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Dear Mr. Hdbb'ell arrd Mr..Spitzack:

I  at t l  nr i t i t t t t  o l t  behalf  of  the state rnembers of the E,nvironrnental  Managernent prograrrr
Coort l i r lat i r tg Cornnri t tee (EMP-CC) and the Navigat ion Environrnental  Cloorcl inat ion
( 'orr trni t tee (NIICC) regarding the f l rst  Upper Mississippi River Systern (LJMRS) r.cac5 planrr i rg
* c l c . r r ' l t i c h s p a n r r e d 2 0 0 8 t o 2 0 1 0 .  S p e c i f i c a l l y . t h i s l e t t e r i s i n r e s p o l s e t o t h e A p r i l  5 . 2 9 l I d r a l i
I l 'cach l) lat t t t i t rg After Act ion Reporl  (AAR). The AAR provides valuable insights regardirre thc
flrst reach plaltning effoft arrd includes several irnportant recommerrdations fbr irnproving tlrc
process and ott tcolnes for future plarrning cycles. We great ly appreciate the Clorps'cl lbrts to
Pt lrst lc proccss- i t l lproveme rt ts so t l tat  future reach planning wi l l  even more cf- fect ivelv guidc
part t lcrs '  col lcct ive efforts to selcct the best habitat  pro. iects fbr i rnproving t l rc UMRS ecoslsrcpr.

We uott ld l ike to o{} 'er the tbl lo iv ing state perspect ives on the f i rst  reach plalping q,cle ancl t l re
dral i  AAI{ 's t 'ecolrnret ldat iorts lbr improving the reach planning process ancl outcr- .rr .ncs

l. Prtx:c's.s t'omplc.rily - The first iteration of reach planning was overly cornplex, ancl was thus
conf irs i t ls to parl ic ipants and unnecessari ly di f l icul t  to inrplernent.  We stronel l  uree thc ( .erps
to siqni f lcant ly simpl i fy t l te process relat ive to the f i rst  i terat ion. The process pcccls tg be
pl 'act ical  at ld accepted by partners. Among other benef i ts.  this wi l l  cnhance consistcrrcr ar)rons
t l tc Reach Plal tnir tg Tearns (RPTs).  al lor.v ing partners to better integrate rcstorat ion str-arcgics
across cl istr icts.  In sirnpl i fy ir tg the overal l  process, i t  wi l l  be inrportant to expl ic i t l r  eut l i le the
relatiorrship betweerr the systern and reach plans.

We strpport  the draft  AAR's recotrmendations for addressing the overal l  cornplcxi t l  in lhe
currr ] l l t  reacl t  planrt i t tg fratnework, including the sixth recomrrendat ion regarding strcanrl inccl
rcstt l rat iol l  proposals,  the sevett th recolnlnendat ion regarding planning assurlpt igps ( i .c. .  s ic lcbttarcls)"
the t l i l t l l t  recommendation regarding consistency in planning across cl istr icts.  and the sir lcent lr
recott t t t tet ldat ion regarding communicat ion and coordinat ion antong Corps stafFand paftners.
We rvould also suggest ref ining the scope of the eleventh recornrnenclat ion. or adding an adcl i t iorr l l
recolnlnendation, regarding the need to lvork lvith partners to refine the overall planning proccss.

2. Direct crtnner:lion belween Syslem and Reuch Plan.s - Although we are conficlent tliat all ol
l l te restolat iorr  projects ident i f ied and selected through reach planning rvi l lcontr ibutc in
itltportatlt rvays to restoring the UMRS ecosystern. there is no clear articulation ot'ho11 tlre
pro jec ts re la ted i rec t l y to thes) 's te rngoa lsandob. jec t i ves .  Webe l ieve tha thav ins . thesrs tenr
Report  at ld t l te special ty system plans avai lable when ini t iat ing object ive-sett ing and plannipu
at the geornorphic and floodplain levels would have significantly enhanced the reach plalning
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eftort. To irnprove future planning cycles, we suggest that the draft AAR irrclude
recomtnetrdations for partners to a) identifu a straightforward process fbr relating tlre svsten.t
goals and objectives, floodplain reach planning, and project selection and b) develop a project
ranking system that accounts for projects' potential contributions to addressing systern goals
and objectives. As a paft of suggestion a), we encourage the Corps to expand the sixth
recontrnendation to also consider how the subarea restoration proposals will directly reflect the
systenl arrd floodplain and geornorphic reach goals and objectives. While we recognize tlrat
adnrinistrat ive factors (e.g.,  locat ion of publ ic lands, USACE pol icy, furrding. workload
al locat ion, etc.)  wi l l  a lso be considered in deterrnining the f inal  pr ior i t izat ion of projects,  i t  is
essential that those projects reflect partners' systern- and reach-scale restoration priorities.

('ontrtttrttic'trtion oncl clctrily We suggest that the AAR include a recolrrnerrdation fbr parlrrers
to addless the developrnent of a cotntnurrications and coordination strategy for future planrrirrr.l
ef forts.  The draft  AAR describes the need to enhance communicat ion and clar i ty in sor le
spcci l ic ,uvays; however.  reach planning comrnunicat ion and coordinat ion should be addressed
nlore conrprehensively. ln order for reach planning to function effectively, paftners need to be
fully cognizant of the Corps' intentions, tirnelines, etc. It is important to provide a clearly
articulated planning frarnework and schedule at the outset of reach planning and to readily ancl
clearly cotnrnunicate atty rnodifications during implernentation to partners. As an important step
tou,ard erthartcing clarity, we supporl the draft AAR's first and second recclrnntendations to
lirrlher refiue tlte defirritions of reach planning and natural river processes.

