, especially when considered in the abstract rather than in the context of a specific 
proposal.  However, all parties to the agreement must obviously possess the authority 
to execute the terms of the agreement.  Many federal agencies may lack the necessary 
organic authority to engage in joint management ventures. 

 
• Intergovernmental agreements do not naturally and effortlessly emerge from a 

management structure in which individual agencies independently pursue their 
missions.  Therefore, successfully negotiating and administering the agreements 
depends, in part, upon leadership from existing interagency organizations such as the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Association. 

 
 

Interagency Partnership (Coastal America) 
 

• The Coastal America model is best suited to coordinating multiple agency actions and 
programs for accomplishing specific projects.  Such an implementation mecha- 
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• nism is less useful for addressing the broader intergovernmental policy and 
management problems we are seeking to remedy in the Upper Mississippi River Basin. 

 
• The Coastal America approach offers a useful means of coordinating federal activities.  

While it may be possible to incorporate states as full partners, Coastal America was 
not originally designed to do so. 

 
• The Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) which Coastal America employs are useful 

for articulating general cooperative relationships among agencies.  As such, they offer 
a promising tool for the Upper Mississippi River, even if they are not used within the 
established Coastal America framework nor for the same project-specific purposes.  
The states and federal agencies with management responsibilities on the river can 
utilize the philosophy and MOU instruments of Coastal America without having the 
program itself extended to inland rivers or the Upper Mississippi specifically. 

 
 

Regional Cooperative Agreement (Chesapeake Bay Program) 
 
• The Chesapeake Bay program had its origins in a single issue (water quality) and a 

single agency (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency).  This type of focus explains, 
in part, how that region has been able to successfully marshal additional resources.  
However, the institutional structure which emerged to administer the program is not 
particularly well-suited to more comprehensive multi-objective river management. 

 
• A coordinated watershed-based approach to water quality protection for the Upper 

Mississippi River would be beneficial.  However, special federal programs for specific 
regions, such as the Chesapeake Bay or Great Lakes, are losing political favor.  In 
addition, the five basin states have been reluctant to support a federally-driven 
geographic initiative for the river due in part to its potential to divert resources from 
the states’ base water quality protection programs. 

 
 

Title II River Basin Commission 
 
• In so far as the river basin commission model was designed to facilitate coordination 

of federal and state activities within a basin framework, it most closely resembles the 
institutional structure which this region needs. 

 
• Based upon past experience with a river basin commission, this region is familiar with 

both the strengths and weaknesses of such an organizational structure.  Its strengths 
include the fact that it accommodates multiple federal agencies and states and can 
therefore provide a forum for planning ventures that are beyond the geographic scope 
or specific mission of any single agency.  However, its weaknesses are that it is 
heavily dominated by federal agencies and does not have a clearly defined relationship 
to implementation actions. 
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• Establishment of a river basin commission as authorized in Title II of the 1965 Water 

Resources Planning Act (P.L. 89-80) would require employing legislation that was 
abandoned, but not repealed, fourteen years ago.  Furthermore, that law would need to 
be amended to respond to some of the identified weaknesses of those commissions and 
to clarify their relationship to the contemporary federal government structure.  In 
particular, the 1965 Act would require amendment to restructure commission 
membership, strengthen the Commission’s capacity to effectuate its decisions, and 
provide a source of federal financial support.  Congressional and Administration 
support for such a venture may be difficult to mobilize unless other river basins in the 
country express an interest in reviving these organizations and join in an effort to 
amend the national legislation. 

 
 

Federal-Interstate Compact (Delaware River Basin Commission) 
 
• Collective decision-making by a body which has representation from all the basin’s 

sovereign governing units has great appeal for some aspects of Upper Mississippi 
River management.  While compact commissions can be designed to address a variety 
of management issues, they are most frequently used for resolving water allocation 
disputes, an issue which is not particularly relevant to the Upper Mississippi. 

 
• Federal-interstate compacts require the parties to cede their authority, in part or in 

whole, to an independent body of which they are a member, but over which they do 
not have exclusive control.  Both the states and federal government are understandably 
reluctant to do so, particularly in the absence of irreconcilable controversies or crisis 
conditions. 

 
• From a practical standpoint, the development of conforming legislation in five 

different states and ratification by five state legislatures would be a significant 
challenge. 

 
 

Public Management Corporation (Tennessee Valley Authority) 
 
• Creation of a new government institution with specific management powers, similar to 

the Tennessee Valley Authority, would be a radical departure from the current system.  
As such, it is unlikely to enjoy the widespread political support that would be required 
to create and sustain it. 

 
• A public management corporation modeled after the one in the Tennessee Valley 

would be a creation of the federal government and thus not directly embody state or 
local interests.  Such an approach is inconsistent with the current trend and preference 
for downsizing the federal government and enhancing states’ capacity. 
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• The value of a TVA approach lies in its potential to integrate diverse single purpose 

management authorities into a unified multi-purpose mission.  While there may be 
merit to such consolidation for some of the operational and construction activities on 
the Upper Mississippi River, existing agency authorities would need to be displaced to 
avoid duplication of effort. 

 
• The sale of energy from hydroelectric and nuclear power facilities provides the 

primary source of financial support for the Tennessee Valley Authority.  There is no 
independent sustaining revenue stream on the Upper Mississippi River analogous to 
the power revenues of TVA. 

 
 

General Conclusions 
 
 In addition to the conclusions which were reached with regard to each of the six 
alternative institutional models, the Association Representatives have reached a variety of 
more general conclusions based on the discussions surrounding future management of the 
Upper Mississippi River.  These conclusions provide the cornerstone for the Representatives’ 
action recommendations presented in the following chapter. 
 

• Improvements to the existing institutional framework for intergovernmental 
coordination and collaborative management are needed.  Controversies, frustration, 
and distrust continue to hamper the ability of government institutions to effectively 
address the complexity of Upper Mississippi River resource issues and maximize the 
utility of existing programs. 

 
• There is no single forum to provide a regional context for management, whether it be a 

basin-wide or river system template.  The issue is not that the Upper Mississippi River 
lacks programs, projects, studies, regulatory authorities, and management activities 
with the potential for addressing many of the current problems.  Rather, there is no 
unifying principle nor focus for integrating those efforts.  Lack of a shared vision 
among the states and federal agencies, a mechanism for consensus-building, and a 
means of unifying economic and environmental decision-making is apparent. 

 
• All of the alternative institutional models that were evaluated appear to meet the needs 

for which they were designed, and are being successfully employed in other regions of 
the country or were once useful in this basin, as was the case with the river basin 
commission.  However, none of them are uniquely nor entirely well-suited to the 
contemporary Upper Mississippi River. 

 
• While wholesale adoption of an alternative institutional framework is not warranted, 

many of the models evaluated have features that could be useful in this region.  
Examples include interagency memoranda of understanding, intergovernmental 
cooperation agreements, and deliberative multi-agency commissions. 
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• The ingredients for success are present.  The Upper Mississippi River has a rich 

heritage of interstate and interagency collaboration and there is a shared regard for 
informal coordination mechanisms.  This affinity for collaborative forums was evident 
in 1981 when the five Governors chose to establish the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Association as a successor to the Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission.  While 
the Association has been a useful forum for interagency discussions, its effectiveness 
could be enhanced. 

 
• The federal government lacks a unified policy with regard to the Upper Mississippi 

River.  Established avenues for reconciliation of federal agency policies such as the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or the National Environmental Policy Act are not 
totally satisfactory mechanisms for involving the states.  As a result, there is an on-
going need for a forum in which federal agencies can engage the states as partners in 
river resource management decisions and policy debates.  However, it is unlikely that 
the federal government will take the initiative to create such a framework despite the 
fact that its value is widely recognized. 

 
• States have the capacity to shape management decisions on the Upper Mississippi 

River if they choose to actively exercise that influence.  There are, of course, legal, 
practical, and political limits to the scope and degree of their influence.  Yet states can 
play a stronger role in setting policy for the region.  Thinking strategically and acting 
collectively will be necessary. 

 
• Modest incremental reform that enhances the capacity of existing institutions to 

address current and future problems is both most appropriate and most feasible.  In 
contrast to other regions of the country, where crisis issues served as a catalyst for 
institutional reform, catastrophic resource problems are not clearly evident in the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin.  Nor are there expected to be either the financial 
resources, public support, or political will to create and sustain major new 
governmental institutions. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Recommendations 
 

 
 Based upon input from the November 1994 River Basin Management Conference and 
subsequent discussions with federal and state agency representatives, the Governors’ 
appointees to the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association (UMRBA) offer the following 
recommendations.  They are designed to address three fundamental needs:   
 

• State Leadership — enhancing the states’ capacity to influence management decisions 
on the Upper Mississippi River 

 
• Federal Partnership — increasing opportunities and means for federal/state policy 

coordination 
 
• Integrated Stewardship — integrating economic and environmental management 

decisions on a system-wide scale 
 
 
State Leadership 
 

 The Governors of the five basin states (Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
and Wisconsin) should execute a joint proclamation reaffirming the historical 
collaboration of their states on Upper Mississippi River management issues and 
their support of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association in particular.  
The proclamation should set forth the purpose and mission of the organization 
and identify the relationship of the individual states to the organization.  In 
addition, each of the Governors should confirm their appointee to the 
Association and establish a means of involving all relevant agencies within the 
state in the activities and deliberations of the interstate group. 

