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Looking downriver toward the Twin
Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul
we see the Mississippi as a quiet
country river, but the Mississippi is
many rivers as it passes through this
metropolitan corridor; a bustling
river, a quiet river, a natural river,
and an altered river; a river for
commerce, a river for people . . . in
short, the Mississippi is a river great
in diversity and great in its
challenge.

SUMMARY

On November 18, 1988, Public Law 100-696 established the Mississippi National River (MNRRA)
and Recreation Area as a unit of the national park system, which is composed of over 370 areas
administered by the National Park Service (NPS), an agency of the U.S. Department of the
Interior. The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area was established by Congress to (1)
protect, preserve, and enhance the significant values of the Mississippi River corridor through
the Twin Cities metropolitan area, (2) encourage coordination of federal, state, and local
programs, and (3) provide a management framework to assist the state of Minnesota and units
of local government in the development and implementation of integrated resource management
programs and ensure orderly public and private development in the area.

The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area includes 72 miles of the Mississippi River
and four miles of the Minnesota River and encompasses about 54,000 acres of public and private
land and water in five Minnesota counties, stretching from Dayton to just south of Hastings.

For many years the people of the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area have managed the
resources of the Mississippi River corridor as it runs through their cities. This management has
preserved the river in good condition so that people want to live near its banks and businesses
choose to locate near its shores. At the same time, with the emphasis on lakes in the Twin Cities
metro area, the Mississippi River was for many years an undiscovered resource. In 1988
Congress charged the secretary of the interior (through delegation to the National Park Service)
with coordinating the efforts of the federal, state, and local governments to keep this 72-mile
section of the Mississippi corridor in good condition and enhance its resources. Congress also
mandated that a Mississippi River Coordinating Commission be appointed to assist the secretary
in developing an integrated resource management plan for the national river and recreation area.
The commission was appointed by the secretary in May of 1990 and has worked in partnership
with the National Park Service and many other agencies and groups to develop a proposal for
managing the river corridor.

Congress directed the commission to assist the secretary, the state of Minnesota, and local units
of government to develop policies and programs for:

(1) the preservation and enhancement of the environmental values of the area

(2) enhanced public outdoor recreation opportunities in the area

(3) the conservation and protection of the scenic, historical, cultural, natural, and scientific
values of the area

(4) the commercial use of the area and its natural resources, consistent with the protection
of the values for which the area was established.

The basic visions identified for the national river and recreation area would promote extensive
partnerships between the corridor’s political entities and various constituencies to create the
desired future and achieve the legislative purpose for the 72-mile-long corridor through the Twin
Cities area. Natural areas would be respected, appropriate treatment of cultural resources would
be ensured, economic resources would be protected, and public use would be enhanced.

This draft comprehensive management plan and draft environmental impact statement provides
a proposal and three alternatives that offer a range of options to guide the management and use
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of this section of the river. Major issues include land resource protection efforts, commercial
navigation needs, park land and recreation facility opportunities, and the role of the National
Park Service in preserving, interpreting, and managing the national river and recreation area
corridor. The plan, as directed by the legislation, is a conceptual policy and program-level
document concentrating on corridorwide issues. Except for proposed NPS facilities it does not
address site-specific issues.

After a great deal of study and consultation and after receiving and considering comments from
a wide range of individuals and groups, the commission and the NPS study team developed a
draft plan that provides a framework to balance and coordinate natural, cultural, and economic
resource protection, visitor use, and development activities. It would minimize adverse effects
on the river corridor and conflicts between users while providing for a broad spectrum of land
and water uses and managed growth. Corridor management policies would be applied in a
practical manner with individual communities retaining flexibility to respond to unusual
situations in special ways providing that the resources identified in the MNRRA act are
protected. The most significant visual resources would be protected and restored where practical,
including historic structures and landscapes. The river corridor would have continuous public
or private open space along the shoreline area to the maximum extent practical and it would be
connected to the downtowns and neighborhoods by open space and trails. This continuous open
space may be a combination of public parks, trail corridors, and private land along the river that
is retained as, or restored to, green space. It would be as wide as some of the existing major
regional parks along the river or could be as narrow as the 40-foot shoreline preservation setback
area. Except in existing commercial and industrial developments, downtown areas, and historic
districts, the riverfront and bluff area would appear mostly natural from the river and its
shoreline areas (as observed from the opposite bank). In downtown areas and historic districts
development would be more visible but still complement the aesthetics of the river corridor,
appealing to area residents and serving as an attraction to visitors to the metro area. Where the
natural appearance has been altered in other areas, design guidelines and programs would be
established to encourage the restoration of shoreline to a more natural appearance.

Additional public and private open space would be provided through a continued local land and
easement acquisition program. The goal would be to provide a continuous linear open space and
trail along the riverfront in most of the corridor while protecting natural, cultural, and economic
resources. Open space would include public and private lands that are retained as primarily
undeveloped. They may include lands devoted to active or passive recreational use or lands
retained for visual or natural resource protection purposes. Some undeveloped areas would be
acquired on the upper river (above the I-694 bridge) for open space purposes, although it is not
feasible during the life of this plan to acquire a continuous public open space along the upper
river due to extensive residential development. However, a continuous trail system using
available corridors such as nearby streets and utility easements is an important component of
this plan. The potential for additional open space increases in the middle part of the Mississippi
below the Minnesota River and is greatest in the lower river area (below the 1-494 bridge). It is
recognized, however, that there are areas in all three portions of the corridor where a continuous
public open space along both sides of the river is not practical. There would be an emphasis on
working with local agencies to complete trail connections to provide a continuous trail system
along or near the river and link with other areas outside the corridor.

Commercial navigation activities would be continued. Decisions about activity expansion would
be based on a balance between desired area resource characteristics and river system capacity.
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De.zci.sions_ about commercial navigation uses would be based on resource values, emphasizing
minimal impact on aquatic life. Local governments would continue to designate areas suitable
f01.r barge fleeting in corridor plans that are consistent with this plan. The Corps of Engineers and
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) would review these community plans for
conformity with the commercial navigation policies in the MNRRA plan.

A wide range of visitor use (interpretation and recreation) activities would be encouraged that
would emphasize selected areas. A variety of passive and active resource-related recreational
activ.ities woulfi continue to be available to visitors in the corridor. These include fishing
boat}qg, canoeing, hiking, bicycling, jogging, picnicking, birding, taking photographs and,
participating in interpretive and educational programs. ,

The Park Service would have a lead role in interpretation for the corridor. Because of the
gngsual nature of the corridor and the proposed management concept, NPS facilities would be
limited to interpretive centers and administrative offices. With the partnership arrangement and
the.e?xtent of local interpretation, these would be cooperative ventures, with only one interpretive
fac111W owned and operated by the National Park Service. Based on the audience, site analysis
functions of each facility, and the interpretive themes, a system of interpreti\;e facilitieys is,
proposed. This proposal capitalized on the excellent interpretive work already being done in the
corridor and seeks to fill the interpretive gaps and offer overall coordination of activities.

There are two major interpretive facilities planned: (1) a primary information and orientation
center at Harriet Island opposite downtown St. Paul, and (2) a cooperative information and
orientation center near downtown Minneapolis. The St. Paul/Harriet Island facility would be
comblfled'with the MNRRA administrative headquarters, strategically located to continue
extensive interaction with the government agencies included in the MNRRA partnership.

Two smaller cooperative interpretive centers (contact stations) are also planned, one in Hastings

and another at Coon Rapids dam, each with a different i i i
o / nt interpretive emph i
visitor experience. P PHASIS S posnat

The Natior_lal Environmental Policy Act requires that alternatives be evaluated for proposed
federal actions, and this document analyzes three alternatives to the proposed plan.

Alternative A (no action) would continue existing resource protection activities, land and water
management, and visitor use programs. No overall comprehensive plan woulcll be adopted for
the river Forridor, and local communities would continue to manage the river with minimal
coordination and cooperation. Political boundaries would continue to delineate different
management regulations, so individual segments within the 72-mile stretch of the Mississippi
River would be managed according to different plans. o

Alternative B wpuld place a greater emphasis on resource protection, more restrictive land
g;?nagement (with only sele'ctlve new development), and emphasize passive recreation activities.
orts for resource protection would be coordinated between the National Park Service and

existing state, federal, and local programs, with the Park Servi i i
/ y s ce taking the lead on
of the natural and cultural resources. # EFRESEaR

Alte.rnat.iv.e C would plape greater emphasis on the use and development potential of the
corridor; increased tourism and new commercial and industrial development would be
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encouraged to a greater degree. There would be less land rr}anagem'ent activ.ity 1n alternative C,
and visitor activities would emphasize more active recreation. Nationally significant resources
would be protected under existing laws, regulations, and policies, and they would be marketed
more intensively to stimulate visitation.

Impacts of the proposed plan and the three alternatives are asse.sged in this document. Bot.h
positive and negative impacts to natural and cultural resources, visitor use, and socioeconomic
environments are analyzed. If corridor communities adopt' and enforqe the land use managen:ient
and open space policies in the plan, sensitive resources in the corridor vyould be protecte ,kai
natural appearance would be preserved (and restored in some areas), and improvements wouh

be made to recreation and open space opportunities in the area. A table summarizing the
impacts of the alternatives is included in this document and should be referenced for an

overview of environmental consequences.

Many individuals, organizations, and agencies have contribut?d to the plammg process. quk
groups made up of local technical experts assisted the commission aqd National Park Ser\glqe
team in developing visions, collecting data, and making recomr.rfendatlons for_the. plan. Public
meetings and several newsletters have offered opportunities for public mvo.lvgm_ent:
Opportunities to comment and influence the eventual outcome of.the plan for the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area continue and comments on this document are encouraged

during the public review period.
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ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY BY ISSUE

Issue

Proposed Plan

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

General Concept

Balance use and preservation
needs

No action

Emphasize more
resource preservation

Emphasize visitor use
and development

Land Use/Landscape
Character Concept

Preserve and restore natural
appearance of shorelines and
bluffs; protect historic areas;
preserve economic resources;
provide setbacks and screen
new uses with vegetation

Continue existing land
use trends and
landscape character
mixture

Stress protection of
natural, cultural, and
existing economic
resources and open
space preservation;
minimize new uses

Encourage new high-
quality development;
add new uses with
design excellence
stimulating tourism

——

Riverfront Area Land Use
(w/in 300 feet of shore)

Emphasize river-related and
river-enhancing uses; no
change to existing
development

No new policy on
river-related uses near
river

Strictly river-related
uses; phase out
inconsistent uses

No new policy

Barge Fleeting Areas

Monitor effects; activity
expansion would balance
desired resource characteristics

" and river system capacity

No additional
management action

Freeze existing areas
pending additional
research on impacts and
alternatives; map all
potential new areas

Add fleeting areas per
demand while
protecting significant
sensitive resources

Open Space

Provide a continuous linear
open space where feasible;
acquire threatened sensitive
resources

Add some additional
park land per existing
local plans

Provide maximum open
space protecting
sensitive areas and
emphasizing resource
protection

Acquire some park land
for recreation and
tourism needs

Park Land Ownership

Minimal NPS land; additional
local park land

No additional NPS
land; additional local
parks per existing
plans

Significant NPS land
ownership, including
transferring major parks
to NPS

No additional NPS
land; additional local
parks per existing plans
plus some additional
lands

Resource Management

Balanced resource protection
and use; increase pollution
reduction efforts; protect
cultural and economic
resources; coordinate research

No additional action;
monitor corridor
activities

Stress resource
protection and pollution
reduction; extensive
research efforts

Promote greater use of
corridor resources with
protection under
existing laws and
regulations

Visitor Use Provide broad range of Continue existing Emphasize passive Emphasize active
activities in appropriate areas types of use with no visitor use activities recreation use
coordinated
management
Park Service NPS interp./admin. facility in No NPS facilities Similar to proposal but No NPS facilities;
Development/ St. Paul and cooperative more extensive NPS extensive local

Cooperative Interpretive
Facilities

interpretive center in
Minneapolis; coop. contact
stations near north and south
ends of corridor

interpretive and
recreational facilities

recreation facilities

Management Concept

Extensive partnerships

Existing programs;
may lead to MNRRA
deauthorization

Stronger NPS role in
corridor management

Minimal NPS role in
corridor management

Land Use Management/
Monitoring Option

NPS develops agreements with
Metropolitan Council to
review local plans and DNR to
review local actions for
conformance to MNRRA plan

No additional
monitoring

NPS/Local partnership
to monitor plans and
actions for plan

Metropolitan Council
provides all local land
use monitoring services
for plan
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PLAN

The purpose of this document is to present a proposed comprehensive management plan
(CMP) for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), alternatives to the
proposal, and an analysis of the environmental consequences of the proposal and alternatives.
The final plan will provide guidance on managing the corridor for the next 10-15 years. The
draft comprehensive management plan with accompanying draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) is intended to inform members of the public and the secretary of the interior
of the potential impacts of implementation of the proposal or any of the alternatives.
Following public review of the document, comments will be addressed, needed revisions and
additions will be made, and the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National
Park Service will submit the plan to the secretary of the interior and governor of Minnesota
for review. A final environmental impact statement will be issued by the National Park
Service after public review of the draft environmental impact statement and the governor’s
review. The secretary will be asked to clear the final plan and final EIS for publication prior
to approving the plan. The final EIS will be released to the public for 30 days before the
secretary formally approves the plan and a record of that decision is issued. The final decision
on whether to approve the comprehensive plan will be made by the secretary based on the
governor’s recommendations on the draft plan, consideration of the adequacy of public
participation throughout the project, and other factors specified in the MNRRA act.

PROJECT HISTORY

The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area is one of the newer areas in the national
park system. The 72-mile-long corridor was created by Congress in 1988 to (1) protect,
preserve, and enhance' nationally significant resources in the Mississippi River corridor
through the Twin Cities metro area, (2) coordinate government programs in the corridor, and
(3) provide a management framework to assist the state of Minnesota and its units of local
government in the development and implementation of integrated resource management
programs for the Mississippi River corridor in order to ensure orderly public and private
development in the area.

Also by congressional directive, the secretary of the interior has appointed the 22-member
Mississippi River Coordinating Commission to assist federal, state, and local authorities to
develop and implement an integrated plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation
Area. Members of the commission represent local governments, state and federal agencies,
commercial navigation, and the general public (representing a variety of interests).

Congress directed the commission as a coordinator and advisory organization to assist the
secretary, the state of Minnesota, and local units of government, to develop policies and
programs for:

(1) the preservation and enhancement of the environmental values of the area
(2) enhanced public outdoor recreation opportunities in the area

1Throughout this document the terms "preserve" or "protect" should generally be interpreted to mean "preserve,
protect, and enhance" when referring to resources.



(3) the conservation and protection of the scenic, historical, cultural, natural, and
scientific values of the area
(4) the commercial use of the area and its related natural resources, consistent with the

protection of the values for which the area was established as the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area.