Inelapendenl.facili lcrliori - We believe that providiug au experienced, neutral facilitator to lead
reach planrriug meetings would substantially enhance the process. Therefore, lve suppoft the
drafi AAR's ninth recommendation to provide an independent facilitator at ke1, reach planning
meetings. We encourage the Corps to coordinate with partners regarding which meetings or
phases of the process would most benef i t  f rom independent faci l i tat ion.

Ovcrlapping geographic jurisclictions - We fully support the use of geornorphic and lloodplairr
reaches. rather than distr ict  boundaries, to evaluate restorat ion ueeds at a sub-system scale.
Holvel,er. sittce tlte distlict boundaries are different than the floodplain reaches. there are inherent
challenges fbr considering projects within the overlapping geographic areas. In this first iteration
of reach planning, the reach planning teams and technical-level district tearns (i.e., F'ish and
Wildl i l 'e Work Group (FWWG), Fish and Wildl i fe Interagency Comnri t tee (FWIC), River
Resources Act ion Team (RRAT)-Tech, and I l l inois River Work Group (IRWG)) were not giverr
adeqLrate instruction or time to coordinate across districts, and thus the overlapping areas were not
ef1-ectively addressed. We believe that inclLrding several coordination points for district tearns
that share floodplain reaches will help ensure that the overlapping reaches receive sufficient
consideration throughout planning and project selection. Therefore, we support the draft AAR's
sixteenth recommendation.

Program neutrality - We strongly encourage program neutral implernentation of flture reach
planning. Page I of the draft AAR states that this first cycle of reach planning was conducted
by NESP's RST, in cooperation with other programs and groups. In future cycles. EMP and
NESP should co- lead systern and reach planning. The System and Reach PlanningNotebook,
the Regional Support Team's (RST's) composition and focus, and the RPTs' focus on progranr-
specific needs all reflect a lack of program neutrality in the first iteration of reach plarrning.
With the exception of the St. Louis District, the District teams were focused on individual
progranr tteeds when prioritizing projects. The RRAT-Exec considered projects in a progranr
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neutral framework, with final recommendations for each project to move forrvard under either
EMP or NESP based on administrative factors. We encourage the other District teams to take
an approach similar to the RRAT-Exec in future planning efforts. Before individual
programmatic factors are considered, potential restoration opporlunities should be identified
based on ecosystem needs. While the draft AAR includes some specific suggestions for
prornotittg program neutrality, we suggest including a more comprehensive program rreutralitl '
recornnrendation.

1. Regiotrul Support Teant's role and composition - We support the draft AAR's thirleenth and
fifteenth recornmendations to consider the RST's role and composition in guiding reach
planning. However, we would suggest modifuing the fwo recommendations to a) add that the
RST will include both EMP and NESP staff and will report to both programs' managentent
teams and b) emphasize that the RST and partners will regularly coordinate with the Scierrce
Panel.  LTRMP Analysis Team, and I l l inois Science Advisory Committee regarding science
treeds. During the f i rst  plarrning phase, the RST's l ranagement of the reach planning process
and its program-specific composition did not always serve the process well. For exarnple. the
RST's gr"ridance varied, resulting in inconsistencies across the for.rr floodplain reaches. We
suggest inch.rding langr"rage on how the RST will communicate and coordinate with paftners to
rnake the process transparent and understandable.

We rvould also l ike to express our sincere appreciat ion forthe Corps'substant ialef forts in
organizing and facilitating the four floodplain RPTs. It is irnporlant that parlners are directl;-
cngaged arrd actively participate throughout the entire reach plannirlg process. Because ol'the
col lect ive cornrr i t rrent to such engagenrent in the f i rst  reach plarruirrg cycle. rve bel ieve thc 20 l0
Iiloodplain l{each Plaus and identifled habitat projects reflect partners' input. However, the
iclentified habitat projects' linkages to the partner-endorsed systern goals and objectives rernain tt'r
be arlicr,rlated. In the near future, we Llrge that parlners examine the Systern Objectives Report
released on January 26.2011 arrd the 2010 Floodplain Reach Plans to ident i fy a systent ic best-
l 'a lue implernentat ion seqLlence. This wi l l  inform irnmediate and long-term project planning needs.
by identifying how and where current projects address systern goals and objectives.

Again, rve greatly appreciate the efforts of the Corps and partners in irnplerrenting the lirst cycle of
reach planrring. This was a tremendous effort, and it produced valuable inforrnation about the
systerr's habitat needs and restoration opporlunities. Thank you for your consideratiorr of our
cornrnents. Please contact UMRBA staff or any of the state EMP-CC or NECC members if you
have quest ions regarding these joint  comments.

Sincerely.
I  t J
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Barbara L. Naramore
E,xecutive Director

cc: Charles Barton, U.S. Arrny Corps of Engineers, MVD
Ken Barr, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, MVR
Charl ie Wooley, U.S. Fish and Wildl i fe Service, Region 3
Rick Nelson, U.S. Fish and Wildl i fe Service, Ecological  Services
Mike Jawson, U.S. Geological Survey, UMESC
Kathy Kowal, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
Bill Franz, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5