 
 
 When the federally-authorized Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission was 
terminated by Presidential Executive Order in 1981, the Governors of the five Upper 
Mississippi River states signed a joint resolution expressing their desire to continue 
“an interstate organization to maintain communication and cooperation among the states on 
matters related to water resources planning and management.”  However, that resolution was 
conceptual in nature and did not in and of itself constitute a founding document for any 
particular institution.  Later that year, those individuals who represented the Governors on 
the former Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission signed Articles of Association which 
established the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association. 
 
 In 1983, the Governors of all basin states, with the exception of Missouri, issued 
individual Executive Orders reaffirming their states’ membership in the UMRBA, endors- 
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ing the Articles of Association signed in 1981, and directing state agencies to assist and 
cooperate with the Association.  While the language of each of the Executive Orders was 
similar, the order issue by Governor Thompson conditioned Illinois’ reaffirmation on the 
effectuation of comparable executive orders in each of the other basin states.  (See Appendix 
B for copies of the 1981 resolution and 1983 Executive Orders.) 
 
 These gubernatorial Executive Orders were intended to respond to three issues which 
were of concern at that time.  First, Congressional leaders were seeking assurances that the 
states in the Upper Mississippi River Basin had a viable interstate organization upon which 
Congress could confer responsibility in the legislation authorizing the Environmental 
Management Program.  Second, in the absence of a state statutory basis for the UMRBA, it 
was not clear that state appropriations could be used for UMRBA dues.  And third, declaring 
the UMRBA as an “instrumentality of the state” was viewed as a means of insuring the 
organization’s federal tax exempt status. 
 
 The series of various founding and supporting documents for the UMRBA have thus far 
provided sufficient institutional underpinnings for conducting the affairs of the organization.  
However, if the stature and vigor of the organization are to be enhanced, the Governors 
should publicly declare their collective vision for management of the river system and 
reassert the states’ leadership position in that management system.  Furthermore, given the 
broad range of environmental and economic issues which the UMRBA is expected to 
address, it should be made clear that all agencies of the state are full participants in its 
deliberations.  The credibility of the organization sometimes suffers as a result of the 
perception that its Governor-appointees represent only the views of the particular state 
agency for which they work. 
 
 

 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should prepare and submit an 
Annual Report to the Governors.  That report should describe the organization’s 
activities over the past year, identify future opportunities for enhanced 
coordination and collaboration, evaluate impediments to change, and set forth 
key issue areas for emphasis in the next year. 

 
 
 In the first seven years of the UMRBA’s existence, an annual report was prepared largely 
as a means of describing the organization’s purpose and achievements to interested outside 
parties and providing public documentation of the organization’s financial statements.  As 
interest and demand for that document waned, its publication was discontinued in 1989. 
 
 Reinstituting the practice of preparing an annual report could provide a direct means of 
communication with and accountability to the Governors.  If tailored, in part, as a decision 
tool for the Governors, it would offer a routine mechanism for both updating the Governors 
and consulting with them on major policy and strategic decisions.  Furthermore, such a report 
could provide an avenue for sharing the states’ collective views on contemporary regional 
issues with the broader community of federal and local management agencies, stakeholder 
groups, and the public at large. 
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 Through proclamation of the Governors, the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Association should assert its role as the primary clearinghouse for state review 
and comment on federal water-related management activities in the basin.  Such 
oversight would extend to all federal projects, studies, program initiatives, and 
annual budget proposals with direct and systemwide implications for the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin. 

 
 
 Since its creation, the UMRBA has served as a forum for information-sharing and 
discussion of federal river-related activities.  However, its purview has been limited not by 
any particular constraints of its charter, but largely as a result of the states’ own choice to 
focus on a relatively narrow set of issues.  For example, the UMRBA has annually evaluated 
and summarized the President’s budget proposals for the five agencies with primary 
responsibility for river management.  However, the UMRBA rarely chooses to submit its 
views on those proposals directly to the Office of Management and Budget or to the U.S. 
Congress as it considers annual agency appropriations.  The primary exception is the 
Environmental Management Program (EMP) administered by the Corps of Engineers.  Given 
the UMRBA’s historical involvement in this program and the legislative mandate that the 
Association serve as the “caretaker of the Master Plan” which launched the EMP, the basin 
states have utilized the UMRBA as their primary vehicle for expressing their collective views 
on EMP policy and budgetary matters.  The UMRBA has appeared before Congressional 
appropriations subcommittees every year since 1986 in support of funding for the EMP.  In 
the early years of the program, the Association’s efforts were instrumental in achieving 
increased funding beyond that proposed in the President’s budget; and, more recently, the 
UMRBA’s support has been credited with sustaining the full authorized annual funding level 
of $19.5 million. 
 
 Over the past 13 years, the UMRBA has, on occasion, extended its advocacy efforts to 
other issues and programs including the nonpoint pollution provisions of the Clean Water 
Act, amendments to the Federal Power Act, floodplain management proposals in the Water 
Resources Development Act, and appropriations for the Soil Conservation Service (now 
known as the Natural Resources Conservation Service) and the U.S. Geological Survey.  
However, the UMRBA has not routinely and comprehensively evaluated federal programs 
and budgetary proposals with the aim of formulating and articulating a unified state position 
on federal actions that have consequences for the Upper Mississippi River System.  The 
states’ capacity to influence policy and investment in the region could be significantly 
enhanced by placing additional emphasis on the review of such matters and actively pursuing 
the states’ interests. 
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The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should publish and annually 
update a comprehensive “Policy Compendium.”  Such a document would include 
the organization’s charter, mission statement, policy statements on individual 
issues, and a compilation of interagency memoranda of agreement. 

 
 
 The UMRBA has never formulated concise statements of policy upon which its 
Congressional testimony, position statements, and general actions are founded.  While such 
policy underpinnings can be inferred from the issues it chooses to address and the 
recommendations it offers, no effort has been made to expressly set them forth.  Other 
organizations such as the National Governors’ Association and the Interstate Council on 
Water Policy have found the development of policy statements to be a particularly useful 
exercise.  The process of developing those policy statements enables the individual state 
members of the organization to air and debate differing perspectives, ultimately creating 
policies that reflect the richness of that dialogue and which serve as powerful expressions of 
common commitment.  The compilation and distribution of those policies can also be a 
useful tool for communicating the views of the organization’s membership to interested 
outside parties including federal agencies and members of Congress. 
 
 The first step in development of a “Policy Compendium” would involve identification 
and prioritization of the specific issues to be addressed, each of which would then require 
formulation of a concise policy statement.  Such issues might include: 
 

• Point source pollution and water quality standards 
• Nonpoint source pollution 
• Watershed management 
• Wetlands 
• Floodplain management and flood control 
• Hydropower development and licensing 
• Sedimentation and erosion 
• Navigation 
• Ecosystem management 
• Habitat protection and enhancement 
• River-related data, research, and monitoring 
• Spill response and planning 
• Recreation 
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Federal Partnership 
 

 Immediately following execution of the Governors’ joint proclamation, each 
of the federal agencies with major river-related responsibilities should be 
officially informed of the Governors’ affirmation of the Upper Mississippi River 
Basin Association and invited to appoint a representative to serve as a non-voting 
“Federal Liaison Member.” 

 
 
 When the UMRBA was first created in 1982, five federal agencies were asked to 
participate as “advisory members.”  While the previous UMRBC had 10 different federal 
agency members, in the basin states’ view, five in particular played a major role in this river 
system and were thus asked to continue their participation in the states’ new organization:  
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Department of the Interior, the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency.  Over the past 13 years, these agencies have actively participated in 
meetings of the UMRBA, although their representation has varied over time.  Some of these 
departments include a number of different agencies with a major presence or role in water 
resource management in this basin.  In particular, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. 
Geological Survey, and the National Biological Service are all within the U.S. Department of 
the Interior.  Similarly, the U.S. Department of Transportation is home to both the Coast 
Guard and the Maritime Administration.  Further complicating federal agency involvement in 
basin-wide institutions is the fact that many of the agencies have a number of separate 
regional offices within the basin.  For example, two EPA regions share responsibility for the 
Upper Mississippi River and the Corps of Engineers field structure includes two division and 
three district offices with jurisdiction on the river. 
 