The final management plan is scheduled for completion in early 1994. The Park Service and
the commission would then coordinate with others to prepare more detailed strategies and
work to implement the plan for the corridor. This would include a broad spectrum of
partners, including state and regional agencies, local governments, and the private sector.

As the Mississippi River flows through the Twin Cities metropolitan area
dramatically in character from natural areas to intense industrial use and
Travelers on the river see woodlands, parklands, factories, barges, residences, fa
buildings, bridges, wildlife habitat, and the skylines of two large cities. The extensive amount
of natural vegetated shoreline is unusual for an urban area. The historic resources are also
very impressive considering the dynamic growth and development in the region.

, it changes
back again.
rms, historic

For more than a century the Mississippi has been a working river. It is an important
commercial artery and for many years has produced hydropower. The Twin Cities developed
because of their proximity to the river. The many significant cultural resources in the corridor
are a testament to the historic influence of the waterway. In 1892 Congress authorized

maintenance of a four-foot-deep navigation channel, and since 1940 the federal government
has maintained a nine-foot-deep channel through the cities.

The river corridor remains a remarkably natural retreat in the midst of a major metropolitan
area, due largely to the efforts of committed citizens and local government efforts over the
years. One of the first was that of Horace Cleveland, who planned an extensive, linked park
system focusing on the river, streams, and lakes. This provided the framework that is still
used today to provide open space along the river and to connect the streams and lakes to the
river. In recent years the river has benefitted from a growing public recognition of the value
of this resource. Open space, recreation, and entertainment improvements are drawing people
back to its banks in greater numbers. For about 20 years the state of Minnesota has required
special efforts to regulate land use in the corridor and to protect its resources, and in 1988
congress established the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area and directed a joint
federal, state, and local program to coordinate efforts to preserve important natural, cultural,
and economic values in the corridor and to guide growth and development.

Dramatic improvements have been made to the riverfront and public open space has
increased throughout the corridor. However, in spite of the excellent efforts of individual
cities, there is a general lack of coordination in the corridor. Most cities are adequately
protecting the most sensitive natural and cultural resources, but a few are not. Some, because
of existing development and land use controls or financial constraints, are unable to protect
the resources. Recreational traffic on the river has increased significantly, fish have been
contaminated, water quality does not meet standards, and corridor lands have been
developed at a rapid pace. Some communities are promoting industrial development along
the riverfront, while others are attempting to preserve the river corridor for parks and

recreation. This lack of a common vision for the river and coordinated action is a long-
standing problem that this plan seeks to correct.

S 1 major planning efforts tried to address these problems in the past. Th.e'ﬁ:s:i V\lr)as :{1\2
A River Critical Area program, authorized by state 1av_v' and initia ed by f
MlSSISSlpPl V utive order in 1976. The program involved 20 cities, thg Un1vers1ty1 0
Brrccota, exficfour townships along the river. Each community was required to comp Zte
Mmr.lesolta, ant a plan to preserve the river’s resources (such as riverbanks, bluffs, w'etlaln sa,
R e elrrtlien) alzidress barge fleeting (parking areas for barges — see glo§sary), define .?fxnd
R On'cie for open space and trails. The plans and implementation efforts varleh,
b 'andf oG ressinI: land acquisition and trail construction to plans de51gnfad to meet t 1e(
B o rec a%rgements of the legislation. There were a number of problems, mcl.udmg {ac
Ir;lIf':l:rlllclllirrrllgrfeoqrucoordination and monitoring, lack of implementatio;\, uneven E;]rlllaaghetr)rf1 :i t}:)p;;;;s1
e i ini rcement. This draft comprehensive m
;rc:(rir;rvr:rglir;?i{;hf(r)gx rtllilenl;ler:tn:)aflt;r;fs(; plans, while adding some new ideas to protect and

restore resources.

In 1980, in response to continuing concern about the fate of the river, tcl;e Me;rg)ol;(t;z\(:{h;fz
C 'do/rs Study Commission was created by Congress to recommend wayd P e

b he resource values of the three rivers in the metro area. This study analy ©
il tr f the Mississippi River and found it lacking in both consistency and
Eordnatior ?I“he 1986 study report provided the basis for many of the proposek
COOTdmatlont- olicies in this plan. While the study commission found that' muﬁh work,
managemer::l I:( ense had already gone into preserving, protecting, and ephancmg t (lelrlygr s
o ar'lt el pfound that a more concerted effort was needed to provide an overa fv1510n
e rive ans::l) to protect it. As a result of the study commission’s efforts and th(?se oA man};
fioerdti}clitrel;ecri’gzens }éongress created the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area a

a unit of the national park system in 1988.

The 1988 legislation for the Mississippi National River and Recreation A&reat ?;regzng\:tteg
comprehensive management plan (CMP) be prepal.red for the corrldoil' erli e
elenFents are required to be in the plan (see appendix A). The NPSGeI\rE) g:eg ‘ § g
NPS Management Policies require that a general management plan ( ) }; s P Sigku
its of the national park system. This draft comprehensive manageme grec,reation

?urlalized will serve as the general management plan for (;he r;gtlonill rl;/:én aer;ta1 s

, i legislative directives, dep !

is document was prepared according to g : °
;I;)eliiaéigfndogsidelines. Tﬁe procedures for developing and approving the plan were derive
from all these sources.

RRA it i i isting federal
islati fit into an extensive array of existing leral,
legislation and management plan. : v
zt}:'ieMi\d loca% laws, regulations, and policies. .These m.c!ude fedgralf lawti‘altilt’i\: - th%
navi/ ation improvements, federal and state regulatlops requiring permits for elicc)cal B
riverg state critical area and shoreland protection regmr;rgzq:g anlddr;ltlarir;:?rlllihe ethnt e and
ir i i in the corridor. itiona :
dinances controlling land use in the c : ‘ cr
?grl;r;%v?)rrk and the consistency of this plan with other plans in the area are contained i
Plan Implementation section of this document and in appendix J.

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THIS PLAN

- ; . th
A number of issues were identified by the commxsilonf, tt}}:e Natl-i%aéiir;ssgglfﬁéliﬁd ire1
. . ;
i ing the scoping phase for this plan. Details of the scop .
f};bgg:suurlltr;%ioneand }éoogrgination section. Most of the issues had been recognized for many
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years. This list covers only those problems that seem to be most appropriately addressed in
a comprehensive plan, based on guidance provided by legislative direction and NPS policy.
This is a brief introduction to the issues, which are more thoroughly addressed in the body
of the document.

¢ There is a need for a corridorwide vision for the river — one that all units of local
government endorse and actively implement. The final plan should provide that

vision, produced through a partnership of government agencies, the public, and the

0 10 20 Miles
commission.
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* There is a need for a consistent and comprehensive management philosophy for the North

corridor, regardless of the management form finally chosen.
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* The legislation clearly establishes the concept of partnership management with
additional coordination and using existing state and local programs, but it allows
some leeway in implementation. The 1988 legislation also allows flexibility in the role
of the National Park Service in managing the corridor. This has been a major issue
during the planning process. While there is general agreement that the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area is not a traditional unit of the national park
system, there could be a stronger federal presence or management could rely more on
existing authorities, state agencies, and local governments.
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* As use of the river and adjacent lands in the corridor grows, there is increasing
potential for conflicts between uses.

* Barge transportation and fleeting is a well-established traditional use recognized in
the MNRRA legislation, the activities provide a major contribution to the metro area
economy, and adequate fleeting space is vital to the commercial navigation industry.

requires that the plan include a program that provides for the management of barge

Some people have contended that the level of barge fleeting is excessive, and that ] TO WAUSAU -
ﬂeetmg activities cause env1r9nmental impacts. chers contend tha.t fleeting is not b MINNEAPOLIS - ' ) @
excessive and that greater environmental damage is caused by recreational watercraft. 4 : \ o
Barge fleeting has been a major issue identified by the public, and the MNRRA act : “EAU CLAIRE

|

a2

fleeting consistent with the findings and purposes of the legislation. Maintaining | B
navigation improvements, such as the 9-foot channel, is also recognized in the - @\“
legislation because it is critical to the commercial navigation industry, but it requires ¥ ¥ /@
periodic dredging and a need for material placement sites in the corridor. 1 S 4
* The corridor includes many outstanding vistas, areas of scenic beauty, and tranquil t ’ \SON AND CHICAGO
places in the midst of a great urban area. These scenic and aesthetic resources can be & 3 T MAD
adversely affected by uncontrolled development, incompatible design, high speed v Wisconsin
roads, and poor land use practices. L A >, ”
. . : MANKATO' Minnesota \ 9

* Unrestricted development on the slopes or near the edge of bluffs causes soil

erosion and diminishes the quality of the view from the river or opposing overlooks. | TO LA CROSSE ¥
Residences are often built near the bluff line to take advantage of river views. Bluffs
have also traditionally been used for underground storage in the Twin Cities area,
which has some unavoidable impacts to the bluff face.
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* Degradation of the natural shoreline appearance can be caused by unregulated
development, erosion, adjacent roads, and other land use activities. However, some
development along the shoreline in urban waterfront areas is appropriate.

¢ Indigenous vegetation along the shoreline, in wetlands, and along the bluffs is
important to the visual character of the corridor and support of natural systems.
Unrestricted development can strip vegetation if established regulations and
guidelines are not followed.

* Preserving cultural resources, including historic and ethnographic resources and
prehistoric sites, is supported by many agencies and groups; however, new
development or disuse has caused the loss of many important resources. The potential
impacts of land use policies on historic resources is a concern of the historic
preservation community.

* Significant improvements have been made in wastewater treatment in the Twin
Cities area. However, water quality is still a major concern. Issues range from toxic
wastes to sedimentation. Fish are contaminated with heavy metals, contact recreation
is not advised, and nonpoint source pollution is a chronic problem, especially in the
lower part of the river corridor. The primary nonpoint source pollution input is from
agricultural runoff outside the corridor into the Minnesota River, which enters the
Mississippi at Fort Snelling State Park about five miles upstream from downtown St.
Paul. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is attempting to address the nonpoint
problems on the Minnesota River, but it is a very complex issue that will take
extensive time and funds to correct.

* Direct loss of habitat has occurred because of competing interests and uses such as
recreation and commercial development. Direct and indirect loss of wetlands has been
due to ground water depletion and water diversion from wet areas.

* Considerable public land already exists, but the amount and distribution of open
space needed to protect the river’s resources and to provide for the corridor’s many
uses continues to be a major issue. As water quality improves, recreational facilities
and open space along the river will increase in importance. There is also a question
regarding who should manage additional open space in the corridor. Local park plans
contain proposals to acquire additional lands along the river. The National Park
Service currently administers about 43 acres of federal land on several small islands
and one upland parcel that are scattered throughout the MNRRA corridor. However,
there are no current efforts to actively manage these areas. The amount of additional
NPS-managed land in the corridor, if any, is a major issue to be resolved in this plan.

e The MNRRA legislation listed the importance of economic resources along with
other more traditionally cited national park system resources, and the plan must
"recognize existing economic activities in the area and provide for their management."
"Nationally significant economic resources" are not defined in the legislation. The act
charges the commission with developing "policies and programs for the commercial
utilization of the corridor consistent with the values for which the area was
established." New development competes with existing activities for scarce land and
access to the river, and it may adversely affect the preservation of existing economic
resources in the corridor. The amount of new economic development in the corridor,



types of uses, and locations for new commercial and industrial activities are issues to
be addressed in the plan. New development needs must be weighed along with
natural, cultural, and economic resource protection needs. The challenge is to find a
way to define and achieve balance among natural, cultural, and economic resource
preservation, visitor use needs, and new development activities in the corridor.

* The impact of proposed land and‘water use policies and open space acquisition on
economic activities in the corridor is a major concern of some communities and
members of the metro area business community.

* The interpretive program emphasis, the need for additional facilities, coordination
of interpretation and visitor services, gaps in existing interpretive and environmental

education programs, and the most appropriate service providers must be determined
for the area.

All significant corridorwide issues raised by the public that were within the scope of the
MNRRA legislation are addressed in this plan. One issue raised periodically during the course
of this planning process but not addressed in the plan is the concern that this project is the
first step by the National Park Service to gain control of the entire Mississippi River from
Lake Itasca to the Gulf of Mexico. There is a separate study currently being undertaken by
an independent congressionally established commission, the Mississippi River Study
Commission, to determine the feasibility of designating the entire river as a national heritage
corridor. The National Park Service is providing some staff assistance to that commission, but
it does not control the results of the study. A national heritage corridor, if so recommended

by that commission, would have to be established by Congress. National heritage corridors
are not units of the national park system.

An alternative for a more traditional national park also was identified early in project scoping.
It would include broad NPS land ownership in the corridor, extensive land restoration, and
a dominant NPS presence in corridor management. This alternative is not analyzed in this
document because it would be outside the legislative intent for MNRRA and is not feasible
given the existing ownership and development pattern in the Twin Cities area.

The MNRRA plan also does not address site-specific issues on non-NPS land in the corridor.
This is a comprehensive management plan providing a long-range vision for the area, broad
concepts and a framework for coordination, and corridorwide policies and programs that
would provide guidance on solving future site-specific issues. It is beyond the scope of the
plan and would be in conflict with the cooperative spirit of the legislation to attempt to
resolve all current site-specific land use conflicts in the corridor.

PURPOSE AND VISIONS FOR THE AREA

The following purpose and vision statements were developed early in the planning process
to provide guidance for preparing the plan. They serve as a foundation for its
implementation. They were developed by the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
with the assistance of work groups. These ideas form the basic goals and objectives on which
the plan and the alternatives were based. They were subject to public review before
conceptual alternatives and a draft proposal were developed. They have been revised during
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the planning process to reflect public input and the evolving direction provided by the
commission. They are listed in the order that resources are listed in the act.

Please note that the purposes describe intent and are stated as broad ggals to be
accomplished. Visions are more specific objectives that describe how the corridor might
appear if the purposes are achieved.

Purpose: preserve, enhance, and interpret archeological, ethnographic, and historic resources.
Visions: (in the future we would see that . . .)

The public has opportunities to learn about historic, ethnographic, and archeological
resources in the corridor through interpretive and educational programs.

The significant historic, ethnographic, and archeological resources of the corridor are
preserved and protected.

Archeological, ethnographic, and historic preservation, enhancement, and interpretation
reflect the diversity of the people who have lived in the river corridor.

The MNRRA corridor is an exemplary role model for historic preservation and adaptive use
of historic structures.

Preservation, enhancement, and interpretation actions respect the rights of private
ownership and involve all parties (public and private) with responsibitity for the resources.

All developments and programs are sensitive to the physical limitations of historic and
archeological resources.

Purpose: enhance opportunities for public outdoor recreation, education, and scenic
enjoyment.

Visions:

Additional opportunities for recreational and educational experiences, includi'ng scenic
enjoyment and quiet contemplation, are provided throughout the MNRRA corridor.

The corridor offers a broad range of recreational and educational experiences q()'sely tied
to the character of the resource and complementing other recreational opportunities in the
metropolitan area.

A full range of recreational boating is provided while providing for user safety and
minimizing crowding and conflicts with other uses.

Public use areas are easily accessible and safe.

Residents and visitors are able to traverse the entire length of the corridor by foot and
bicycle.
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Public access is provided to a range of natural and cultural resources in ways that do not
damage resources or violate the rights of private landowners.

Recreational and educational opportunities provided in the corridor reflect the cultural and
ethnic diversity and varying physical and financial abilities of residents and visitors.

Special features are identified, developed, and promoted as tourist destinations consistent
with the protection of cultural, natural, and economic resources.

The MNRRA corridor includes a system of park lands connected by the river with a system
of linear parks and other elements that facilitate public access to the river.

Purpose: preserve, enhance, and interpret natural resources.

Visions:

The public can learn about natural resources in the corridor through interpretive and
educational programs.

Significant natural resources in the corridor are preserved and enhanced.
All developments and programs are sensitive to the limitations of natural resources.
Significant naturakresources that have been adversely impacted in the past are restored.

Preservation, enhancement, and interpretation respect the rights of private ownership and
involve all parties, public and private, with responsibility for these resources.

The river through the MNRRA corridor has water quality that meets state and federal
fishing and swimming standards.

Air quality in the corridor meets state and federal standards.

The value of the river as a public water supply is protected.

Purpose: provide for continued economic activity and development.

Visions:

12

The corridor continues to include multiple uses consistent with wise land use management
principles.

Opportunities are provided for observation and interpretation of the Mississippi’s role in
the regional and national economy.

The role of the Mississippi River as a working river and as the heart of mid-continent
navigation is recognized.

e e it
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Protection and enhancement of the river corridor’s natural and cultural resources are seen
as positive elements in economic development strategies.

Economic development activities that take advantage of the corridor’s attributes are
encouraged in a manner that does not degrade the natural or cultural resources.

Commercial and recreational river traffic are conducted to minimize conflicts with each
other and with other uses.

Barge fleeting, a vital function of commercial navigation, is a recognized traditional use on
the river and is conducted in a manner consistent with the purposes for which MNRRA
was established.

Purpose: improve the public’s understanding of the river and promote public stewardship
of its resources.

Visions:

Regional residents, local governments, businesses, and industries share a strong sense of
stewardship for the well-being of the corridor.

Activities in the MNRRA corridor support the interests of local communities in improving
the public awareness of river resources.

The public is aware through coordinated interpretive programs of the national significance
and status of corridor resources and their stewardship.

The public has an understanding and appreciation of the multiple uses and purposes of the
river.

Opportunities are provided to learn about and experience corridor resources.

Purpose: recognize and strengthen people’s relationships with the river as a dynamic part of
our heritage, our quality of life, and our legacy for future generations.

Visions:

Metropolitan area citizens have a strong sense of identity with the three area rivers and
their history.

The MNRRA corridor enriches the lives of metropolitan residents and visitors by enhar}cing
regional, natural, cultural, and aesthetic resources and by contributing to regional
socioeconomic growth.

The MNRRA corridor has an identity that connects it to the greater cultural, economic,
political, and natural systems of the area.

The Mississippi is recognized as one of the world’s largest river systems, as a significant
historic and modern transportation corridor, and as a place that attracted human settlement.

13



Opportunities are provided for local residents and visitors to discover the Mississippi River
and its stories.

Communities support the MNRRA plan and participate in the coordination of activities.

By identifying the most significant resources (using the list identified in the act), balancing
the needs to protect those resources with other needs in the corridor, and using concepts and
policies taken from the previous corridor plans, the goal is to bring management in all areas
in the corridor to the same level of excellence. If this occurs, then the visions can be achieved.
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PROPOSED PLAN

This alternative constitutes the proposed comprehensive management plan (CMP) and
proposed general management plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.
The proposed plan is the preferred alternative of the commission and the National Park
Service (NPS). It is also the "minimum requirements alternative," as defined by NPS planning
guidelines, to meet legislative mandates and NPS policy to effectively manage the corridor.
The following sections cover land and water use, resource management (including natural,
cultural, and economic resources), visitor use and interpretation, general development needs,
park operations, and plan implementation strategies.

Public Law 100-696, establishing the corridor as a unit of the national park system, required
in section 703(i) that the comprehensive management plan include a program for management
of existing and future land and water use. The proposed plan was prepared pursuant to this
congressional direction and NPS guidelines for the preparation of general management plans.
Additional plan contents required by the MNRRA legislation are covered in the last section
of the proposed plan, "Plan Implementation.”

This is a conceptual, policy and program-level plan concentrating on corridorwide concerns.
Except for proposed NPS facilities, it does not address site-specific issues. Alternatives to the
proposed plan are described in the sections that follow the proposal. The alternatives
analyzed in this document provide a range of possible plans within the scope of the MNRRA
legislation.

GENERAL CONCEPT

After a great deal of study and consultation and after receiving and considering comments
from a wide range of individuals and groups, the commission and National Park Service
study team developed a draft plan that provides a framework to coordinate natural, cultural,
and economic resource protection, visitor use, and development activities. It would minimize
adverse effects on the river corridor and conflicts between users while providing for a broad
spectrum of land and water uses and managed growth. The most significant visual resources
would be protected and restored where practical, including historic structures and landscapes,
shorelines, wetlands, steep slopes, and other sensitive resources. The river corridor would
have contin qus public and private open space along the shoreline area to the maximum
extent Efa"c %a?/and it would be connected to the downtowns and neighborhoods by open
space and trails. Local governments would update their land use plans for the corridor to
conform with this plan. Additional open space and trails would be acquired and developed
by local governments. The National Park Service would develop a major interpretive center
and headquarters in St. Paul, and cooperate on establishing a major interpretive center in
Minneapolis and smaller interpretive stations in Hastings and at the Coon Rapids dam.

While it is important for communities to show strong support for the MNRRA plan and
provide consistency in river corridor management, it is recognized that individual
communities must retain flexibility to address unique issues and special situations. Policies
proposed in this plan must be implemented in a practical manner considering the specific
issues in particular cases. Practicality and feasibility would be part of all the policies and
actions that follow. This should not, however, diminish the overall commitment to
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community land use regulations. It is also understood that much of the corridor is developed
and cannot and should not be restored to a natural state. This plan recognizes existing
development and concentrates on managing new uses and, where practical, increasing the
amount of vegetation along the riverbank in existing developed areas. Nothing in this plan
would deprive corridor landowners of all use and enjoyment of their land. Local governments
would continue to have primary land use planning and control responsibilities. Metropolitan
Council staff would provide assistance to local governments on plan development and
revision to achieve conformance with this plan. Similarly, DNR staff would provide technical
advice and assistance to local governments in revising and administering zoning controls to
conform to this plan.

This plan includes protection of existing economic resources along with other existing
resources listed in the act, and it proposes to manage new development consistent with
resource protection mandates. Although economic development activity (promotion of new
business and development) for the area is an important element of community growth and
development strategies, it is not a major component of this plan and would continue to be
the function of local plans and programs in the area. This plan does encourage growth and
redevelopment in the corridor that protects the nationally significant resources listed in the
MNRRA act and enhances the appearance and livability of the river environs. Development
would be compatible with surrounding land use and conform to established community
zoning regulations and design guidelines.

Land Use and Protection Policies

General Policy. Decisions about land use and development in the corridor would be based
on area resource characteristics implemented through local plans. Land use location decisions
for development proposals would be based on a balance between resource protection, visitor
use, and development needs in the corridor. Resource protection (including existing natural,
cultural, and economic resources) would be the primary determining factor in case of a
conflict. Currently undeveloped land areas in the corridor would continue to appear open
from the river and its shoreline areas (as observed from the opposite bank), although there
could be intensive development away from the shoreline. New developments would in most
cases be clustered near similar developments in the most appropriate places in the corridor
and would be consistent with local plans. Wherever practical, degraded shorelines would be
restored to a more natural appearance. The river corridor is characterized by a mosaic of
urban development and natural areas. To ensure preservation of this unusual landscape,
several of the policies below concentrate on protection of bluffs and riverfront areas (see
section sketch).

Riverfront improvement is strongly encouraged by this plan. New uses should be located to
improve the appearance of existing and expanded uses where practical. This plan does not
exceed existing local requirements that prevent structures subject to setbacks from being
rebuilt if damaged by fire or natural disaster. The plan encourages wise use of floodplain
lands, including relocation of structures that are damaged by flood; however, it does not go
beyond existing federal, state, and local policies for enforcing floodplain manageme
standards on private lands. Unlike many floodplain management programs where the longfw
term goal is to remove structures from the 100-year floodplain, this plan is to preserve
existing conditions. Structures that do not meet setback and height standards in this plan }
could be rebuilt on the same footprint if destroyed by fire or natural disaster unless
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prohibited by federal, state, or local policies.

New land use and development in the riverfront area (the first 300 feet back from the river)
would include those activities relating to or requiring a location next to the river, activities
preserving historic structures located along the river, or activities enhancing the riverfront.
A variety of high-quality, river-related, sustainable, and nonpolluting uses could exist near
the river. These would include recreational, educational, residential, commercial, and
industrial uses. Sensitive areas (including shorelines, floodplains, wetlands, endangered
species habitat, steep slopes, bluff lines, and significant historic and archeological sites) would
be buffered from other land uses. A narrow natural area along the shoreline would be
protected, and cultural resources would be preserved. The shoreline area adjacent to the
downtown sections would be more structured, including public plazas and more formal
landscape designs consistent with an urban setting. Shoreline treatments in historic districts
would preserve cultural resources and enhance their interpretation. Existing riverfront
improvement programs would be continued. The riverfront areas would be more accessible
from the downtown areas of the Twin Cities and would be more heavily used with the
addition of recreational and retail uses such as restaurants, cultural facilities, and special
events. People would be able to safely walk along the river, and views of the river would be
available from areas away from the shoreline.

The approach to land resource protection in the corridor envisions several levels of
management:

(1) The most significant scenic, cultural, or natural resources, including scenic and trail
easements, would be acquired by local governments.

(2) Location criteria for the placement of new land uses would be developed with the intent
of protecting the most significant resources and would be incorporated into local zoning
ordinances.

(3) Resource protection and site development policies would result in increased protection of
wetlands, floodplains, wildlife habitat, historic districts, etc. The requirements could be
incorporated into existing local zoning ordinances and plans.

(4) Design guidelines would be administered at the local level. A sample set of design
guidelines is provided in appendix C. The Metropolitan Council and the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources would work with communities to further develop these
guidelines and apply them to specific areas.

(5) Public education about the value of corridor resources and the importance of their
protection would result in better care of the river and its shoreline.

Detailed Policies. Following are detailed land use policies that would be implemented if this
draft plan is approved. The location policies discussed below are intended for new
development in the corridor, while site development policies are intended for both new
development and substantial expansion or redevelopment. Several policies are intended to
preserve the most significant visual resources, such as the shoreline area, bluffs, and historic
districts. Most existing residential, commercial, and industrial development in the corridor
would not be significantly changed by this plan. The plan would also allow businesses and
industries in the corridor to expand existing facilities if the expansion is consistent with
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resource protection and site development policies. New development would occur in
accordance with building setbacks and landscaping guidelines and would include trail
easements and other site stipulations identified by local governments.

Communities in the corridor would incorporate the policies articulated below when updatin
their plans. As long as the plan’s visions are achieved and resources identified in the act are
protected, communities could tailor policies to the specific resources in their section of the
river. State legislation would be sought to require community plans to be updated to conform
to this plan. The Park Service, Metropolitan Council, and Department of Natural Resources
would work with communities to apply the policies below until community plans are certified
as in conformance with this plan. Most of the policies listed below were taken from one or
more of the local critical area plans. Local zoning ordinances would be updated as needed

to comply with the plan. There would be a standard variance procedure included in local
ordinances.

Location Policies

(1) Give special emphasis to the relatively narrow zone of land along the river. This is because
of its proximity to the river, its concentration of significant natural, cultural, and economic
resources, its greater recreation use potential, and the potential for serious adverse effects if
it is not properly managed. This area is consistent with the state-regulated shoreland area
along rivers in Minnesota. All new development in the riverfront area (defined as the first 300
feet back from the river’s ordinary high-water level (see section sketch) should have a
relationship to the river, a need for a river location, or the capability to enhance the river
environment, This policy would protect many values referenced in the MNRRA act, including
existing economic resources. Uses that would replace inconsistent activities and enhance
resources identified in the act are encouraged in the corridor. Uses are encouraged that
demonstrate that they would enhance the riverfront area through excellence in design,
extensive resource protection measures, landscaping that exceeds standard requirements,
preservation and restoration of a natural shoreline appearance, and providing physical and
visual access to the river from adjacent areas and continuous public access along the
shoreline. Areas behind existing levees would be an exception to this 300-foot riverfront use
policy because they are normally physically and aesthetically cut off from the river and
usually already heavily committed to industrial uses. This exception would not apply to
additional areas that are afforded flood protection behind new levees, and the proposed
riverfront policy would be in affect. Following are examples of the types of uses that would
be acceptable along the riverfront:

* recreational activities and facilities that are based on water and related land use and that
capitalize on an attractive river setting

* industry that requires the river for its function, such as those with commercial navigation
or water appropriation needs

* housing that preserves the natural shoreline appearance and provides river access to
residents and the public

* office buildings that blend with the surrounding environment, preserve the natural

shoreline appearance, and provide pedestrian access along the river for office employees and
the public
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e open space for passive recreation or for the preservation of natural resource

e retail, entertainment, and commercial uses that provide public access along the r.iver and
complement the riverfront area by enhancing visitor enjoyment, understanding, and
stewardship of the river and its history

» public facilities, treatment plants, or utilities that require or would benefit from the river
location

e educational facilities related to the river

e preservation, historic resource interpretation, and adaptive reuse of significant historic
structures

e commercial navigation improvements and river transportation facilities
e low speed scenic or parkway roads with extensive landscape development

Activities that do not relate to the river, that do not need a r?ver location, that do 'not
contribute to the riverfront environment, or that would have detrlmgptal effects on cormdgr
resources should be located outside the riverfront area. These aC:t1V1t1es could b'e locat.ed. in
the corridor, but should be outside the 300-foot riverfront area subject tg local zoning. Existing
uses that do not relate to the river, do not need to be located near the river, or do not enhance
the riverfront would be encouraged to relocate outside the SQQ-foot riverfront area; however,
wholesale redevelopment of the riverfront area is not env1§10ned. The followmg uses ?ﬁe
examples of the types of activities that would normally be discouraged from locating in the

riverfront area:

» general industry and warehousing that do not need access to the river
e general commercial and services

» parking lots not related to the primary land use

e outdoor storage uses

e high speed parallel arterial roads or highways

e utilities not requiring a river location

e parallel aboveground utility lines

These uses would be excepted from this policy if it can be demonstr.ated F}}at they would (1(3
have no adverse affects on the river corridor, (2) enhance resources 1dent.1f1ed in the atct, ape
(3) generally improve land use in the riverfront area through' excellence in design, efxnear’zlsllrva 1
resource protection, landscaping that exceeds sj(andard requirements, a prog(riam 0 e
shoreline preservation and restoration, a commitment to er)Vldg physical an v151;a Ec o
from adjacent areas, and a continuous public trail along the river in the shoreline setback area.
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(2) Develop incentives to encourage industries that no longer rely on the river for
transportation or other needs to relocate out of the riverfront area.