 The states have not asked that federal agencies officially designate representatives to 
work with the Association since 1982.  Since that time, a number of federal agencies have 
been restructured and their participation has been relatively informal.  In addition, the states 
have not expressly defined the role which federal agency representatives are expected to play 
in the UMRBA.  The recommendation that federal designees serve as “Federal Liaison 
Members” more aptly describes the function which, in reality, they have served over the past 
13 years.  “Advisory Members,” as they are currently called, implies that their sole purpose is 
to provide advice and counsel to the states.  In practice, federal agency representation in 
UMRBA deliberations offers a valuable bilateral communication mechanism. 
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 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association should negotiate and execute 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with each of the federal agencies 
having major management responsibilities in the Upper Mississippi River Basin.  
Such MOUs would describe the general relationship between that agency and the 
UMRBA, including how the agency will utilize the forum for coordination of its 
regional policies, programs, and studies with the basin states. 

 
 
 Since its creation, the UMRBA has played an important role as an informal forum for 
discussion of major federal river-related initiatives, both among the states and between the 
states and federal agencies.  Yet no specific process has been set forth for raising or resolving 
issues within that institutional framework.  Neither the states nor the federal agencies have 
made explicit commitments to utilize the UMRBA for review and comment on major policy 
initiatives, programs, projects, or studies.  It is recognized that neither federal agencies nor 
states can relinquish their management responsibilities or budgetary and policy decisions to 
another body in the absence of express intergovernmental compacts or agreements.  Yet, the 
current system does not even minimally employ general coordination agreements for 
articulating how various governmental bodies will interact with each other. 
 
 The benefits of executing MOUs between the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 
and individual federal agencies include clarifying the responsibilities of both parties and 
eliminating the creation of unrelated independent interagency committees.  For instance, the 
Corps of Engineers created the Environmental Management Program Coordinating 
Committee in 1987 to coordinate management of that program with the states and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  In 1993, the Corps also asked the Governors of each basin 
state to appoint a representative to a “Governors Liaison Committee” for the purpose of 
gaining the states’ input to the Corps’ Upper Mississippi River and Illinois Waterway System 
Navigation Study.  Over time as a practical matter, the meetings of these groups have been 
scheduled to coincide with meetings of the UMRBA largely because many of the same 
individuals are involved in them all.  Had an MOU been in effect setting forth the states’ and 
Corps of Engineers’ mutual understandings and commitments to coordination, these 
collaborative mechanisms might have been streamlined.  In addition, such MOUs, if 
executed by the Washington-level leadership of the federal agencies, could facilitate regional 
input into national policy formulation. 
 
 Based upon experience with the Coastal America program, there are not anticipated to be 
any significant limitations on the ability of federal agencies to execute such MOUs if they are 
structured in sufficiently general ways, setting forth a process for consultation and 
collaboration.  In addition, Section 1103(d)(2) of the Water Resources Development Act of 
1986 (P.L. 99-662) provides specific authority for the Secretary of the Army “to enter into 
cooperative agreements with the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association É to promote 
and facilitate active state government participation in river system management, 
development, and protection.” 
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Integrated Stewardship 
 

 In the context of the joint gubernatorial proclamation reaffirming the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin Association, the basin states should set forth specific 
principles for river system management that embrace sustainability of the river’s 
environmental and economic resources, comprehensive ecosystem management, 
integration of environmental and economic decision-making, and a recognition 
of the relationship between the river system and its watersheds. 

 
 
 In August 1994, the Governors’ appointed representatives to the UMRBA developed a 
concise set of “Principles of River System Management” to guide their evaluation of the 
various river management proposals that emerged that year.  Those fundamental principles, 
sometimes referred to as the Riverwood Principles, identify the general characteristics that a 
river system management framework should possess.  As such, they also served as a tool for 
evaluating the six alternative institutional models which were discussed at the November 
1994 River Basin Management Conference.  (See page 50 for the UMRBA’s river 
management principles.) 
 
 It is now recommended that the Governors themselves endorse these principles as the 
guiding framework for the states’ future collaborative efforts.  Such an action would 
demonstrate the Governors’ collective commitment to a shared vision for management and 
would establish a benchmark for judging future federal and state initiatives. 
 
 

 The primary objective of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 
should be to foster coordinated achievement of the Governor-endorsed 
“Principles of River System Management.”  As such, those principles will serve 
as the integrating framework for evaluating the actions and policies of individual 
management agencies. 

 
 
 The most frequently cited management dilemma on the Upper Mississippi is the lack of a 
mechanism for integrating the diversity of river-related programs and policies.  Both resource 
management agencies themselves and the public at large express frustration that single-
purpose government programs and narrowly focused agency missions seem incapable of 
fully accommodating a comprehensive approach to river management.  Yet not every 
individual program, government action, or study can legitimately be expected to offer 
comprehensive solutions.  However, each should be evaluated with regard to whether it 
contributes to the larger goal of sustainability and whether it appropriately integrates 
environmental and economic needs.  This synthesis is perhaps, the most significant 
contribution that the UMRBA can make to the current management framework.  In setting 
the standard by which management actions are evaluated, and offering a collaborative forum 
for achieving those goals, the Governors will have broken new ground. 
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Principles of River System Management 
 

(Developed by the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, August, 1994) 
 

 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association’s vision for the future management of the 
Upper Mississippi River System calls for a framework that possesses the following 
characteristics: 
 

• Sustainability of the river’s environmental and economic resources is the guiding 
principle of UMRS management. 

 
• The foundation of policies and programs is “comprehensive ecosystem management” 

that recognizes the multiple objectives which the public expects the river system to 
serve and that integrates environmental and economic decision-making to achieve these 
objectives.  The relationship between the river system and its watersheds is recognized 
in management decisions. 

 
• There is an appropriate balance of power and responsibility between the federal 

government and the basin states such that states and federal agencies are permitted and 
encouraged to work cooperatively to achieve mutual river management objectives. 

 
- Under this balance of power, the states take responsibility for more fully integrating 

comprehensive ecosystem management objectives for the UMRS into their own 
programs and policies.  State agencies work cooperatively with one another on an 
intra- and interstate basis. 

 
- The federal government unifies its policies to reflect comprehensive ecosystem 

management and to provide consistency among federal agencies.  In addition, the 
federal government recognizes states as equal partners in river resource 
management. 

 
• Mechanisms exist to facilitate development and implementation of a common vision 

and shared goals and objectives for the UMRS.  Consensus building is encouraged and 
all river constituencies are involved.  The anticipated effects of management decisions 
are communicated widely. 

 
• An integrated data collection and monitoring system is used to document changes and 

trends in natural and human systems.  Policy and management decisions are based upon 
scientifically sound environmental and economic analyses that are accessible to all 
interested parties and are independently reviewed and critiqued. 

 
• Planning endeavors are action-oriented and management objectives are outcome-based.  

Management actions are routinely evaluated and flexibility is preserved to adapt to 
changing needs and conditions.  Annual work plans are developed cooperatively and 
emphasize resource sharing and joint priority setting. 

 
 Achieving this future management framework will require an incremental approach 
that builds upon existing institutions and programs, adjusting them as necessary to more fully 
embody the desired characteristics outlined above.  In addition, the UMRBA recognizes that 
new institutions and programs may need to be developed, but believes that this should be 
done only after thoughtful consideration and consultation with the full range of potentially 
affected parties.  Duplicative efforts should be identified and eliminated where possible. 
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 Through the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, the states should 
seek to execute intergovernmental agreements addressing specific river 
management issues.  Such agreements should set forth how the individual parties 
to the agreement will exercise their respective authorities both independently 
and in tandem to achieve mutually agreed-to objectives.  The agreements may be 
among two or more states or among the states and appropriate federal agencies. 

 
 
 With the exception of the “Upper Mississippi River Basin Charter” which governs 
interbasin diversions, the states of the Upper Mississippi River Basin have not utilized 
intergovernmental agreements to any great extent.  Yet they can be a particularly effective 
means of reaching beyond general pledges of mutual cooperation to prescribe specific co-
management objectives and actions.  Although the 1989 Charter, signed by the five basin 
state Governors in October 1989, does not bind individual states to any particular permit 
criteria, it does set forth a notification and consultation process that would be triggered when 
any one of the states receives a proposal for a new or increased out-of-basin diversion of 
water exceeding 5 million gallons per day average in any 30 day period. 
 