(3) Convert inconsistent riverfront land uses to consistent ones if owners move away. If the
land meets criteria for open space acquisition, encourage owners to leave the space open;
otherwise, appropriate private redevelopment should occur. Nothing in this plan would
prevent owners of inconsistent land uses from selling or leasing their property for the same
or similar land uses if consistent with local plans or ordinances.

(4) Cluster new riverfront uses near similar ones or replace existing uses rather than develop
isolated, unrelated sites that promote sprawl and reduce open space in the corridor. New land
uses throughout the corridor should also normally be clustered next to similar uses or in
areas with similar character. New land uses should be located in areas that are compatible
with adjacent land uses. For instance, intense uses should be located in existing areas of
intense use, rather than in an undeveloped area. This policy recognizes that some land uses,
such as marinas, are exceptions and would not normally be clustered.

(5) Emphasize residential and open space land uses in the upper river corridor (above the I-
694 bridge at Fridley).

(6) Encourage a greater variety of land use activities with additional open space in the lower
river corridor (below the 1-494 bridge at the city of South St. Paul).

(7) Continue a wide variety of land uses in the middle portion of the corridor (between 1-694
and 1-494). Encourage high quality and sustainable open space, public plazas, historic
landscapes, interpretive facilities, and residential, commercial, and industrial development in
the corridor subject to location policies and local land use plan objectives. ’

(8) Locate urban-density development where metropolitan and urban services are available
or planned.

(9) Comply with federal, state, and local requirements to avoid floodplain and wetland
development.

Site Development Policies

(1) Provide uninterrupted vegetated shorelines where practical along the Mississippi and its
tributary streams and ravines to preserve a natural look from the river and the opposite
shore, to facilitate wildlife movement along the river, and to provide connections to adjacent
natural areas.

(2) Coordinate land development policies to protect natural resources using a system of
preservation areas (see section sketch):

* Preserve a narrow zone along the shoreline with an undisturbed area 40 feet back from the
river (ordinary high water mark), or restore natural vegetation where practical along the
shoreline (except where necessary for water access or maintenance and construction of levees).
When expanding existing uses located in this area, locate expansions as far back from the
shoreline as practical and consistent with existing uses.
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e Allow minimal disturbance (selective grading and tree removal) in an additional 60-foot
setback adjacent to the shoreline area for a total shoreline preservation area setback of 100 feet
(except where necessary for construction and maintenance of levees).

e Prohibit land disturbance along the bluff face (slopes in excess of 12%). Development of
underground space in these areas may be appropriate if the surface of .the bluff face .and top
are left mostly undisturbed and development is not visible from the river or shoreline area
as observed from the opposite bank.

o Preserve the bluff impact area, which would be an area 40 feet back from the bluff line, in
a natural state or restore natural vegetation in order to screen development.

e Provide additional setbacks in an additional 60-foot area (for structures over 25 feet tall),
for a total bluff preservation area of 100 feet from the bluff line.

e Reduce visual impacts and protect views of the river and from the river and its shorel.ine
areas by establishing maximum building heights for the bluff line and riverfront preservation

areas:

. within 100 feet of the bluff line - 25 feet
. within 200 feet of river - 25 feet

- within 300 feet of river - 40 feet ' - .
- beyond the areas above - no restrictions except those in existing local zoning codes

Table 1 compares existing state requirements to protect sensitive resources and manage %a'nd
uses to those proposed in this plan, which were developed to achieve the purposes identified

in the MNRRA act.

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF EXISTING STATE REGULATIONS WITH PROPOSED MNRRA PLAN

Existing Plans & Regulations Proposed Plan
i iti - k from shore for
i i it Critical area - N/A 300-foot setbac :
Fiverfront location ertera DNR Shoreland Rules - 300 feet nonriver-related or enhancing uses
Setback from shoreline Up to 200 feet rural® 100 feet
50 feet - 100 feet urban*?
Setback from bluff line 40 feet? 40 feet (100 feet for structures over 25

30 feet® feet high)

Building heights in riverfront 25 feet Residential’ 25 feet high for structures 100-200 feet

35 feet Residential® from river
- 4 stories - Rural commercial® 40 feet high for structures 200-300 feet

from river

Generally limited or no construction on 12% | No disturbance on slopes over 12%
to 18% slope’

Bluff face restrictions

(3) Minimize the cumulative impacts to natural, cultural, and economic resources that 1iesult
from many individual land development projects being implemented over time. Techniques

2 Critical Area Program

3 DNR Shoreland Rules
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would be developed to measure cumulative impacts and respond to significant undesirable
effects.

(4) Increase the effectiveness and reduce the inconsistenc

y of development regulation
enforcement in the corridor.

(5) Coordinate the preparation and improvement of site development design guidelines and
regulations to achieve the visions articulated in the plan.

A set of sample design guidelines are contained in appendix C. Parts of the appendix that are
also found in the body of this document are included for compliance purposes. Other more
detailed guidelines in appendix C are included only to provide examples of how the policies
could achieve the intent of this plan. While the use of the design guidelines (or some
variation) is desired for consistency purposes, compliance with the guidelines (or some future
version of them), is not considered necessary to achieve conformance with this comprehensive £
plan. The National Park Service, Metropolitan Council, and Department of Natural Resources
would work with communities in the corridor to improve the guidelines and apply them to
local conditions. The Department of Natural Resources and the National Park Service would

also provide technical assistance to communities wishing to apply the guidelines on a site-
specific basis.

(6) Encourage shoreline area preservation and restoration.

o
i
® preserve native vegetation or encourage revegetation gl
{
* use native and other compatible floodplain vegetation in redevelopment projects ‘

* develop a cooperative program for revegetating existing denuded areas along the {
shoreline \

* use extensive native vegetation, including native trees and shrubs, in the more formal (
landscape treatments appropriate in the downtown areas

{
* use a comprehensive metropolitan area riverbank cleanup program
* develop and improve design guidelines for shoreline areas ’

* use native or natural-looking materials to stop bank erosion to the maximum extent
possible; provide technical assistance on desired bank stabilization techniques

(7) Provide pedestrian/bicycle paths to connect the river to the downtowns, neighborhood
areas, and parks and open spaces.

|
(8) Protect views as seen from designated overlooks in the corridor. Develop new overlooks
at strategic locations offering significant views of the river corridor.

(9) Remove vacant, nonhistoric structures that are not needed for consistent uses in the
riverfront area.

(10) Rehabilitate and adaptively reuse historic structures where practical.
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(11) Increase tne capacity of existing bridges in preference to §onstructir11g adlC;ltIOI‘llal br;fflii
except where new bridges are included in apprf)ved r.netropol}tan area plans. .evet (;% I()) ralle
architecturally compatible bridges next to e>'<1$t1ng‘br1dges to increase capacity inste ‘,/
separate bridge crossings in the same traffic corridor.

isti i degraded wetlands. Establish a
Protect existing wetlands and, where practical, restore deg
Ellozgdprlc;in encroac}%ment ceiling so that small increments in development do not gradually
degrade the floodplains.

(13) Work to increase and restore wildlife habitat in development projects. To ensure that
there is adequate nesting habitat for peregrine falcons, developn}ent should be adequately set
back in areas near cliffs that are considered potential nesting sites.

(14) Maintain the ability to view the river from existing open space and developed uses by
not significantly obstructing views with proposed development.

(15) Screen development wherever practical to minimize its visibility from the river or the
opposite shoreline area.

(16) Maintain existing public access to the river and increase access in redevelopment and
new development projects if practical.

(17) Incorporate scenic parkway road design standards and architgcmral treatments into rolzlaci
reconstruction, or improvement projects in the corridor, with primary emphgsm oqdp?.ra e
roads in the riverfront area and bridges over the river (see appendix C for design guide ines).

/

Variance Policy
Variance procedures for local government ordinances adopted to implement policies in this

plan would be established by communities in consultation with the Department of Natlul;.lall
Resources. The variance procedures would be in accord with state statutes and would include

the following criteria:

e The results of the variance would not circumvent the purpose, visions, and intent of the
MNRRA plan or other approved plans and regulations.

e The variance would not adversely affect significant resources in the cor.ridor and the
resources of the river valley would still be adequately protected with the variance.

¢ The property owner would not have reasonable use of the land without the variance.
e The variance request is not based solely on economic considerations.

e The variance request would not have adverse impacts to the surrounding properties.
e There are no reasonable alternatives to the variance request.

Variances would be handled though the established local variance procedure. The results of
variance hearings would be reviewed by the Department of Natural Resources.
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Open Space and Trails

Extensive open space exists in the corridor, particularly along the river and its tributaries. Of
the nearly 54,000 acres in the corridor, there are currently about 8,500 acres of public land.
Of that, about 4,600 acres are public parklands. In addition, there are about 2,000 acres
proposed for acquisition by local governments in existing local park and recreation plans. The
parkland along the river in Minneapolis is almost continuous. Continuous public open space
is planned in St. Paul, although it is not yet completely achieved. St. Paul has some very large
parks in the corridor, some of which are a major natural enclave in the heart of the city. Some
of the smaller cities, such as Hastings, have made great progress in linking open space along
the river and its tributaries. There are areas, however, on the river’s left-descending bank in
the south end of the corridor where there is no open space or trails, and none are planned.
There are also long stretches in the north where the development pattern precludes open
space continuity along the river in many places. It is desirable to coordinate the trail
development work in the corridor and locate trails away from the river where necessary to
provide a continuous trail — one of the important visions of this plan.

In addition to the public open space in the corridor there is extensive private open space near
the shoreline that gives the appearance of a natural corridor when viewed from the river. The
actions presented in this plan are intended to balance different land uses and resource
protection needs while maintaining the natural appearance of the shoreline.

The Twin Cities metro area has one of the most extensive urban trail systems in the country.
It links the river, its tributary streams, and the many lakes in the region. Plans to extend the
system the length of the corridor have existed for many years.

With the exception of the northern stretch of the river, it should be possible to provide a
continuous trail along or near the river, building on the existing system. Much of the south
end of the corridor still lacks continuous trails, but Dakota County and many of the cities on
the right-descending side of the river have plans to complete a trail to connect to trails in St.
Paul. On the left-descending side of the river there are currently no local government plans
to provide a trail along or near the river. The MNRRA plan will be coordinated with the
comprehensive regional trail plan that is currently being prepared by the Metropolitan
Council.

Open Space and Trails Concept. This concept is based on the visions articulated above that
promote a system of linear parks connected by the river and a continuous trail system
allowing travel along the entire length of the corridor. The open space concept shown on the
Open Space Opportunities map is built on the plans of local governments with additional
land recommended to achieve continuity where practical. The recommendations resulted from
an analysis of the character of vacant land near the river done in consultation with local
governments. The map does not show proposed land acquisition but only potential open
space opportunities. The actual amount of open space would probably be considerably less,
depending on local initiative and funding limitations. The proposal is to provide up to 50%
matching grants to state and local governments to acquire lands shown on the map. This
program would be contingent on congressional funding. Initial meetings have been held with
local governments to discuss the feasibility of the proposal and more coordination would be
necessary to further develop the open space and trails concept. This funding program would
complement and be coordinated with other grant programs in the metropolitan area to ensuré
that available park land acquisition and development funds are used in the most efficient and
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effective manner. Key trail connections would be emphasized in the open space program. The
National Park Service would work closely with local governments in the corridor to achieve
the open space and trail development policies identified in this plan.

Land Acquisition Concept. Additional public and private open space would be provided
through a continued local land and easement acquisition program. The goal would be to
provide a continuous linear open space and trail along the riverfront in most of the corridor
while protecting natural, cultural, and economic resources. Open space would include public
and private lands that remain primarily undeveloped. They may include lands devoted to
active or passive recreational use or lands retained for visual or natural resource protection
purposes. Some undeveloped areas would be acquired on the upper river (above the 1-694
bridge) for open space purposes, although it is not feasible during the life of this plan to
acquire a continuous public open space along the upper river due to extensive residential
development. However, a continuous trail system using available corridors such as nearby
streets and utility easements is an important component of this plan. The potential for
additional open space increases in the middle part of the Mississippi below the Minnesota
River and is greatest in the lower river area (below the 1-494 bridge). It is recognized,
however, that there are areas in all three portions of the corridor where a continuous public
open space along both sides of the river is not practical. There would be an emphasis on
working with local agencies to complete trail connections to provide a continuous trail system
along or near the river and link with other areas outside the corridor.

Public Land Ownership. Most proposed and existing public lands, including associated
historic structures, would be acquired or maintained by local units of government or the state.
Proposals for additional public land would be developed cooperatively with these units of
government, and land would be acquired as funds became available. National Park Service
land acquisition would be limited to (1) acquiring land needed for an NPS interpretive facility
as identified below, (2) using the authorized condemnation authority though procedures
specified in the MNRRA act only when important sensitive areas are severely threatened by
irretrievable loss and no other alternative for resource protection is available, or (3) selected
parcels that a unit of government donates to the National Park Service if that unit of
government and the Park Service, based on the advice of the commission, determine the land
would be best owned by the Park Service. The Park Service and the commission would work
with other agencies to monitor potential open space opportunities and encourage acquisition
of most proposed public lands in the corridor. Local parks would remain in existing
ownership. The Park Service would be a minor public land manager in the area, having direct
responsibility only for managing a small parcel of land immediately surrounding an NPS
interpretive facility. The Park Service would transfer management of its island lands to other
public entities with nearby lands.

Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Use the following criteria for funding open space acquisition grants. Priority would be
given to proposals that meet one or more of the following:

* protects a resource that cannot be protected by other means

e contributes to a continuous vegetated shoreline

* connects existing open space and trails

* provides open space near the river, connects to a site along the shoreline, or provides an
overlook to the river
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contains a threatened sensitive resource
relocates an inconsistent land use

takes advantage of an abandoned right-of-way
provides passive open space

implements the regional open space plan

The unit of government receiving the grant should also be implementing the other elements
of the MNRRA plan.

(2) Provide easements for future trail corridors in new developments.

(3) When developing parks and open space in natural areas, design the sites to preserve most
of the land in a natural state.

(4) Coordinate with communities to develop links from neighborhoods to the corridor.

(5) Require new major private developments and all public facilities to provide appropriate
public trails and river access where specified by this plan or other community corridor plans.

(6) Provide pedestrian and bicycle paths to the greatest extent practical, developing separate
alignments in heavily used areas to reduce conflicts. Ensure access across all new and rebuilt
bridges.

(7) Use abandoned railroad rights-of-way when available and monitor potentially abandoned
railroad property for possible trail development or other open space needs.

(8) Locate trails as close to the river as practical and provide strategic connections to other
trails in the area.

(9) Prevent lands acquired with federal recreation grant assistance from being converted to
uses other than public outdoor recreation and open space.

Commercial Navigation

Commercial navigation provides an economical, safe, and energy-efficient form of
transportation. It provides the Twin Cities region and upper Midwest with a vital link from
the nation’s agricultural heartland to domestic and international markets. Barge operations
comprise about 1% of the metropolitan area’s economy. The terminals in the region are a focal
point for shippers that serve a large part of the upper Midwest. River terminals in the Twin
Cities region annually handle 15 million-20 million tons of commodities. The river system
provides efficient transportation to and from the region, including;:

e grain and mill products shipped to processors and export terminals at the mouth of the
river near the Gulf of Mexico

e other major long-haul southbound shipments include coal, potassic fertilizer, scrap iron,
and petroleum coke
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e inbound shipments of coal, phosphatic fertilizer, salt, petroleum products, chemicals,
cement, steel, and pipe

e large local movements of sand and gravel and petroleum products

Major barge transportation system elements include terminals, truck and rail transfer facilities,
fleeting areas, local towing, barge cleaning, barge and towboat repair services, line haul
towing, the 9-foot navigation channel, the lock and dam system, and other government
services and facilities. Existing barge terminals and fleeting areas are shown on the Barge
Facilities map.

Barge traffic levels in the year 2010 are projected to be approximately the same as they were
in the mid-1980s. According to one study, traffic declined in the early 1980s, but a turnaround
was projected and expansion of barge fleeting capacity was predicted for about 1995 (Temple,
Barker & Sloan 1987). A more recent study (Fruin 1992) indicated that traffic growth was
slower than projected by the 1987 study. Commercial navigation is well-established in the
corridor; it is expected to grow, but not dramatically during the life of this plan.

This proposal would achieve visions stressing the need to recognize the Mississippi as a
working river, continue barge fleeting areas, and balance the needs of commercial and
recreational river traffic. Commercial surface-use activities would be continued. Decisions
about activity expansion would be based on a balance between desired area resource
characteristics and river system capacity. Decisions about commercial navigation uses would
be based on resource values, emphasizing minimal impact on aquatic life. Local governments
would continue to designate areas suitable for barge fleeting in their corridor plans that are
consistent with this plan. The Corps of Engineers and Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources would review these community plans for conformity with the commercial
navigation policies in the MNRRA plan. Specific fleeting area proposals would continue to
require permit approval by the Corps of Engineers and the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources. The National Park Service would review all specific proposals for conformance
with the MNRRA plan. A general review would be done periodically by the Mississippi River
Coordinating Commission and the National Park Service to confirm that the cumulative
activities are consistent with the findings and purposes of the MNRRA act and that the plan
is being implemented. Local governments, the Department of Natural Resources, and the
Corps of Engineers would have the lead in implementing the following policies.

Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Continue barge fleeting activities while protecting natural, cultural, and other economic
resources. Set up monitoring programs to evaluate potential needs and impacts and allow for
adjustments to existing fleeting areas or the establishment of new areas if needed to
accommodate additional growth. Evaluate management alternatives to expanding existing
areas or creating additional commercial fleeting areas.

(2) Locate barge fleeting areas at least 200 feet from any marina, and preferably next to
commercial or industrial areas. Fleeting area locations would be based on physical needs for

effective operations subject to local, state, and federal environmental and safety regulations.

(3) Evaluate the potential for bank erosion caused by towboat wakes before making decisions
to locate new (or relocate existing) barge fleeting areas.
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(4) Evaluate potential noise and visual impacts before making decisions to expand or locate
barge operations.

(5) Interpret commercial navigation activities to corridor visitors and residents to create a

broader understanding of the history of river traffic and the importance of the towing
industry to the regional economy:.

(6) Prohibit temporary casual mooring in the corridor except in emergencies.

(7) Continue maintenance of the navigation channel through periodic dredging by the Corps
of Engineers. This includes the use of existing dredge material placement areas, most of which
have adequate capacity to maintain the 9-foot channel in the river corridor during the life of
this plan. Selection of new permanent placement sites is the responsibility of the interagency
Mississippi River Resources Forum, which includes the Corps of Engineers, the U.S Fish and
Wildlife Service, the U.S Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service, and the
states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa. Dredged material should be placed where it can
be reused for beneficial purposes. New material placement sites in the corridor would be
designated in a manner consistent with the visions and policies contained in this plan. See
appendix E for information on existing channel maintenance activities.

These policies would be applied during local government planning activities and the
Department of Natural Resources and Corp of Engineers permit processes, which include an
assessment of the anticipated environmental impacts of proposed fleeting areas. The
permitting process includes review by the National Park Service under the MNRRA act and
opportunities for public input, including members of the barge industry.

There is a misconception by some people that barge fleeting is not regulated. Local
governments have the authority to identify and regulate the locations of permanent barge
fleeting areas through community plans and ordinances. All specific proposals for barge
fleeting areas are reviewed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources under state
law and the Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
and coordinated with the U.S. Coast Guard. Barges must not present an impediment to
navigation (either commercial or recreational) and must not damage the integrity of the river.

Craft that tie off in undesignated areas (casual mooring) for a short period of time (generally
less than a week) are currently not regulated. Temporary use of trees as mooring structures
is not subject to permitting by the Corps of Engineers unless the trees are on government
property. However, the practice is discouraged due to its adverse environmental impacts. In
contrast, permanently moored vessels do require Corps of Engineers permits. The Corps and
the Department of Natural Resources would require permits to ensure compliance with the
plan, prohibit casual mooring, and achieve existing legal requirements.

Management Zoning

Of the approximately 54,000 acres in the corridor, less than 50 acres would be owned by the
National Park Service under the proposal. It is beyond the legislative mandate of this plan
to cover all 54,000 acres in the corridor with an NPS management zoning scheme. The Harriet
Island site (about five acres) would be classified as a park development zone (see discussion
below regarding interpretive facilities). The 10 islands and one small upland parcel currently
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administered by the Park Service (totaling about 43 acres) would be managed as natural zones
through a cooperative approach.

RESOURCES MANAGEMENT .

This section discusses the general strategy for addre_ssing resources mapagementhm fhe
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Following cpmpletlon of this ;ompre en51.\(r§
management plan, the National Park Service wquld work with other partners .i“:img a maj

interest in resource management in the corridor to prepare a more det'al e1 reS()tu:Fes
management plan (RMP) for the area. The resources management plan is an imp ﬁmen a c;gl:
plan prepared to detail research needs and proposals for managing resources in tue corridor.
While the National Park Service usually prepares one gombmed plan covering a 1fesources
in an area, in this case it may be necessary to split the document into sma er,tmlore
manageable pieces that would later be combined into a complete resources management plan.

The general resource management role of the Natio.n.al Park Service would. be todn;lorlx)l.ttoi
corridor-related resource issues and coordinate scientific research, data gathering, an d.a 1t ad
management actions as detailed in the subsequent resources management plan. A COO; }tn;‘f )
effort would be made by all partners to protect and manage sensitive aI.ld unusual habi ac1
areas in the corridor. Research that would support corridor interpretive programs an
resource management objectives would also be. gqcourage.d.. Research an resgur;;a
management actions would primarily be the respops1b1hty of existing federal, state(,ireglor}d ,
and local entities. The Park Service would coorf:hnate these efff)rt.s by oth.ers an prO\CI;IS(;
historic preservation technical assistance, maintain the geographlc mformatlor} systim i )
developed for the area, and serve as a central clearinghouse for information abou

MNRRA corridor.

Natural Resource Management

Pollution. Pollution, especially water pollution, was ider}tiﬁed as an irr}Rortant 1ssqetfor th'i
corridor during the scoping phase for this document. This plan has a vision tha.tdex1s mc% tile
and water quality pollution control standards would be met tbroughou't the corri o;,};m 1
river should be swimmable and fishable through the entire 72-m11§ length. p s p fan
encourages an emphasis on air and water pollut.ior} prevention and m.creas.ed 1? ortls. for
control and cleanup where necessary to address existing problems as outlined in the po 1c1<125
listed below. Increased monitoring and enforcement woulc;l be provided by agencies current z
responsible for managing air and water quality in.the corridor. ProgFams would (lj)e SII.I)pIIDIOIt'.en
to improve enforcement of point and nonpoint source pollution standafr }s\ c; tu 101
prevention and control policies should focus on nonpoint sources because of t 3 re 1 1vety
greater impact it now has on the river. Active cleanup .efforts would also be 11m elzrta en to
clear away waste and debris along the shoreline. Existing federal, state, and oc.ad a;glené:u;s
that are currently responsible for implementing the feder.al Clean.Water Act.dan eldabz
Drinking Water Act and all other entities with an interest in water in the. cor}';h or IJIYou j
asked to implement the policies below that are specific to water quality. The Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) would have a lead role in this effort.
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Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Ensure compliance in meeting existing standards and provide incentives for reducing air
and water pollution and exceeding federal and state standards. Efforts would be made to

prevent new sources of pollution, improve the fishery in the river, eliminate the need for fish
consumption advisories, and protect drinking water supplies.

(2) Reduce runoff through coordinated efforts to update development standards for major

new construction and redevelopment projects and by promoting increased stormwater
retention in new construction and redevelopment projects.

(3) Develop educational programs to inform private landowners, businesses, and industries

about practices that would prevent pollution and help protect the Mississippi River
watershed.

(4) Ensure strict enforcement of existing pollution control regulations. Increase cooperative

ventures with industry to prevent or minimize pollution at the source through incentives and
voluntary standards.

(5) Encourage pollution prevention and increased pollution control in selected areas to protect
sensitive resources in the corridor.

(6) Reduce the use of chemicals for fertilizer and pest control in agricultural and residential

areas, which would support sustainable land treatment activities and integrated pest
management practices.

(7) Seek cleanup of corridor lands that are adversely affecting or may adversely affect the
river environment.

(8) Evaluate noise standards and sources, including levels of commercial and recreational boat
traffic on the river and vehicular traffic on parallel roads and bridge crossings. Improve
standards, education, mitigation, and enforcement if they are determined inadequate.

(9) Reduce the use of salt on area roads by encouraging greater use of sand or other

alternatives (consistent with safety needs) and more frequent street sweeping to decrease
runoff.

(10) Increase the use of devices such as "skimmers" on small tributary creeks that capture and
reduce the amount of floating debris carried into the river.

(11) Advocate an accelerated conversion to double-hull barges and encourage efforts to reduce

the potential for spills from rail cars and tanker trucks carrying hazardous cargo through the
MNRRA corridor.

(12) Complete the cleanup of contaminated sites more quickly by encouraging a higher
priority rating for corridor state and federal Superfund sites.

(13) Increase efforts to achieve swimmable and fishable water quality standards throughout
the corridor.
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(14) Encourage alternatives to grass lawns in the shoreline area to reduce fertilizer and
pesticide runoff into the river.

i i d response plans for the river. This
Encourage efforts to develop spill prevention an plan .
Slsgulci1 inclu?le all potential sources, such as point sources and pipelines, railroads, barge
traffic, and other transportation modes.

(16) Support pollution prevention and control plans for the metropolitan area, including the
Metropolitan Council’s interim strategy to control nonpoint source pollution.

(17) Ask watershed management organizations to establish ongoing water qua'llity monitoring

rograms to determine the types, loadings, and sources of pollutants being discharged to the
f-)ive%'rfrom each tributary, and develop programs to prevent and control these pollutants as
part of their revised plans.

(18) Require all marinas to have dumping stations to help prevent the discharge of human
waste into the river.

(19) Protect streambanks and water quality from the negative impacts of recreation activities.

(20) Review federal regional air quality permits to assist in preventing fur.ther deterioration
of the corridor’s air quality from pollution sources inside and outside the MNRRA

boundaries.

(21) Increase enforcement of federal, state, and local ﬂoqdplain and _wetland protect}on
policies and restore degraded wetlands to maintain and improve their natural cleansing
abilities and protect water quality in the corridor.

(22) Support existing programs to prevent, better manage, and decr_egse the volume of toxlls1
wastes and toxic materials existing in the river corridor. Support.addltlonal efforts that VY:i)u
prevent the creation of new sources of toxic emissions to the air and water in the corridor.

(23) Work with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency to identify ways to support anzi1
supplement efforts to prevent and control sources of pollutlon,'espeaally phosphgrus., ar}\1
improve the water quality in the Minnesota River, which is a major source of pollution in the

Mississippi.

(24) Encourage timely completion of the metropolitan combined sewer overflow separation
project.

(25) Address the issue of contaminated river bottom sediments in. the resources management
plan, particularly in response to potential increases in river traffic.

Threatened and Endangered Species. In accordance with the Enfiangered Specc;es Slc;g
endangered and threatened species would continue to 'be protected'm all area.fdtf'rf\ gr _
jurisdiction. The National Park Service has consulted with the US Fish an.d Wildli ed.ervtlcs
and would continue to consult with them on the management of listed species. A coordina tc;
effort would be undertaken to preserve and protect threatened and.endangered species in " }e\
national river and recreation area corridor. The National Park Service would coordinate wi
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the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources to
further identify and protect federally and state-listed species and their habitats.

Natural Resource Research Needs. Acquisition of additional natural resource baseline data
and incorporation in the GIS database would be the primary focus of natural resource
research activities in the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. A natural resource
focus group reported on research needs in the area. Recommended research areas include the
status and condition of endangered species, special ecosystems and habitats, ecological
information on biological communities, and mineral resources. The focus group report is on
file at MNRRA headquarters in St Paul. Specific research needs will be determined in the
forthcoming resource management plan.

Cultural Resources Management

The cultural resources of the area consist of evidence of past activities on or near the river.
These include burial mounds, campsites, village sites, and ethnographic resources that
illustrate the nature of the occupation by Native Americans. The fur trading period, early
settlement, and later urbanization, as well as agricultural and industrial activity on or near
the river, are included in historic districts, national historic landmarks, national register
properties, and locally designated historic sites. Additional properties that have not yet been
evaluated lie within the corridor boundaries. The area continues as a dynamic working river
with constant change.

The MNRRA boundaries contain more than 60 sites that are either on or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. The lands currently owned by the Park Service have no
national register properties.

All currently listed national register properties or those properties that have been determined
eligible by the Minnesota Historic Preservation Office for national register listing have been
identified, and their locations have been plotted on the cultural resources map and entered
in the geographic information system (GIS) database.

Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Continue the historic use of historic properties, particularly where interpretation of historic
themes is planned, in preference to changing the use, even though the change may be
compatible with the historic character of the resource. Develop incentives to retain historic
uses where feasible and in compliance with environmental laws and regulations.

(2) Encourage open space land use in order to protect significant archeological resources.
Provide adequate identification, evaluation, and site planning to preserve these resources.

(3) Preserve historic structures and cultural landscapes in their present condition if that
condition allows for satisfactory protection, maintenance, use, and interpretation, or if another
treatment is warranted but must be delayed.