 A second example of a promising arena for interstate agreements is that of leveed 
floodway preservation.  Actions taken in the floodway such as raising levee heights either 
permanently or for temporary effect during flood events can increase water surface 
elevations, thus affecting flood damages in other areas.  Therefore, the states are currently in 
the process of executing a memorandum of understanding that describes the circumstances 
under which floodway encroachment, including floodfighting, should be permitted. 
 
 There are many similar sorts of coordination, consistency, and co-management problems 
that could benefit from execution of narrowly tailored intergovernmental agreements 
integrating the states’ authorities.  Indeed, as a preface to the substantive elements of the 
1989 interbasin diversion charter, the Governors declared that “a preferred means to achieve 
effective management of the water resources of the Upper Mississippi River Basin is through 
the joint pursuit of unified and cooperative principles and policies, mutually agreed upon and 
adhered to by the States of the Upper Mississippi River Basin.” 
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Upper Mississippi River Basin 
 
• The Upper Mississippi River Basin covers large parts of the states of Illinois, Iowa, 

Minnesota, Missouri and Wisconsin.  Small portions of Indiana, Michigan, and South 
Dakota are also within the hydrologically defined basin. 

 
• The basin comprises 189,000 square miles extending about 750 miles from the 

headwaters of the Mississippi River in north-central Minnesota downstream in a 
southerly direction to the mouth of the Ohio River at the southern tip of Illinois. 

 
• The topography of the basin, shaped primarily through glaciation, is gently rolling for 

the most part.  
 
• The population within the basin exceeds 20 million.  
 
 

Upper Mississippi River System  
 
• The Upper Mississippi River System (UMRS) is defined as the commercially 

navigable portion of the Mississippi River north of Cairo, Illinois, and the 
commercially navigable portions of five tributaries — i.e., the Minnesota River, St. 
Croix River, Black River, Kaskaskia River, and the Illinois River and Waterway. 

 
• Twenty-nine locks and dams have been constructed on the Mississippi River, creating 

a stairway of water for commercial and recreational traffic.  There are seven locks and 
dams on the Illinois River. 

 
• Although not commercially navigable, a number of other major tributaries are 

prominent parts of the total river system.  They include the Chippewa and Wisconsin 
Rivers in Wisconsin; the Cedar, Iowa, and Des Moines Rivers in Iowa; and the Rock 
River in Illinois.  The Missouri River, which supports commercial navigation but 
drains a separately defined hydrological basin, joins the Upper Mississippi just north 
of St. Louis, Missouri. 

 
• The UMRS supports a wide range of uses including: 

- water for drinking, industry, agriculture, and power production 
- commercial and recreational transportation 
- water- and land-based recreation 
- fish and wildlife habitat  
- assimilation of treated wastewater 
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Economic Resources 
 

• The Upper Mississippi River System links the Great Lakes and the Gulf of Mexico.  
It functions as a major artery for barge transport of bulk commodities to international 
markets and, to a lesser degree, the import of commodities into the region for 
production. 

 
• In 1992, approximately 86 million tons of cargo were shipped on the Upper 

Mississippi River between Minneapolis, Minnesota and the mouth of the Missouri 
River.  Agricultural commodities, petroleum products, and coal are the leading 
commodities, with farm products accounting for more than half of the total tonnage 
shipped. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River System has played a key role in economic growth and 

development of river communities including Minneapolis-St. Paul, the Quad Cities, 
Dubuque, St. Louis, Peoria, and Chicago, as well as other communities of the Upper 
Midwest. 

 
• Recreational activity on the Upper Mississippi River System has been estimated to 

contribute over $1.2 billion annually to the national economy and provide over 18,000 
jobs. 

 
• The river provides a water supply for energy production as well as industrial and 

domestic uses. 
 
 

Ecological Resources 
 

• The Upper Mississippi River is one of the world’s few large river-floodplain 
ecosystems.  The complex system is composed of the flowing channels that most 
people associate with rivers, together with floodplain lakes, backwaters, forests, and 
wetlands.  The biological diversity and productivity of the river ecosystem are a 
function of the exchange of nutrients and organisms among this mosaic of habitats. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge and the Mark Twain, 

Trempealeau, Minnesota Valley, and Chautauqua National Wildlife Refuges 
encompass approximately 297,000 acres of wooded islands, water, and wetlands.  The 
states of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin manage over 190,000 
acres at more than 80 sites along the Upper Mississippi River System. 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River is a critical migration corridor for 40 percent of North 

America’s waterfowl and shorebirds.   
 
• The river supports 118 or more species of fish, including such unusual fish as gars, 

sturgeons, and paddlefish.  Nearly 50 species of freshwater mussels have also been 
recorded in the river. 
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Recreational and Cultural Resources 

 
• The Upper Mississippi River System and adjacent areas support a wide range of 

recreational activities.  Some of these activities include boating, sailing, swimming, 
picnicking, sightseeing, fishing, hunting, water skiing, camping, birdwatching, and 
winter sports. 

 
• Cultural features such as Native American burial mounds, historic river towns, 

battlefields, old military forts, and locks and dams are found along the Upper 
Mississippi River.  Natural landmarks include steep sandstone and limestone bluffs, 
caves, as well as the river itself.  These features can be seen or accessed from the Great 
River Road, a parkway that lies on both sides of the river and stretches from the 
Province of Ontario in Canada to the Gulf of Mexico. 

 
 
Appendix A Sources: 
 
Environmental Management Program Coordinating Committee, “Meeting the Challenge:  The Upper 

Mississippi River System Environmental Management Program,” April 1995. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River 

System, Economic Impacts Report, March 1993. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Upper Mississippi River - Illinois Waterway System Navigation 

Study:  Baseline Initial Project Management Plan, May 1994. 
 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, Recreation in the Upper Mississippi River System:  

An Overview of Facility Needs, July 1983. 
 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, Comprehensive Master Plan for the Management of the 

Upper Mississippi River System, January 1982. 
 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, The Upper Mississippi River Main Stem Level B Study, 

Final Report, November 1980. 
 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, Water Resources Management Plan:  Upper Mississippi 

River Region, Volume 1, 45 Day Review Draft, September 1981. 
 
Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee, Facing the Threat:  An Ecosystem Management 

Strategy for the Upper Mississippi River, December 1993. 
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Upper Mississippi River Basin Association: 
 

Structure, Purpose, Activities, and Programs 
 
 

Structure 
 
 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association was formed in December 1981 as a 
successor to the former Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission.  When the Commission 
was terminated by a Presidential Executive Order in 1981, the Governors of Iowa, Illinois, 
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin signed a joint resolution calling for “the continuation of 
an interstate organization to maintain communication and cooperation among the states on 
matters related to water planning and management.” 
 
 The member states of the Association are represented by gubernatorial appointees. 
Generally, the Governor’s designee is from the agency with the most direct responsibility for 
water resource management.  This person is responsible for coordinating with other state 
agencies and providing for their direct involvement when necessary.  The current state 
representatives include: 
 

Illinois Donald Vonnahme, Director of Water Resources, Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources 

 
Iowa Jim Brown, State Water Coordinator, Iowa Department of Natural 

Resources 
 
Minnesota Cindy Jepsen, Chair of Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 
 
Missouri David Shorr, Director of Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
 
Wisconsin Pat Osborne, Deputy Secretary of Wisconsin Department of Industry, 

Labor and Human Relations 
 
 In May 1982, five federal agencies were invited to participate in the Association as 
advisory members.  The agencies include: 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Interior (Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Service) 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (Natural Resources Conservation Service, previously 

known as the Soil Conservation Service) 
U.S. Department of Transportation (Coast Guard, Maritime Administration) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 
Although the federal members are non-voting, they are valuable and active participants in 
many of the Association’s activities and meetings.  With their participation, the Associa- 
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tion is able to serve as a regional forum for the states and their federal agency counterparts to 
discuss major policy and management issues.  However, for the purposes of understanding 
the Association’s role in the current management framework, it is important to emphasize 
that the federal agencies are not official members of the organization, which speaks on behalf 
of the states alone. 
 
 
Purpose 
 
 The purpose of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association is to facilitate dialogue 
and cooperative action regarding water and related land resource issues.  More specifically, 
the Association aims to: 
 

• Serve as a regional interstate forum for the discussion, study, and evaluation of river-
related issues of common concern to the states of the Upper Mississippi River Basin. 

 
• Facilitate and foster cooperative planning and coordinated management of the region’s 

water and related land resources. 
 
• Create opportunities and means for the states and federal agencies responsible for 

management of water resources in the Upper Mississippi River Basin to exchange 
information. 

 
• Develop regional positions on river resource issues and serve as an advocate of the 

Basin state’s collective interests before Congress and the federal agencies. 
 