(4) Rehabilitate historic structures and landscapes for contemporary uses if they cannot

adequately serve in their current condition, and if rehabilitation would not alter integrity or
character or conflict with other management objectives.
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(5) Restore historic structures and landscapes to an earlier appearance if restoration is
essential to public understanding of the cultural associations of the area and sufficient data
exist to permit restoration with minimal conjecture.

Cultural Resource Research Needs. While available data were compiled for this plan, a
comprehensive inventory of potential properties eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places should be conducted for the corridor either by the Minnesota Historic Preservation
Office or a federal, state, local, or private group in the area. A complete inventory of all
historic resources within the boundary of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
is needed to provide an adequate database for future MNRRA resource management.
Potential cultural landscapes were not identified as an issue during the scoping phase for this
plan and no cultural landscapes are included in the current inventory. However, this would
be addressed during the resources management plan process and appropriate inventories
scheduled if determined necessary.

The Minnesota Historic Preservation Office is currently transferring the state’s archeological
site inventory to a computerized database that would aid in identification of sites within the
MNRRA boundaries and provide the information necessary to determine further research
requirements. This information would be incorporated into the GIS database when it becomes
available.

The identification of sites of importance to Native Americans remains to be done. No
comprehensive listing of these sites now exists.

A variety of basic documents are needed. These include an archeological overview and
assessment, ethnographic overview and assessment, a scope of collections statement, and a
historic resource study. The purpose of these documents is to provide a complete inventory
of historic resources throughout the corridor. These documents would provide guidance for
the management of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. These projects would
be more fully defined and additional research needs identified in the resources management
plan for the area.

Economic Resource Management

The MNRRA legislation listed the importance of economic resources along with other
traditionally cited national park system resources, and the plan must "recognize existing
economic activities in the area and provide for their management." "Nationally significant
economic resources” were not defined in the legislation. The act charges the commission with
developing "policies and programs for the commercial utilization of the corridor consistent
with the values for which the area was established." Extensive economic resource data was
collected and mapped for this plan. Land use and zoning data, barge facility information, and
numerous socioeconomic factors were included. Existing economic resources in the corridor
should be more intensively inventoried and evaluated. The National Park Service would
encourage and facilitate this research, which would be carried out primarily by others. A
more thorough inventory is needed following plan approval to assist in plan implementation.
The inventory should be preceded by more analysis (based on the legislative history),
agreement on the definition of "economic resource," and a comprehensive identification of
what should be included in the inventory.
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Proposed Policies & Actions:

There are several proposed policies and actions in other sections of this plan that address
economic resource management. These include:

* preserve riverfront land for economic uses that rely on the river
* protect historic buildings for adaptive reuse

¢ continue existing land uses in the corridor

* allow redevelopment and expansion of corridor businesses

* encourage sustainable economic activities that improve the quality of life

* promote tourism in the corridor

* continue barge fleeting areas and allow for some expansion in fleeting activity

* interpret the working river

* encourage special events that draw people to the river

* increase visitor access and recreational use in the corridor

* minimize National Park Service land acquisition

* encourage riverfront improvement with a wide variety of land uses

* encourage local land use control and local economic development activities

* promote streamlining regulations for new development and redevelopment activities

Economic Resource Research Needs. Additional research and data collection would be done
for economic resources. An inventory of the number of jobs in the lower river was completed
by Metro East Development Partnership during this planning process. This could be updated
and expanded to include the entire corridor following agreement on definitions and a
complete listing of research needs. There is a need for new forecasts and analyses of barge
traffic trends by commodity and by terminal. Along with additional analyses and a
comparison of barge transportation costs with competing modes, an assessment should be
made of the long-term effectiveness of barge transportation and its impact on regional
commodity producers and consumers. Previous barge fleeting requirements analyses and
studies on the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts of commercial navigation
should be updated.

Research should include more detailed analysis of local government expenditures for parks
and recreation resources, surveys, and analysis to determine recreation and other economic
benefits and estimates of visitor recreation and tourism expenditures in the corridor.

Additional economic research and inventory needs would be identified in the resource
management plan to be completed following approval of this comprehensive management
plan.

Recreation Research Needs

During the course of the MNRRA planning process, local professionals generated lists of
research needs specific to the corridor through participation in focus groups. One group
categorized their concerns under the topics of public attitudes assessment and recreation user
assessment. The focus group report is on file at MNRRA headquarters in St. Paul.
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General information needs in recreation resource management, an assessment of research
needs specific to the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, and a list of information
needs gained by combining the suggestions of several sources are available at park

' headquarters in St. Paul. The National Park Service would coordinate research relating to

visitor perceptions, use, and impacts to corridor resources. Research should also be done to
investigate the effectiveness of corridor interpretation and education programs and facilities.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION
Visitor Activities and Recreational Resources

A variety of passive and active resource-related recreational activities would continue to be
available to visitors in the MNRRA corridor. These include fishing, boating, canoeing, hiking,
bicycling, jogging, picnicking, taking photographs, birding, and participating in interpretive
and educational programs.

People now enjoy a wealth of recreational, educational, and contemplative activities in the
corridor. The Coon Rapids dam attracts anglers and other river users from spring through
fall. The river above the dam offers good boating and fishing. Above the Rum River
confluence canoeists paddle the segment of the Mississippi River designated by the state as
wild and scenic.

Recreational and residential users share the river corridor with commercial river traffic and
industry below the I-694 bridge. Commercially operated excursion boats show residents and
tourists the river from St. Anthony Falls to Hastings. Pleasure boats power past Pigs Eye and
climb the locks as far as Minneapolis. Industrial uses are found along several stretches of the
river, most commonly in North Minneapolis and from St. Paul downstream to Cottage Grove.

The Mississippi from Dayton to Hastings once offered good fishing; walleye, bass, pike, and
even sturgeon were caught. Schools of minnows and smaller fish, arthropods, worms,
molluscs, protozoans, and the algae and vascular plants needed to support the trophic
pyramid all existed before much of Hastings and Dayton developed. The growth of the
metropolitan area was not good for game fish, nor was the arrival of exotics such as carp and
lamprey. Many recent efforts by government, industry, and the public have helped game fish
and other river life. Biological diversity has increased in many areas, and trophy walleyes
have recently been caught. Fishing is good again in many parts of the corridor, but some
consumption advisories still exist.

River-related recreational opportunities would be extensive along the riverbanks. Places for
hiking, biking, or jogging along a riverside trail, picnicking, or just sitting in one of the many
parks in the corridor would continue to attract people to the river. The river is a magnet for
terrestrial and aquatic recreation and this would be enhanced.

The primary direct involvement of the National Park Service in visitor activities would be
through interpretive and educational programs, orientation to available services, education
for low-impact recreation, impact monitoring, marketing research, and interpretive training
for visitor contact personnel.
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Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Use potential impacts and area characteristics such as resource quality, population density,
existing development, and use levels to evaluate the types of visitor activities and levels of
access appropriate for specific areas in the corridor.

(2) Establish activity zones and manage visitor access where necessary to minimize use
conflicts.

(3) Provide diversity in public park and recreation facility types, high quality in construction,
and some consistency in visitor use facility design along the corridor.

(4) Develop facilities, programs, and media to orient visitors to year-round recreational and
interpretive opportunities and also to interpret resources and their significance.

(5) Encourage resource-related special events and major interpretive activities that contribute
to visitor understanding and appreciation of natural and cultural features.

(6) Coordinate and cooperate with the many excellent interpretive and recreational programs
that already exist in the corridor. Identify areas that NPS interpretive activities could build
on, fill a missing need, or strengthen existing programs.

Visitor Use Management

This plan proposes to attract more visitors to the river. Access would be provided at levels
and locations consistent with resource protection. Some sensitive natural and cultural
resources might not be physically accessible but could be visible from adjacent areas. Links
would be developed to integrate neighborhoods into the corridor. Many visitor uses would
be made accessible to persons with disabilities. A follow-up visitor use management program
would be developed to assess visitor use issues and identify more detailed management
strategies to keep impacts within acceptable levels. Cooperative efforts would be explored to
link the river to parks, neighborhoods, open space, activity centers, and historic resources.
Visitor access and activities would be managed to reduce conflicts among users.

All general management plans for units of the national park system must, by law, address
the issue of carrying capacity. Carrying capacity refers generally to a level of use a resource
can sustain before incurring unacceptable change. Current approaches on this issue argue that
carrying capacity is not a simple number that can be applied to all resources under all
circumstances. Rather, carrying capacity defines quantifiable objectives that specify desired
natural, social, and managerial conditions for a resource. To establish a carrying capacity
program, it is essential to develop a systematic framework to monitor conditions over time.
The monitoring begins with the establishment of baseline conditions for an area, against
which future conditions can be assessed.

Various proven frameworks exist that could be used for monitoring resource quality in the
corridor. These include visitor impact management, limits of acceptable change, quality
upgrading and learning, and the recreation opportunity spectrum. The Park Service also has
a pilot program underway to develop a system to address visitor use planning and
management in NPS areas. All of these approaches define indicators and standards of quality.
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E Indicators are measurable variables that define the quality of the resource condition and

visitor experience. Standards specify the. desired or acceptable c.ond.itions of in.d.icatm;
variables. Determinations of carrying capacity are then made by monitoring th.e .condmon.o
the those variables. When indicator variables do not mget the standards specified, capac;1ty
has been exceeded and prescriptive management action is normally necessary to bring
indicators back into compliance with standards.

In association with development of a visitor use managgment program, an ad hf)c task force
would be convened under the leadership of the Metropolitan COLII:\CII, Departmer}t of Natural
Resources, and the National Park Service. Any interested community or agency with parkland
in the corridor would be invited to participate in the task force. The task force would.work
to define desired conditions and appropriate indicators and standards for parklands in the
corridor. A monitoring framework would be established. The tas.k. force may.fouow one of
the established systems or develop another strategy. De'sired. conditions apd objectives would
vary for specific areas of the corridor and would require different capacity thresholds.

Proposed Policies & Actions:

(1) Encourage new major private developments and all public facilities to provide public trails
and river access.

(2) Continue the use of existing marinas and river access sites'. Monitorir.lg programs would
evaluate potential impacts and allow for adjustments to existing marina capacity or the
establishment of new areas. Development of new marinas and launch ramps would .bfe based
on analyses of demand, impacts, and use capacity con_ducted through a follow-up visitor use
management program. This would include consideration of the need for an adequate number
of public launch ramps in the river corridor.

(3) Provide additional pedestrian and bicycle paths in the corridor to the greatest extent
practical, separating facilities in heavily used areas and ensuring paths across all new and
rebuilt bridges.

(4) Acquire abandoned railroad rights-of-way for trail development or other open space
needs.

(5) Encourage water surface-use regulations such as no-wake zones on the main channel and
in backwater areas to protect selected shorelands from erosion and reduge c;onﬂlcts among
recreational activities on the river while not significantly affecting the existing commercial
navigation industry.

Water surface-use regulations (speed limits, no-wake rules, horsepower 1imits_, etc.) are
adopted by local government ordinances. Before an ordinance can tgke effec.t, it must.be
reviewed by the Department of Natural Resources and found consistent w.1th sfateW}de
standards. If the rule is to affect areas in more than one county or city, essentially 1den.t1ca1
ordinances must be adopted by all local governments with jurisdiction (both sides of the river,
for example, although if a county adopts the ordinance it would not also have to be adopted
by the affected cities). Once an ordinance is in place, it would be enforced by any law
enforcement agency with jurisdiction, including the Department of Natural Resources.
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(6) Assess the adequacy of visitor safety and enforcement in the corridor. Increased user
safety, especially in the urban areas of the river corridor, would be encouraged. Actions could

include adequate unbreakable lighting, emergency stations for calling for help, increased
police patrols, and safe facility and trail designs.

(7) Provide visitor access and programs in compliance with all federal, state, and local
regulations. Facilities would be accessible to all users to the maximum extent practical. For
example, accessible fishing docks would be provided at selected locations. Compliance with
the Americans With Disabilities Act throughout the corridor would be ensured.

Interpretation, Education, and Visitor Services

Interpretive and educational activities and facilities would be designed to help secure the
visions described earlier. Those visions particularly relating to interpretive activities are:

The public is aware through coordinated interpretive programs of the status of corridor
resources and their stewardship.

The public has an understanding and appreciation of the multiple uses and purposes of the
river.

Opportunities are provided to learn about and experience corridor resources.

The public has opportunities to learn about historic and archeological resources in the
corridor through interpretive and educational programs.

Archeological and historic preservation, enhancement, and interpretation reflect the
diversity of the people who have lived in the river corridor.

Special features are identified, developed, and promoted as tourist destinations consistent
with the protection of cultural, natural, and economic resources.

Interpretive and educational opportunities provided in the corridor reflect cultural and

ethnic diversity and are physically and financially accessible to all area residents and
visitors.

The public has opportunities to learn about natural resources and values in the corridor
through interpretive and educational programs.

Opportunities are provided for observation and interpretation of the Mississippi’s role in
the regional and national economy.

The National Park Service would play a significant role in interpreting corridor resources and
providing visitor services. The Park Service would construct one interpretive
center/headquarters, cooperate with partners to develop another, assist in staffing and
programming two other smaller interpretive facilities, conduct interpretation and education
programs at several places throughout the corridor, and design and produce interpretive
media. While the Park Service would have a lead role in interpretive planning, much good
work is already being done in the corridor and partnerships would play a significant role in
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3 g:ssg?bed below. Following are the major concepts for interpretation of corridor resources. A

iding and coordinating visitor services and interpretation. These actions wo_uld. be
B edgto achieve the visitor experience goals, interpretive themes, and program objectives

re detailed interpretive action plan would be prgpargd to imp.lemen.t 'tl.\e comp?ehensnfe
i This would provide additional details on corridor interpretive facilities, specify med}a
anlidn'estimate their costs, and detail interpretivg program ngedsr It Would be qiiveloped in
cooperation with all the key interpretive agencies and organizations in the corridor.

r

Visitor Experience. Experiences that would allow MNRRA visit'ors' to best enjoy and
reciate and learn and benefit from their visit are listed below. Ach1ev1ng these expene:nceri
a:\nfuld involve partnerships, interpretive facilities and media, and interpretive and educationa

activities. Visitors should have the opportunity to:

e understand and learn more about the ecological, cultural, economic, scenic, scientific,
educational, and recreational values of the river corridor

e directly experience the river by boat, canoe, or tour boat, or from the shore

o feel safe while using corridor areas

e experience the corridor without conflict with other visitors or private landowners
e view plants and animals living on, next to, and underneath the water

e gain important and interesting information about the corridor as described by the
interpretive themes identified below

o demonstrate their caring about the river (e.g., volunteer opportunities, public
involvement, friends groups, donations)

e understand how their lives affect and are affected by the river
e understand corridor management issues and identify how they can help solve problems

e find activities and experiences that meet diverse interests, skill levels, abilities, learning
styles, ages, and ethnic backgrounds.

* appreciate the 72-mile Twin Cities portion of the Mississippi Biver in context w1t§1 1:5
source in northern Minnesota, relationships to other metropoh.tan area rivers, and its
relationship to the entire Mississippi as a regional, national, and international resource.

Interpretive Themes. Interpretive themes are the key ide:e\s and stories dthat wouldth‘t;et
interpreted for corridor visitors. There is an almost end.less list (?f stories an 11rn((:;lzsfsagest b
could be conveyed about the Mississippi River. Prlmar.y'mterpretlve themeshcu e r(t)mi e
multiple perspectives are the key points that park visitors should have the opportunity
learn.

(1) The Mississippi is one of the world’s great rivers. The Mississippi is one of.the longest rivers
in the world. Conditions throughout the massive watershed can gffgct the river. It drgms ov}?r
half of the United States and has the second largest drainage basin in the world. It bisects the
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country, is a force in American history,

transports American products, and populates
American mythology, arts,

and literature. It is a name recognized worldwide.

(2) Humans have had a 10,000-year relationship with the upper Mississippi. People have lived on
the banks of the Mississippi for many thousands of years. Minneapolis and St. Paul owe their
origins to the Mississippi and continue to thrive on the river today. Industry,
tourism contribute to the area’s economy while natural areas and parkland ¢
high quality of life for the residents of the urban corridor. Where the flou
drove the economy, manufacturing,
now leading the way.

recreation, and
ontribute to the

r industry once
high-tech business, and commodity transportation are

The commercial navigation industr
economy. Barges carry many good

a larger transportation system (incl
the river.

y has historically played a significant role in the region’s
s to and from the region. Barges are an important part of
uding railroads and trucks) and can frequently be seen on

The Mississippi River has spiritual significance to many people, especially Native Americans.
Their relationship with the river has endured over the years.

(3) We must care for the Mississippi. The Mississippi needs our help and concern. It has been
significantly impacted by human activities. There are many good examples of river protection
in the corridor. Although conditions vary greatly in different parts of the river, the biological
diversity has generally decreased as human use of the river increased. Our challenge now is
to demonstrate that a healthy river ecosystem can be maintained along with recreational and
economic uses. Our challenge is also to encourage participation, education, and stewardship.

The river system is much larger than its apparent shorelines. Every contaminant that enters
the water in the Mississippi’s watershed can end up in the river. Contaminants range from
household bleach and bug spray to industrial discharges and municipal sewage. What enters
upstream ends up downstream. These products of human habitation, agriculture, and
industry affect all forms of life in the corridor. Poor water quality also limits sustainable
economic opportunities such as recreation, tourism, fishing, and waterfront revitalization.

Pollution comes from many sources throughout the watershed (farms,
sewage, nonpoint sources, lawns, road runoff, air-borne particulates,
are concentrated as they pass up the food chain; fish consumption
issued in some stretches of the river. The efforts of government, industr
are needed to reduce the levels of pollutants in the river. Through exte
efforts with substantial industry and government outlays for pollution
the water quality in the river has improved.

industry, municipal
etc.). Some pollutants
advisories have been
y, and private citizens
nsive federal and state
prevention and control,

To protect and enhance the Mississippi the issues that affect it must continually be discussed.
Current issues of interest to the public include wetland protection, trail development, public
access, barge fleeting, safety, zoning, landscape and building design, and transportation

systems. Increased public knowledge and sensitivity would result in better decisions and
policies affecting the river.

(4) Shaping the river: glacial and human forces. The geological life of the Mississippi started about
12,000 years ago in the meltwater of retreating glaciers. Erosion carved the river channel
through glacial sediments. The Mississippi before extensive human alteration was a different
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Preserving and restoring biological diversity is an NPS goal for the national park system.
Achieving that goal at the Mississippi National River and Recreation
additional research, effective mana

extensive interagency cooperation.

Area would require
gement, extensive public education and involvement, and

(7) All living things ( including humans) in the MNRRA corridor are interdependent. All are affected
by the physical environment; for the river this includes current, substrate, pollutants,
nutrients, dissolved minerals and gases, pH, sediment, turbidity, debris, shoreline
development, effluents and discharges, temperature, and weather. All are affected by the
biological environment. For the river this includes fish, birds, arthropods, molluscs, worms,
protozoa, algae, vascular plants, and mammals (including humans). The ecological health of
the river depends on the interactions among all living things and the physical environment.
Changes to the physical, sociocultural, or biological environments in the river watershed can
affect resident organisms, sometimes to the point of disease, overpopulation, or extirpation.

(8) The resources of the MNRRA corridor are national
park system. The Mississippi is a significant asset
world. Its values are economic, scenic, ecol

recreational, and spiritual. The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area was created
in part to "protect, preserve, and enhance the significant values of the waters and land . . ."

The corridor enriches the lives of metropolitan residents and visitors by enhancing natural,
cultural, economic, recreational, and aesthetic resources.

ly significant; the area is a unit of the national
of the region, the state, the country, and the
ogical, mythological, historical, scientific,

Although the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area is much different than the older

and more familiar park areas, such as Yellowstone or Gettysburg, it still has the NPS mandate
to preserve resources and

provide for their enjoyment by the public. Making park experiences
accessible to all populations, ages, backgrounds, and abilities is a major MNRRA vision.

Visitor Programs. Visitor program goals would include information and orientation,
interpretation, coordination, environmental and heritage education, and other visitor activities.

Orientation:

The National Park Service, in addition to other groups and agencies, would provide information and
orientation to corridor resources, recreational opportunities, and visitor services. Orientation would
be accomplished mostly through interpretive media (books, brochures, maps,
media (newspapers, magazines), and electronic multimedia systems. Intend
would include area residents, national and international visitors, and national and
international tourism organizations. Orientation services would be available at four
interpretation centers, unattended kiosks, bulletin boards, wayside exhibits, and through

outreach programs. Orientation would include information about other units of the national
park system.

video), print
ed audiences

Interpretation:

The National Park Service, in partnership
major corridor themes, concentrating es
Four staffed interpretive centers wo
and publications. Wayside exhibits

with other groups, agencies and individuals, would interpret
pecially on areas not covered by existing programs or facilities.
uld house interpretive media such as exhibits, videotapes,
and trail brochures would interpret outdoor resources and
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groups and agencies in the corridor as outlined below.

Coordination:

. i ide coordination
The National Park Service, in partnership with other gm;ps and agen;;easé%):nlf cr;}nz}lz’;dcorridor. iy
. ; j isitor use and resource m b i
orum for issues relating to visi . . s s ices, tourism,
. pm;)elf X gffinterp{'etation, education related to the river, regreatlolr:, v151.torase;;’eze for elter
e Varh yand resource management services in the COI‘I‘ldO'r/ t erij 1Sation oordination
reseé:;icne;tion For interpretation and environmental and hentac%e fe 1:)(1:1 o arl\d S Al
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el le in such a committee. Additional coordination would inc ude dir o goritoring: of
1e?1d - folu s and individuals, membership in appropriate o‘rgaglzatlo,:.lsﬁtiii:s could include
other g tati%n and education services. Appropriate coordination ac IVl'de feriee 5
ﬁzf)rrlr)r:stion distribution and networking, need}s1 assgs.srrzﬁttsi,o n‘;VﬂI})’f;mmI; and design,
i i s research, media , !
ment, marketing and effectlven.es aising.
?ri\‘i,rigg and quality assessment, extensive use of volunteers, and fifie E0E

Environmental and Heritage Education Activities:

] indivi ould provide
The National Park Service, in partnefship with othgr grm;fj, :zg;r;;ze; gzr;all dz;z;lllsv1Z:Sailrsi;1 z;) e C;; i
envimnm'ﬂ?tal g Pflzilr;:z(tgii; Clelé;caitcli(;rlllytoonorizzeang arfas not covered by existi'ng progra;nsa r:)r
e At uld include programs for schools and scout ar}d community groxllg r,elate
faClllt}ES- AC'tIVItleS Vc\llo orkshops relating to corridor issues and stories. Activities w0111d relate
o s'emmalis il s V\(’)r resogrce management issues. Outreach programs wou B ?;%et
foxi?gggio;ngl :Il\ciiences to increase access to MNRRA r;so;lzzfiiigfs i)f(\;()ie‘r:il;ii; g;s e

ivities such a

existing needs. In-depth and supplementary activi

be offered on a fee basis.

i i iliti ississippi National River and Recreation
Natiox}al Bal S?fVIlce Intl‘jill));f\t“c,ce)rlr?ciccl)lrl;hiet&izhsai/izss, sepglznented, and intertwinec.ldwlili}(;
el o (')trilgs and resources. Facilities would be disperse{i‘a.long thedcom iode °
best v, C'O’Imnunrlld interpret resources. At the same time, the. facilities woul. frovr e 2
bes’ctrsa(ir‘flsczls&ftgsstﬁe National Park Service identity in the corridor. MNRRA interp
cen

facilities would have four general functions:
1d indoors
(1) interpretation of the overall story and parts of the story that are best to

i hools and scouts
(2) environmental and heritage education for organized groups such as scho
and with seminar or public workshops

i iti visitor services
(3) orientation to corridor resources, recreational opportunities, and

g 4 g
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The Mississippi National River and Recreation A

variety of specific functions. The f. )
National Park Service: e following four

* provide focus and identit

for the Missiccinm: . .
B AT y e Mississippi National River and Recreation Area and

. Drovi L .
provide overview interpretation of all themes and their relationships

% o o
orient visitors to resources and recreational

neatby ore opportunities throughout the corridor and

e provide ; . : .
provide information and orientation to other units of the national park system

Other .functions could be performed b
the Minnesota Historical Society,

These functions are:

* interpret histori i
P orical events where physical remains are absent or inaccessible

— . ;
provide staging areas for public and environmental education programs

* interpret complex stories

® provide in i i Vi
P door space for interpretive activities during inclement weather

* provide security and environmental controls for displaying original objects

* provide temporary exhibits
* provide audiovisual interpretation
. . ;
provide workshops, seminars, educational classes

* provide books and other educational products for sale
o tel i i i
1 cultural, historical, economic, geological, and aquatic ecology stories

A basic idea in this i
plan is that a major interpreti ili "criti
successful. Interpretive facilities in an 1]ar S s ol

differentl i ge urban area should be approach

S th}; 'tIl"lvi?nl?: .z; remote area. There are many attractions competinpgpfor peeod lse(’)sm]e"Nhat

Minnesots Hiet 1 ITS aref':l, such as the Minnesota Science Museum, the Minnesgta Z elsukfe

ifitEpretive cent(g-lscaa gqaety, theb Childrens” Museum, the Walker Art Center, seox//et (;
: , and innumerable shoppin oo a =

recreational facilities. To accomplish theirpfgncgtimau& parks, lakes, jogging trails, and other

) . : ons, the two central i i
the corridor would require sufficient critical mass to attract ViSitOI‘:l SR
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rea interpretive facilities would perfor
: m
functions would be best performid by th:

y the National Park Service or other partners, such as

Mi
Falls Heritage Bosrd, Mimonr ) innesota Department of Natural Resources, St. Anthony

7
I t Oota.

For purposes of this document, critical mass is defined as including the combination of
experiences that would make an interpretive center a good choice for a family Saturday
afternoon, for an elementary school field trip, for a stop on an afternoon boating trip, as a

lace to bring the out-of-town visitors, the kids, or the media, or just as a place for an

individual to pass time.

There is internal and external critical mass. Internal critical mass refers to the activities, media,
and other attractions within a center or site. External critical mass includes attractions in the
surrounding area. A center located near numerous existing attractions would require fewer
attractions inside to attract an audience. Conversely, a site in an area devoid of existing
attractions would need a larger profile to entice people to visit. Critical mass might be
obtained by locating the interpretive center near a major museum or other attraction, creating
a symbiotic relationship between the two functions. The National Park Service and the
commission are working with other entities in the corridor to explore critical mass
possibilities.

This plan depends on an educated and concerned public to accomplish its goals. Metropolitan
residents must often understand complex issues, exercise stewardship, and pursue their vision
for the balanced preservation and use of the corridor. It is a major goal for the MNRRA
centers to provide interpretation and education needed by both local and out-of-town visitors.
To do this would require a more intensive and extensive combination of interpretive media
and conducted activities than is usually required at NPS visitor centers. Many of the media
and activities might be provided by partners. The specific media and activities needed in the
corridor will be described in a more detailed interpretive plan to be developed after the
comprehensive plan is final.

There would be three types of facility partnerships: NPS-operated, cooperative, and
associated.

The center at Harriet Island in St. Paul would be developed and operated by the National
Park Service in close cooperation with the city of St. Paul. The city would provide land and
adjacent site improvements. Additional partnerships with complementary programs such as
science museums, zoos, or recreational or educational organizations would be actively
pursued. The Park Service would encourage other similar entities (such as a museum,
recreation site, or educational program) to locate nearby, establishing "external critical mass."

The cooperative centers (Minneapolis, Hastings, and Coon Rapids dam) would be developed
through partnerships. In Minneapolis the National Park Service and one or more local
agencies would share responsibility and funding for the steps needed to complete the project.
Each agency would continue to meet its mandate. The apportionment of center operations
would be developed in follow-up planning. These centers could actually be linked with
associated facilities programmatically.

The associated centers would be existing facilities such as nature centers, park visitor centers,
or museums whose location, mission, and activities match MNRRA goals. The National Park
Service might provide some assistance with media design and interpretive programming. In
addition, a Mississippi National River and Recreation Area logo and other publicity could
help to identify associated sites as part of the Mississippi River story. National Park Service
interpretive programs could periodically be offered at these sites.
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The St. Paul and Minneapolis centers would be staffed year-

round, while the northern and
southern centers would probably only be staffed seasonally.

uld participate as appropriate in committees, task
coordination, information sharing, facility planning,
ices, and tourism services,

groups, and organizations that provide
and oversight of recreation, visitor serv

The National Park Service would coo
research and resource management
priority setting, information sharing,
ships, fellowships, tutorials, mentor
be accomplished cooperatively.

perate with other agencies and organizations to provide
in the corridor. Activities such as needs assessments,
assistance with educational programs (through intern-
programs, etc.) and research projects themselves could

interpretation, education, orientation, and v

Service would play a significant role in
volunteers) from other agencies.

isitor services operations. The National Park
providing training for interpreters (including

The National Park Service would take a lead role in interpretation and education activities
at the St. Paul/Harriet Island center. As shown in table 2, major themes interpreted would

include aquatic ecology, natural history, stewardship, and the working river. These themes
would be interpreted through interpretiv.

, and personal programs (such as interpretive talks,
guided walks, seminars, and environmental and heritage education programs). Many

activities would take place around the center and at nearby areas such as Lilydale Park.

Access to the river would be important for recreational, interpretive, and educational
activities. The National Park Service could have a boat at the Harriet Island marina for use

in environmental education programs. Cooperative interpretive programs could also be done
with commercial tour boat operators.

quatic ecology of a bottomland lake; an inner-city
ter quality at the Minnesota River confluence on an
dangered, threatened, and other interesting species

high school biology class could study wa
NPS boat; bird watchers might spot en
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appreciation of the Mississippi River.

and public workshops in the St. Paul center

the knowledge and
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e | e e gg;irtiénal ideas for interpretive programs at the Harrie

Island center are contained in appendix K.
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provide more detail about these facilities and those provided by other partners in the
corridor.