 
Activities and Programs 
 
 The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association engages in the discussion, evaluation, 
and study of a variety of topics, ranging from policy and budget matters to specific resource 
management issues.  The Association has sponsored conferences, workshops and special 
meetings to discuss issues including nonpoint pollution, groundwater management, interbasin 
diversions, cost-sharing strategies, water project financing, sedimentation and erosion, 
hazardous spills, toxic pollution, and zebra mussels.  In addition, the Association holds 
quarterly meetings which provide states and advisory members with an opportunity to confer 
with one another on pending water resource issues and develop strategies for addressing 
mutual concerns and problems.  
 
 Of particular interest to the Association is implementation of the Upper Mississippi River 
System Environmental Management Program (EMP),  authorized by Congress in 1986.  
As the successor to the Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, which prepared the 
Master Plan upon which the EMP is based, the Association has been intimately involved 
in the authorization and implementation of this multi-million dollar program.  The 
Association works directly with the Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 

 B-2 



 

vice, the National Biological Service, and the participating states to formulate strategies to 
implement habitat restoration projects, long term resource monitoring , and other components 
of this multi-purpose regional program.  In its role as “caretaker” of the Master Plan, the 
Association works with the EMP partners to develop goals and objectives for the program 
and to address outstanding policy issues.  In particular, the Association provides staff support 
to the EMP Coordinating Committee which meets quarterly in conjunction with the 
Association.  In addition, the Association represents the states’ views on EMP policy and 
budgetary matters before Congress. 
 
 Besides serving as an advocate for the EMP, the Association occasionally promotes the 
states’ collective views on other national water resource policies and programs, usually in the 
form of testimony on pending legislation.  Recent issues addressed have included the 
Mississippi River Heritage Corridor Study, appropriations for a USGS Mississippi River 
water quality study, flood response and recovery issues following the 1993 Flood, the Clean 
Water Act’s allocation formula for wastewater treatment capitalization grants to the states, 
and the Clinton Administration’s Interagency Floodplain Management Review. 
 
 As part of its continuing program of information services, the Association prepares and 
distributes legislative updates summarizing the content and status of pending water resource 
legislation as well as a news clippings compilation of relevant articles from newspapers 
throughout the basin.  In addition, the Association publishes a bimonthly newsletter of river-
related development and activities. 
 
 The Association is involved in a variety of on-going regional planning and management 
efforts.  It organized the Upper Mississippi River Hazardous Spills Coordination Group in 
1988 as a mechanism for coordinating spill response policies and protocols for the river 
among state and federal agencies.  In 1993, the Association established the Upper Mississippi 
River Water Quality Task Force, which has been asked to consider the need for a long-term 
water quality protection strategy for the river as well as to address more immediate issues, 
such as reauthorization of the Clean Water Act.  The State Floodplain Management Work 
Group was established by the basin states after the 1993 flood to represent the states’ 
perspectives on flood-related issues.  Since its formation, the group has provided input into 
the Clinton Administration’s Interagency Floodplain Management Review as well as the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Floodplain Management Assessment.  
 
 The Association also takes on special projects upon occasion.  While many of these 
projects are specific to the Mississippi River, others focus on policies or programs that affect 
state water planning and management more broadly.  Many of these projects are staff 
research efforts, while others have taken the form of interstate agreements or plans.  Issues 
addressed by the Association include: wetland protection regulations and programs, 
interbasin diversions, hydropower development and licensing in the Basin, water quality 
initiatives focusing on toxic pollution and sedimentation reduction, oil spill response plans, 
flood-related water quality monitoring, and ecosystem planning and management.  
Resolutions, position papers, databases, workshops, and conferences are among the products 
produced by the Association.  
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Intergovernmental Organizations 
on the 

Upper Mississippi River 
 
 
 

 



 

Intergovernmental Organizations 
on the 

Upper Mississippi River 
 
 

Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
 

• Established in 1965 by interstate compact between Minnesota and Wisconsin. 
 
• Each Governor appoints five citizen commissioners. 
 
• Purpose is to assist the two states in cooperative efforts on their “boundary lands, river 

valleys, and waters.”  (Primarily Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers) 
 
• Viewed as a liaison between the public and the state and local government agencies.  

Extensive public education and information program. 
 
• Conducts studies and makes recommendations on plans, policies, development 

proposals, public management, uniform laws, and conservation efforts. 
 
• Current issues of interest include recreational use and development, water quality, 

blufflands protection, water surface use law enforcement, Stillwater-Houlton bridge, 
river stewardship, and watershed system issues.  Has actively promoted the EMP. 

 
• FY 1996 budget of $375,000 supported in part by appropriations of $150,000 per state.  

Four full time staff in Hudson, Wisconsin. 
 
 
Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee (UMRCC) 
 

• Formed in 1943 by fish and wildlife biologists and administrators. 
 
• Membership includes conservation agencies of the five states.  Executive Board 

delegates appointed by Administrator of state conservation agency.  Federal agencies 
are “cooperators.” 

 
• Objectives are “to promote the preservation and wise utilization of the natural and 

recreational resources” of the UMR and “to formulate policies, plans, and programs 
for conducting cooperative studies.” 

 
• Activities include cooperative recreation use surveys, commercial fishing statistics, 

waterfowl and wildlife cooperative studies, education, and water safety enforcement. 
 
• Technical workgroups for fisheries, water quality, wildlife, recreation, and law 

enforcement. 
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• Publishes bi-monthly newsletter, holds annual meeting attended by 100+ field 

biologists and administrators, engages in Congressional and federal agency advocacy, 
and maintains technical library on the Upper Mississippi.  Published Facing the 
Threat: An Ecosystem Management Strategy for the Upper Mississippi River  in 
December 1993. 

 
• State agencies contribute $2000/year/state.  One part time coordinator position 

provided by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
 

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission 
 

• Deals with the Twin Cities, Minnesota portion of the river designated as the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area by Congress in November 1988. 

 
• Coordinating Commission authorized by Congress is comprised of 22 members 

including citizens, local officials, state agencies, and federal agencies. 
 
• Commission serves as an advisor for the area and is assisting the National Park Service 

in implementing an integrated resource management plan for this new unit of the 
national park system.  The management plan was approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior in May 1995. 

 
 
Mississippi River Parkway Commission 
 

• Established in 1938 by the Governors of the 10 states which border the river. 
 
• Each state has its own Commission.  All 10 are consolidated to form the national 

MRPC.  Commission members are established by state statute or appointed by the 
Governor.  Generally, they are state legislators, county board members, citizens, or 
state transportation or tourism agency officials. 

 
• Primary purpose is to coordinate the technical development and promotion of the 

Great River Road. 
 
• In recent years, the Commission has expanded its areas of interest to include tourism 

promotion, recreation, and economic development.  The Commission conceived and 
promoted establishment of the Heritage Corridor Study and Commission. 

 
• The Great River Road Association is a companion grass roots organization comprised 

of individuals and businesses with an interest in the Great River Road and 
enhancement of the river’s scenic, historic, and recreational resources.   

 
• Parkway Commission has 2 full time staff based in St. Paul, Minnesota. 
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Mississippi River Corridor Study Commission 
 

• Established by Congress in 1990 to conduct a 3-year study of the feasibility of creating 
a Mississippi River National Heritage Corridor.  The Commission is currently in the 
process of obtaining comments on a draft of the report which will convey its 
recommendations to Congress. 

 
• Commission includes representatives from 5 federal agencies and 10 states.  The state 

representatives are appointed by the Governor from among the members of the state’s 
Mississippi River Parkway Commission.  The National Park Service provides staff 
support. 

 
• Authorized federal appropriations of $500,000/year.  Received $200,000 in FY 91, 

$150,000 for FY 93, and $149,000 in FY 1994 and FY 1995; the Commission did not 
receive any funding for FY 1992.  First organizational meeting held June 1991. 

 
 
Mississippi River Commission 

 
• Established by Congress in 1879 to improve navigation and prevent floods. 
 
• In 1928, Congress authorized the Mississippi River and Tributaries (MR&T) project 

for the lower Mississippi River basin.  The Commission is responsible for that project. 
 
• The MR&T project includes a comprehensive system of levees, floodways, channel 

improvements, dikes, and revetments between Cape Girardeau, Missouri and the Gulf 
of Mexico as well as tributary dams, reservoirs, canals, and pumping plants. 

 
• The Commission is composed of three officers of the Corps of Engineers, one member 

from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and three civilians, two 
of whom are civil engineers.  All appointments are nominated by the President and 
subject to confirmation by the Senate. 

 
• Although the Commission’s authority, as originally defined by Congress, extends the 

entire length of the river, for the past 60 years it has focused on the lower river.  Up 
until the 1950s it build levees as far north as Rock Island, Illinois.  (The “Galloway 
Report” has recommended that the Commission extend its authority to the Upper 
Mississippi River, expand its membership to include the Department of Interior, and 
integrate natural resource management.) 
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River Resources Forum 
 

• Formed as an interagency coordination group to continue the cooperative relationship 
established during the GREAT I study and to facilitate the implementation of the study 
recommendations.  Formerly called the Channel Maintenance Forum. 

 
• General area of interest is the Mississippi River in the Corps of Engineers’ St. Paul 

District. 
 
• Participants include 6 federal agencies, 2 Iowa agencies, 3 Minnesota agencies, and 2 

Wisconsin agencies.  (Each state has one designated voting agency.) 
 
• Although the RRF provides an opportunity for the member agencies to generally 

discuss and resolve a variety of interagency issues, the primary focus is the Corps’ 
channel maintenance program and prioritizing EMP habitat projects in the St. Paul 
District.  Most recently the RRF has undertaken development of a comprehensive 
recreation management plan. 

 
• Subgroups include an on-site inspection team, fish and wildlife work group, recreation 

work group, navigation work group, and public information and education work 
group. 

 
 
River Resources Coordinating Team 
 

• Counterpart of the River Resources Forum in the Rock Island District.  Similar issues 
and functions. 

 
• Participants include 6 federal agencies, 2 Illinois agencies, 2 Iowa agencies, 1 Missouri 

agency, and 2 Wisconsin agencies.  (Each state has one designated voting agency.) 
 
• Subgroups include an on-site inspection team, fish and wildlife work group, and 

regulatory structures committee. 
 
 
EMP Coordinating Committee (EMP-CC) 
 

• Serves in a “consultative” capacity to the Corps of Engineers and National Biological 
Service on implementation of the habitat project and long term resource monitoring 
components of the Environmental Management Program (EMP). 

 
• Membership includes representatives from each of the 5 state agencies most directly 

involved in EMP projects and representatives from 7 federal agencies.  The Corps and 
Fish and Wildlife Service representatives serve as co-chairs and the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin Association provides staff support. 
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• Although not directly related to the EMP-CC, there is also an Analysis Team, with 

representatives from basically the same state and federal agencies, which provides 
technical guidance for the long term resource monitoring program. 

 
 
Navigation Study Governors Liaison Committee 
 

• Formed at the request of the Corps of Engineers.  Representatives designated by the 
Governors of each of the five states provide input to the Corps on the on-going Upper 
Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway System Navigation Study. 

 
• Other interagency technical committees exist to address environmental, economic, 

engineering, and public participation components of the study.  However, these groups 
are not directly related to the Governors Liaison Committee. 

 
• Meets quarterly in conjunction with meetings of the Upper Mississippi River Basin 

Association, the members of which are largely the same. 
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and 
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MANAGEMENT OF THE 
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN: 

Current Issues and Future Options 
 

November 29-30, 1994 
 

Agenda 
 

Tuesday, November 29 
 

7:30 a.m. Registration 
 
8:15 Welcome — Jim Brown, Iowa Department of Natural Resources, 
  Chairperson of the Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 
 
8:30 Opening Remarks — Cindy Jepsen, Office of the Governor, State of Minnesota 
 
8:45 History of Management in the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
 

� John Anfinson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
 

� Dan McGuiness, Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission 
 

� Brigadier General Gerald Galloway, Interagency Floodplain Management 
Review Committee 

 
9:45 Break 
 
10:15 What’s Working and What Isn’t in the Upper Mississippi River Basin?  

Perspectives on the Current Management Framework 
 (Moderator — Ron Nargang, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources) 
 

� State — Pat Osborne, Wisconsin Department of Industry, Labor and 
 Human Relations 

 
� Federal — G. Edward Dickey, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Headquarters 

  — John Blankenship, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3 
 

� Local Government — Jim Hulbert, Pierce County, Wisconsin 
 

� Tribal Interests — Joe Campbell, Prairie Island Indian Community 
 

� Transportation and Economic Activity — Chris Brescia, Midwest Area River  
 Coalition 2000 
 
� Environmental — Jonathan Ela, Sierra Club 

 
� Agriculture/Landowner — Will Anthony, Farmer from St. Peter, Minnesota 

 
� Recreation/Conservation — Marc Schultz, University of Wisconsin Cooperative 

  Extension, La Crosse County 
 

12:30 p.m. Lunch — A buffet lunch will be available for $8.95 in the hotel's Cafe Carabella. 
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1:30 Options for Enhancing River Basin Management 

(Moderator — Don Vonnahme, Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of 
Water Resources) 
 
� Intergovernmental Cooperation Within Existing Management Framework 

Bruce Barker, Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of Water 
Resources 

 
� Interagency Partnership (Coastal America) 

Virginia Tippie, Coastal America Partnership 
 

� Regional Cooperative Agreement (Chesapeake Bay Program)  
Caren Glotfelty, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 

 
� Title II River Basin Commission 

Frank Kudrna, Illinois’ Gubernatorial Appointee to the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin Commission, 1978 - 1981 

 
� Federal-Interstate Compact (Delaware River Basin Commission) 

Jeff Featherstone, Delaware River Basin Commission 
 

� Public Management Corporation (Tennessee Valley Authority) 
Christopher Ungate, Tennessee Valley Authority 

 
3:15 Break 

 
3:45 Roving Microphone Session 

(Moderator — Steve Johnson, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources) 
 

5:00 Adjourn for the Day 
 

6:00 - 7:30 p.m.  Cash Bar Reception  (Ballroom C) 
 
 
 
 

Wednesday, November 30 
 
7:30 a.m. Continental Breakfast 
 
8:00 Reconvene — Jim Brown, UMRBA Chairperson 
 
8:15 The Clinton Administration’s Perspectives on River Basin Management 
  Jim Kazel, Office of Management and Budget 
 
9:15 Break 
 
9:30 Break Out Session I — Small Group Discussion of Options for Enhancing 

River Basin Management 
 
11:30 Lunch — A buffet lunch will be available for $8.95 in the hotel's Cafe Carabella. 
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Wednesday, November 30  (Continued) 
 

12:30 p.m. Break Out Session II — Small Group Discussion of Options for Enhancing 
River Basin Management 

 
2:00 Break 
 
2:15 Reports from the Break Out Sessions 
 
3:15 Wrap-up — Jim Brown, UMRBA Chairperson 
 
3:30 p.m. Conference Adjourns 
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Conference Break Out Group Discussions 

 
 
 

 



 

Management of the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin: 

Current Issues and Future Options 
 

Summary of November 29-30, 1994 
Conference Break Out Group Discussions 

 
(Prepared December 16, 1994) 

 
 

 Upper Mississippi River Basin Association  staff worked with the facilitators of the 
conference break out groups to develop a summary of the discussions regarding the six 
institutional models presented at the conference plenary session.  For each model, strengths, 
weaknesses, and general observations are summarized.  It should be noted that participants 
addressed themselves to both strengths and weaknesses intrinsic to the models as well as ones 
related to the model’s potential application on the Upper Mississippi River.   There are 
undoubtedly additional observations and conclusions that could be drawn about the models.  
However, this summary is limited to views expressed by conference participants.  In addition 
to describing attendees’ input on the specific institutional alternatives, the summary includes a 
section with more general themes and questions that emerged from the conference. 
 
 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Within Existing Management Framework 
 
Strengths 
 

• A cooperative approach can work. 
 
• Intergovernmental cooperation creates a dialogue among state and federal agencies. 
 
• This approach would not require the formation of new institutions. 
 
• Intergovernmental cooperation within the existing management framework can support 

and respond to both existing and new initiatives — e.g., the Navigation Study, Heritage 
Corridor, and Fish and Wildlife Service ecosystem management initiative. 

 
• The model could serve as a means of establishing priorities and resolving conflicts — 

e.g., economics vs. environment. 
 

Weaknesses 
 

• Federalism and centralized authority may constrain decision-making and implemen-
tation.  It is not clear precisely what changes in agency authorities might be required  

 E-1 



 

and what could be accomplished through commitment and innovation within current 
authorities. 

 
• This model may not have the resources to support the development of a common 

vision.  The availability of the necessary resources would depend upon the participants’ 
commitment to crafting such a vision. 

 
• For all but the highest profile issues, it is difficult to achieve a single federal position.  

Divergent federal agency positions can be a significant obstacle to intergovernmental 
cooperation.  Disagreements within and among states can also hinder cooperation. 

 
General Observations 
 

• A successful cooperative approach would require some enhancement of agencies’ 
authority to cooperate and make decisions at a regional level, as well as a commitment 
of resources by participants. 

 
• It is important for intergovernmental cooperation to result in implementation actions.  

Implementation could be facilitated through charters, memoranda of agreement and 
understanding, interagency agreements, and executive orders.  Ensuring that joint 
recommendations are implemented requires access to key decision-makers and linkages 
to the budget process. 

 
• The responsibilities, roles, and authorities of local, state, and federal agencies as well as 

existing intergovernmental organizations should be analyzed to identify opportunities 
for partnership and ways of avoiding or eliminating duplication. 

 
• An expanded UMRBA with federal representation could serve as a means of enhancing 

intergovernmental cooperation. 
 
• In order for any institution to effectively facilitate intergovernmental cooperation, it 

must ensure that the full range of state interests, including resource management, 
transportation, and agriculture, are represented. 

 
• A regional framework for cooperation should accommodate non-governmental 

organizations and the public as well as government agencies. 
 
• To be effective, this model also requires a mandate and structure to drive the 

cooperative process, commitment to developing a common vision, and state-federal 
equity in decision-making. 
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Coastal America (Interagency Partnership Model) 
 
Strengths 
 

• The Coastal America model provides a framework by which states have greater access 
to both funding and higher authority (power). 

 
• It provides a mechanism for dialogue between federal, state, and local agencies. 
 
• Decision-making is based upon consensus at the regional level. 
 
• No new funding for projects is required since money comes from each of the agencies’ 

existing budgets. 
 
• It is an action-oriented, results-based model. 

 
Weaknesses 
 

• There is a disparity in the balance of power.  Although project implementation occurs 
at the local and regional level, policies are made at the national level by representatives 
from each of the federal signatory agencies.  There is no state representation at the 
national level. 

 
• The model does not clearly address conflict resolution between the various agencies 

and organizations involved in a project, other than bringing them together at the same 
table. 

 
• Coastal America has historically dealt with relatively short-term environmental issues 

or crisis management on a site basis.  It has not typically addressed long-standing 
resource management problems and may be less well-suited for this purpose. 

 
• The consensus required by the model may cause gridlock if members are unable to 

reach agreement. The idea of consensus was seen as both a strength and a weakness. 
 
• The model tends to address problems associated with the environment, not necessarily 

problems associated with commerce. 
 
• Although projects are implemented at the regional and local levels, citizen groups are 

not represented in the policy making or decision-making processes. 
 
• One participant had served on the Regional Coastal America Team in the Great Lakes 

Region, and felt that it was difficult to bring the regional players to the table.  He also 
felt that there were communication breakdowns between the national and the regional 
teams. 
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General Observations  
 

• Given the breadth of the Upper Mississippi River Basin and the diversity of problems 
to be addressed, it might be necessary to first develop a common regional vision before 
the Coastal America Model could be successfully applied.  

 
• A tension exists on the Upper Mississippi River between those supporting navigation 

and those who are concerned with the environment.  The Coastal America approach 
might be most successful in this region if it were based on a purpose seeking to enhance 
both navigation and the ecosystem. 

 
• The model could enable states to get federal funding for projects, but attention would 

need to be paid to the geographic allocation of funds.  
 
• Much of the structural work of the model has already been done via the GREAT 

process and a Coastal America approach might duplicate much of that effort.  Unlike 
Coastal America, the GREAT addressed both environmental and navigation issues. 

 
 
Chesapeake Bay Model (Regional Cooperative Agreement) 
 
Strengths 

 
• There has been strong state commitment at the Governors’ level.  This has been 

important to the federal players, who looked for an early commitment from the states to 
the process.  This commitment has been both political and financial. 

 
• The Chesapeake Bay model has also been successful because of strong Congressional 

support. 
 
• The Bay model seems to be able to avoid federal domination through strong state 

leadership, including the Governors’ participation.  The Bay states have been 
successful in reigning in the EPA through their Congressional delegations. 

 
• The state and public commitment to the program is so strong that it would continue in 

the absence of federal money. 
 
• State leadership has been effective in setting quantifiable goals and holding various 

players accountable for achieving them. 
 
• There is a strong element of public involvement and oversight through such groups as 

the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. 
 
• The Bay program has operated effectively through consensus. 
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Weaknesses 
 

• The Chesapeake Bay model cannot force changes in existing operations or the 
implementation of specific policies and projects, though it can exert pressure on the 
appropriate entity to take the desired action. 

 
• The Bay framework lacks a dispute resolution mechanism.  (The program partners have 

not yet faced irreconcilable differences.) 
 
• The model was created primarily to address water quality.  It is not clear how 

successful this model would be in addressing multiple water resource planning 
objectives.  It may be that some of the problems we face on the UMR are too complex 
and polarized to resolve through consensus. 

 
• There are few, if any, interstate projects under the program. 
 

General Observations 
 
• Solving the Chesapeake Bay’s problems had no significant impact on any existing 

federal missions, such as operation and maintenance of a commercial navigation 
system. 

 
• Rather than local governments changing, people had to change their attitudes and 

behavior to make the Bay Program effective. 
 
• EPA has been both a catalyst and an obstacle in the development of the program.  

EPA’s attitude of “we know what’s best for the resource” spurred the states to action.  
The states have sought to avoid the strong regulatory approach often characteristic of 
EPA, seeking instead to work as much as possible through voluntary programs.  
However, the federal perspective and funding provided by EPA have been key 
elements of the program’s success. 

 
• To make a similar effort succeed on the UMR would require strong state leadership, 

some level of federal investment, and a vision for the resource.  We would need to first 
identify the problem(s) to be addressed and establish accountability among the players 
for solving those problems. 

 
• This basic model could be used to support the UMRBA’s Principles of River System 

Management.  However, unique circumstances combined to result in the Chesapeake 
Bay Program.  These are unlikely to be replicated on the UMR. 

 
• There was substantial discussion, but no agreement, regarding which federal agency 

would be best suited to leading a Chesapeake Bay-type effort on the UMR.  Potential 
candidates include the Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA, USDA, or a cooperative lead 
among multiple agencies.  Active involvement from the Governors will be essential to 
keeping the process going. 
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Title II River Basin Commission Model 
 
Strengths 
 

• River basin commissions provided a means of involving all relevant players. 
 
• Commissions provided a good structure for doing regional scale planning and studies.  

If, for example, there was currently an Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, it 
could be doing the navigation study. 

 
• The level of funding provided to the commissions was generally adequate for what they 

were expected to do. 
 
• Reestablishing a commission would require only funding and political support, not any 

new legislation. 
 

Weaknesses 
 
• The chair was a political appointee who often was not qualified for the position. 
 
• The states were outvoted by the federal agencies — e.g., in the UMRBC, the federal 

agencies held the edge on the states by a 10 to 5 margin.  As a result, there was no 
satisfactory dispute resolution mechanism. 

 
• The Title II commissions lacked a means for moving from planning to implementation.  

For example, the commissions prioritized projects, but the federal agencies were not 
bound by the priorities and Congressional appropriations did not generally reflect the 
commissions’ priorities. 

 
• Commissions tended to be fairly insulated from political accountability and removed 

from the citizens in their basins. 
 
• The commissions operated primarily in a review mode rather than to set direction. 
 

General Observations 
 
• A river basin commission could serve as a viable management mechanism if modified 

from how it previously functioned. 
 
• Any reconstituted river basin commission should include a better balance between the 

federal and state votes.  One option might be for federal representation to be limited to 
5 agencies, with the commission chair able to cast the deciding vote in cases of a tie.   
Alternatively, state representation could be increased by providing 2 representatives per 
state. 
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• Two options for ensuring that the commission chair would possess appropriate 
qualifications were identified.  First, the 10 members of the commission could hire the 
chair, similar to the way team owners hire the commissioner of major league baseball.  
Alternatively, the chair could remain a Presidential appointee, but minimum 
qualifications for the position would be established.  This second option would ensure a 
degree of political access to the Administration. 

 
• Resolving conflict would be an important purpose of a river basin commission.  

Related to this purpose would be the capacity to effectuate the agreed upon course of 
action.  Most often this will translate into the budget process.  Given that a commission 
would not be able to set agency budget priorities, individual agencies would need to be 
committed to implementing commission decisions.  This commitment would be 
essential to moving from planning to implementation. 

 
• The more power invested in a commission, the higher the profile of the political 

appointee selected to head the body. 
 
• The old commissions received their funding through the Water Resources Council.  If 

there is no WRC, where would a new commission get its money? 
 
• A means would need to be found to engage the people of the basin in defining a 

commission’s purpose and in the activities of the commission. 
 
• For a commission to be successful, the players would need to commit to the process.  

Commitment cannot be legislated. 
 
• The geographic scope of a commission will need to be defined.  For some issues, the 

entire basin would be appropriate.  For others, the river mainstem would be most 
fitting. 

 
• The role of tribal interests should be defined. 
 
 

Delaware River Basin Commission (Federal-Interstate Compact Model) 
 
Strengths 
 

• From the states’ perspective, a preferable balance of power can result by virtue of the 
fact that the federal government has a single vote.  (Conference participants preferred a 
two vote system — the Corps and Interior.) 

 
• A compact can be tailored to the specific needs of the region, as broad or as focused as 

the parties desire. 
 
• Because a compact is a legally-binding agreement, it can provide a strong mechanism, 

not only for formulation, but also for implementation and enforcement of a 
comprehensive river basin plan. 
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• Federal and state budgets can be focused on the highest priority river system problems 
through a consolidated funding system. 

 
• If the compact parties choose, powers for mainstem/interstate boundary resource 

management can be consolidated. 
 
• A compact commission can provide management services that one or more of the 

parties may have political difficulty engaging in on their own (such as the DRBC does 
for water allocation and conservation and the Susquehanna RBC apparently does for 
flood control and floodplain management).   

 
Weaknesses 

 
• The party states must cede some autonomy for the sake of gaining more collective 

authority over river management decisions. 
 
• A compact may only be as strong as its most reluctant partner is willing to allow it to 

be. 
 
• States would likely have to contribute significantly more financially than they now do 

to operate a compact commission.  However, some costs might be shifted from existing 
state functions if they are assumed by the commission. 

 
• Substantially more federal funds would be required, at a time when reductions in 

federal expenditures are being sought. 
 

General Observations 
 
• Given the large geographic scale and complexity of problems in the UMRB, a compact 

will be most successful if it is focused on only three or four of the most critical 
management issues. 

 
• A compact commission could assume broad powers for ecosystem management as a 

co-equal purpose for the river system, with the states constitutionally positioned as 
principal land management authorities for the basin watershed. 

 
• Although a compact can be designed to consolidate powers of existing state or federal 

agencies into a commission, a reservation of powers would likely be sought by the 
federal government for continuing federal ownership and operation of the navigation 
system and the federal wildlife and fish refuges.  (There is a navigation reservation in 
the DRBC compact.) 

 
• The federal government may be a reluctant partner.  Federal agencies vigorously 

opposed the DRBC compact, but were overcome by strong Congressional support. 
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Tennessee Valley Authority (Public Management Corporation Model) 
 
Strengths 
 

• The TVA model takes a total basin approach to resource management — e.g., it has 
addressed sedimentation by controlling upland sources. 

 
• There is a strong element of public involvement and responsiveness. 
 
• NEPA problems are addressed well. 
 
• The TVA seeks to optimize the system’s multiple purposes in the interest of sustainable 

development. 
 
• The TVA’s 3-member board is empowered to make decisions based on a broad 

management authority established by Congress.  This broad mandate is in contrast to 
single-purpose missions of individual agencies. 

 
• TVA has been successful in changing with the times. 
 
• There is a revenue stream from power generation that is independent of Congressional 

appropriation.  (If, however, the TVA management model was adopted in another 
region, there would not necessarily be a similar revenue source.) 

 
• As a result of its business operations (power supply), TVA has more generally 

employed fiscal discipline. 
 
• Decision-making levels and authorities are clearly identified. 
 

Weaknesses 
 
• The TVA is a product of the Depression.  Creating a similar institution in the 1990s 

would present formidable challenges — e.g., it would entail a significant new 
bureaucracy that would require funding. 

 
• The TVA was developed to meet the special needs of its region and might not be 

particularly well-suited to addressing the issues faced in the Upper Mississippi River 
Basin. 

 
• The TVA was formed as a public management corporation in large part to generate 

power and manage the resultant revenue stream.  There is no analogous revenue stream 
in the Upper Mississippi River Basin. 

 
• The TVA may not deal effectively with global economic concerns. 
 
• The state-federal balance embodied in the TVA has been criticized by the states. 
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• Employing the TVA model on the UMR would require a radical departure from the 
current management framework. 

 
General Observations 

 
• Under the TVA model, the states retain primacy for environmental management. 
 
• The TVA is governed by a 3-member board of Presidential appointees who serve 9-

year terms.  Informal contacts are maintained with various state and federal agencies. 
 
• The TVA’s purposes, in priority order, are navigation, flood control, water quality, 

power production, and recreation.  It receives funding from Congressional 
appropriations for its non-power-related functions in addition to the revenue generated 
by its hydroelectric, fossil fuel, and nuclear facilities. 

 
 
General Observations Regarding Management of the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
 
 During the course of the conference, a variety of general observations and questions were 
raised which apply broadly to management of the Upper Mississippi River Basin.  Many of 
them represent fundamental issues which must be addressed regardless of the institutional 
model under consideration. 
 

• There are no commonly recognized and quantifiable goals for management of the 
UMR.  Is it necessary to establish them prior to designing a management framework or 
is that task essentially the first job of any new regional entity? 

 
• Does this region need an organizational framework for both planning and 

implementation of programs?  While the success of any planning effort is obviously 
dependent upon implementation, is it necessary or desirable to empower a new 
institution with implementation authority (e.g., permitting, grant-making, construction, 
regulation)? 

 
• Are multiple approaches needed for managing the UMRB?  Can a single approach be 

used for both mainstem issues (such as navigation) and watershed issues (such as 
nonpoint pollution)? 

 
• The balance of power between federal agencies and states is a major theme in the 

UMRB.  In particular, the dominant role which the Corps plays by virtue of the fact 
that it operates and maintains the navigation system is of substantial concern.  This 
tension, which is also captured in the navigation vs. environment dichotomy, is 
especially prominent now as a result of the on-going frustrations and controversies 
surrounding the Navigation Study.  Thus, many conference attendees approached 
evaluation of management alternatives in terms of “conflict resolution,” “power-
sharing,” and “balance.”  Does this theme translate more broadly to other river  
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management issues (flood control, sedimentation, water quality, recreation)?  Is the key 
issue leveraging power over a dominant federal agency (the Corps)? 

 
• Implementation of regional plans, objectives, and agreements will require a linkage to 

the budget process.  Is it necessary or desirable to achieve this in a formal way?  If so, 
is it feasible?  (This was most frequently discussed in terms of the federal budget 
process.  However, is the issue also relevant to state budget processes?) 

 
• What decision-making process should an interagency body employ?  Consensus 

requirements, such as those utilized during GREAT, have been relatively successful.  In 
contrast, would a majority vote system be preferable to overcome “gridlock”? 

 
• The success of many interagency ventures is dependent upon the involvement of 

relatively high-ranking officials from the participating agencies.  How can this be 
achieved and maintained?  How high a level is needed and feasible? 

 
• Do federal agencies currently posses the authority to participate as decision-making 

members of interagency regional organizations? 
 
• Land use is primarily the responsibility of local units of government.  How would a 

basin management framework accommodate this fact? 
 
• It is generally agreed that, if change is to occur, the states must exercise leadership and 

commitment from the highest political levels.  Yet it is not clear that such leadership or 
commitment exists.  Is it possible to generate it, and if so, how?  Are the states willing 
to make a financial investment? 

 
• It is not clear that the UMR is a national priority.  Must the future of the UMR be 

elevated to a national debate in order to gain commitment to change? 
 
• Special federal designations can work against the interests of states.  In other regions 

where such designations have been made, there has been a tendency for the lead federal 
agency to attempt to dictate to the states. 

 
• It has been observed that the UMRBA currently has significant, albeit informal, 

influence in the region.  The fact that federal agencies are not voting members can be 
viewed as both a strength and a weakness.  What is the future of the UMRBA?  Is it a 
transitional organization, serving as the means to achieve some alternative future 
organization, or would it have a separate and distinct role to play? 

 
• The private sector is under-utilized in river management.  How can economic interests 

such as navigation and recreation become more fully involved? 
 
• What is the role of the EMP in both the short and long term?  Some would prefer to 

maintain the program, largely as it currently functions, using it as one of many 
programs to effectuate regional management plans.  Others see it as a candidate for  
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an expanded ecosystem planning function.  In general, how do the UMRBA’s current 
deliberations on future river basin management relate to the EMP report to Congress? 
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Appendix F 
 
 

Acronyms 
 
 

  



 

 
Acronyms 

 
 
DOI Department of the Interior 
 
DRBC Delaware River Basin Commission 
 
EMP Environmental Management Program 
 
EMTC Environmental Management Technical Center 
 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
 
FPMA Floodplain Management Assessment 
 
FWS Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
GREAT Great River Environmental Action Team 
 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
 
NBS National Biological Service 
 
TVA Tennessee Valley Authority 
 
UMR Upper Mississippi River 
 
UMRB Upper Mississippi River Basin 
 
UMRBA Upper Mississippi River Basin Association 
 
UMRBC Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission 
 
UMRCC Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee 
 
UMRS Upper Mississippi River System 
 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
 
WRC Water Resources Council 
 
WRDA Water Resources Development Act 
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