National Park Service Facilities in the Corridor

Because of the unusual nature of the corridor and the proposed management concept, NPS
facilities would be limited to interpretive centers and administrative offices. With the
partnership arrangement and extent of local interpretation, these would be cooperative
ventures, with only one interpretive center owned and operated by the National Park Service.
Based on the audience, site analysis, functions of each facility, and the potential partners, a
system of interpretive facilities is proposed. Table 2 illustrates these facilities and factors
leading to this scheme. This proposal capitalized on the excellent interpretive work already
being done in the corridor and seeks to fill the interpretive gaps and offer coordination of
existing interpretive facilities, activities, and programs.

There are two major interpretive facilities planned; a primary information and orientation
center in the corridor at Harriet Island opposite downtown St. Paul and a cooperative
information and orientation center in the corridor near downtown Minneapolis. The Harriet
Island site is not actually on an island. It was an island at one time, but the channel that once
created the island has been filled in and the area is now on the right descending bank of the
river. It is still known locally as Harriet Island. The St. Paul/Harriet Island facility would be
combined with the MNRRA administrative headquarters, strategically located to continue
extensive interaction with the government agencies included in the MNRRA partnership. It
would be developed using the latest sustainable design principles.

Two smaller cooperative interpretive centers (contact stations) are planned, one in Hastings
and another at Coon Rapids dam, each with a different interpretive emphasis and potential
visitor experience (see Interpretive and Educational Facilities map).

Potential Partner Roles. Table 2 identifies lead partners based on area of expertise and the
extent of activity involved. For instance, in the Coon Rapids dam area, both Anoka County
and the Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District have interpretive activities and facilities.
Therefore, they would take the lead in the operation of the joint facility. In Hastings the
National Park Service is working with the city to identify other potential partners.

Funding would be arranged between the partners, with the National Park Service assuming
responsibility for that share of the facility occupied by or needed for NPS interpretive
functions. In addition, the National Park Service could supply staff and design assistance. The
following table illustrates how this arrangement might work.

62




KELLEY FARM
\ Minnesota Historigal District

E o
:,1 RAMSEY & PENINSULA POINT PARK
-t ;L}‘ E*\t\ ~ City of Anoka
R jver -ss/o N
cot pavton 7 s\~ |PROPOSED COON
A X A \_|RAPIDS DAM CENTER P r———
AN RN b COON RAPIDS )
\ BN \\, INFORMATION CEN: HYDROLOGY
EASTMAN NATURE CENTER -© X ‘Anoka County Parks TS —
Hennepin Parks /) CHAMPLIN ‘ = /NATURE CENTER O EXISTING NEAR CORRIDOR
N City of Fridley B EXISTING WITHIN CORRIDOR
INFORMATION AND EN\IRONMENT] §, 0} (35 |
EDUCATION CENTER BROOKLYN PARK [ "\ N\ W ISLANDS OF P | CE PARK ® PROPOSED (LOCAL PLANS)
Hennepin Parks \ D 7 g
(g . \l\ / = \ City of Fridley sé A EXCURSION BOAT DOCK
T | \
Eggiﬁ&s;&"gggggv'}%, N T | \\ ST ANTHONY FALLS TOURS % PROPOSED NPS INTERPRETIVE CENTER
US. Army Corp of Engineers | N “Wingesota iforca Society LOCATION OF PROPOSED NPS
494 / 2 N . COOPERATIVE INTERPRETIVE CENTERS
, \ BELL MUSEUM OF  \

N

)
PROPOSED ST. ANTHONY FALLS AENTER \\ NATURAL SCIENCE (694)

University of Minnesota

i |sciENCE MusEUM [
=39 T =" : — ;,./, 2\ / 0 2 4 6 KILOMETERS
WASHBURN/CROSBY COMPLEX —1 /B S N ,

ORIENTATION MUSEUM ,,f PROPOSED"HARFHET ISLAND CENTER ~ "NOA™

St. Anthony Falls Heritage Bos / Minnesota Historical| Society

M/,'

)\ JAMES J. HILL HQUSE \‘ -
I

MINNEHAHA PARK — N \+ /— CROSBY FARM PARK
EDUCATION CENTER St. Paul Parks

Minneapolis Parks \ /l\/ ?‘? ' ’ 7 L/ — /E'
—X \ ( ’ I = VISITOR CENTER

o 2
N = NEVRO%%oix National Scenic Riverway ~
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers o
N KATHERINE ORDWAY e
HISTORIC FORT SHELLING i N Srmﬁfbﬁﬁli SCIENCE STUDY AREA
Minnesota Historical Society 135" \o N\
/ Y v INVER GROVE || \%Q&EE%W
% A 4 HEIGHTS ! N\
VISITOR CENTER ot?

GARPENTER
Fort Snelling State Park / minn®® l:‘)/vNATURE CENTER
~

Y Private
VISITOR CENTER~ |
Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge ; \ \\ v,
/ l\' \\\@0/0
INTERPRETIVE CENTER /SIBLEY HOUSE X A
Fort Snelling State Park Sibley House Association N ) N
ol A
PROPOSED HASTING CENTER 2 : O
[
. | S,

SELECTED EXISTING &
PROPOSED INTERPRETIVE
AND EDUCATIONAL

FACILITIES
MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER &
RECREATION AREA

United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service
DSC » MAR 93 « 607 » 20004A







TABLE 2: MNRRA INTERPRETIVE FACILITIES

LOCATION

MINNEAPOLIS

ST. PAUL

ANOKA AREA

HASTINGS

Potential lead agency

City and/or state historical society

NPS

Anoka County/Hennepin Park District

Hastings

Potential partner roles

City leads rehabilitation, construction,
maintenance of facility; state provides
lead for historic interpretation; NPS
provides assistance in construction
funding, staffing, and exhibits; possible
joint venture with museum or other

City provides land and adjacent site
improvements such as road and trail
connections and bridge access; NPS
provides facility construction, maintenance,
staff, and exhibits; possible joint venture
with major museum or other attraction

Anoka County or Hennepin Parks has lead;
NPS provides some staff and exhibit design
assistance

City has lead; NPS provides
some staff and exhibit design
assistance

Nearby amenities

"Mississippi Mile;" historic resources,
Stone Arch bridge, linear park system,
walking tours,lock and dam, Great River
Road

"Cultural Corridor," Lilydale Park, Harriet
Island Park, tour boat, marina, trails, river
access

Parks, trails, river access, Coon Rapids
Dam

Downtown, parks, lock and
dam, marina, trails, river
access

Audience

International, U.S. regional, and local

International, U.S., regional, and local

Regional, local

Regional, local

Major themes

Primary:

¢ Shaping the river - glacial and human
forces

e Humans and the river, a 10,000-year
relationship

* MNRRA is a nationally significant
resource (cultural emphasis)

¢ We must care for the river

Secondary:
¢ All plants and animals in the corridor
are interdependent

Primary:

* The Mississippi is one of the world’s
great rivers

¢ Plants, animals and humans in the
corridor are interdependent

® The corridor protects biological and
cultural diversity

* We must care for the river

* MNRRA is a nationally significant
resource (natural emphasis)

* As a working river, the river’s influence
extends far

Secondary:

¢ All plants and animals in the corridor are
interdependent

* Humans and the river, a 10,000 year
relationship (Native American emphasis)

* We must care for the river

Secondary:

*The Mississippi is one of the
world’s greatest rivers;
humans must care for the river

eHumans and the river, a
10,000 year relationship (river
town emphasis)

Primary functions

Interpret cultural resources, orientation to
MNRRA, orientation to NPS, outdoor
walking tours, historic preservation,
environmental and heritage education

Big Miss picture, focus/identity, natural
history themes, orientation to MNRRA,
orientation to NPS, outdoor experiences,
interpretive media, environmental and
heritage programs

Orientation to MNRRA, environmental and
heritage education

Orientation to MNRRA,
environmental and heritage
education

Major location advantages

St. Anthony Falls area-historical context,
visual excitement, urban experiences,
connections to entertainment and historic
and cultural resources, park system, and
an opportunity for adaptive reuse

Harriet Island area - visibility, road access
and parking potential, flexibility in design,
connection to natural resources, river
access for recreational boats, commercial
river traffic, adjacent tour boat landing

Near upper end of corridor, major roads,
canoe route

Near lower end of corridor,
near major highway and
historic downtown, near dam
overlook, parks, and trails,
offers good example of
riverfront rehabilitation

Funding

Cooperative; NPS provides its share of
construction and staffing; exhibit and
facility rehabilitation design assistance

City provides land and adjacent
improvements; NPS provides facility
construction, operation, maintenance

Cooperative; NPS provides some staffing &
exhibit design assistance

Cooperative; NPS provides
some staffing & exhibit design
assistance
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Site Selection. Potential interpretive facility sites were analyzed using the following criteria:

accessibility and connections

critical mass of nearby attractions

could act as a catalyst for local actions

visibility /identity

fits the functions and interpretive themes

contributes to resource preservation

located appropriately to provide information and orientation
interested partner/complementary activities

accessibility to the river — visual and physical

minimizes adverse impacts to corridor resources

St. Paul

After reviewing several alternative locations, a preferred site on Harriet Island has been
jointly identified by the city of St. Paul, the commission, and the National Park Service. This
site offers the opportunity for a rich visitor experience because of the site’s connection to
downtown, natural areas in Lilydale, access by water, and nearby attractions such as the

Paddleford tour boat operation. It has a distinct identity and a history of recreation use that

would augment the desired identity that this facility would provide for the entire corridor.

It also integrates well with St. Paul’s cultural corridor concept and proposed riverfront

improvement programs. It could also provide the catalyst for other riverfront redevelopment
projects.

Minneapolis

The NPS planning team members identified potential sites for an interpretive center in the
St. Anthony Falls area from a list prepared by the Minneapolis Riverfront Technical Advisory
Committee. After a comprehensive site inventory, NPS staff worked with the committee to
develop a recommendation. The Minnesota Historical Society, Minneapolis Parks and
Recreation Board, Minneapolis Community Development Association, Northern States Power

(NSP), Minneapolis Heritage Preservation Commission, and the St. Anthony Falls Heritage
Board worked together to choose a preferred site.

Each partner developed a proposal for their contribution to the development of the preferred
site and to the three alternative sites. This step was included to focus on the partnerships that
would be needed at some of the sites to make their development possible. The National Park
Service conducted a concurrent analysis of the sites (based on the criteria listed above).

When the analysis was complete, the Washburn/ Crosby complex (a national historic
landmark) was identified as the preferred site. The Northern States Power Main Street Station
was chosen as a fully acceptable option. However, the analysis also identified concerns that
would have to be resolved before either of these sites could be developed as an interpretive
facility. Examples of the concerns include safety and health issues and uncertainties about
structural soundness. Other sites may be evaluated later if these sites prove infeasible.

While answers to the concerns continue to be sought, an interim strategy would be
implemented to provide interpretation and information in the St. Anthony Falls area. A small

66

i
|
!
i

s A B aa N

i i i an be made useable without great expense .wou.ld be
infom'latl(:in Icrlir;terrég\?e ?rf:lt;?ir:lct:t?:);al programs could be planned for other locations in the
e F fl}; area. A portable interpretive exhibit that could b.e grected a.t various
- A'ntho'nyth : rea w01.11d also be produced. The exact site for the interlrn. information cepter
e choee with the St. Anthony Falls partners. Possible sites include the Fuji-ya
wo'ué('i beStch :xifl?ony Main, Army Corps of Engineers lock observation area, the Crown Roller
:/}lillll l;rtll;gl,ding, or a moveable, tent-like structure.

Hastings

NPS i i i i tory of
ith ci taff to gather information for an inven
ff also worked with city of Hastmgs s . ; : .
possilsntlz interpretive center sites and to review the sites. The mﬁ).rmz;’qon fulr;;zl:r; r:vtc;:zlc}i;e;
i being renovated for city offices) in a space
e Cf)urthoflse v i re the visibility of this site from U.S.
the rotunda. Major advantages of this space are th is s '
If}gof\;‘;ayr 61, location in an historic building near the hlstoFlc dow'ntown (.hStI‘lCt and river,
ang visibility and ease of access for people conducting business with the city.

The locations for the education, interpretation, and services functions 'lila[‘)lle rf\ot Slz)(iir;
determined. Although there is a public meeting room that may pe avai aldet 1(::3 me
educational programming in the courthouse, many of these functions would take p

elsewhere.

Other sites in the Hastings area that were considered include thg current city hall, the Le?tcl)cf
House owned by the Minnesota Historical Society, and historical residences wes

downtown.

Anoka Area

Three sites were considered for an interpretive center in thekAnoks :/icinit}ir; tli’r(:;\iir;st:i; ict)ilgé
i the city of Anoka, and two ex '

Park, an area currently being developed by : d b i ferpretive
liti i i ds dam. After the site inventories, m g
facilities, one on either side of the Coon Rapi e

' ibiliti i int Park area were held with the city
i s the possibilities at the Peninsula Point : i -
Stlasfcfu STo e)golore possibilities near the Coon Rapids d.am{ meetings lzveée ul:leld :;L !
representatives from Suburban Hennepin Reg.ioqal Park ]2}1\str11ct gr;c:‘ :g:)e i\w Oointgplzeﬁvé
Hennepin County Regional Park District owns the land : e t
iﬁlﬁg inihe aIzea of the zliam. Anoka Parks operates the interpretive building and park on

the east side of the river.

Interpretive functions would be placed in all three sites. NPS staff w}c:uil ciopseir:laeteozvtl;cl};
i iding i i t the visitor center on the Anoka

Anoka County staff in providing information a : ' oka side of the

i i i 1d also provide assistance with interp

Coon Rapids dam. The National Parlf Serche woul e oraeramming. that

ibits in this facility. Cooperative interpretive and edu p =

zlrﬁglltesmg\ts programsteready being provided by partners would be offerefdt }e:t e(xill ‘tllgge frllt:;t

Information/interpretive kiosks or waysides would be installed as a part c;‘ te : s wosld o
of Peninsula Point Park. Other visitor services such as restrooms and first ai

provided by partners.

Facility Needs. Following are proposed long-range space needs for the four interpretive
facilities discussed above (sizes are approximate and subject to change).
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* Harriet Island Center - 19,000 square feet (includes 7,000 for admini i
A 1 ministrative headquart
* St. Anthony Falls - 12,000 square feet (half funded by the National Park Servici{z) )

® St. Anthony Falls (interim) - 1,000 s feet i
National Bork Senvice) quare feet (space provided by partners and/or

* Hastings - 2,500 square feet (space provided by others)
* Coon Rapids Dam - 2,500 square feet (space provided by others)

The Interpretive center on Harriet Island would be built and maintained by the National Park
Service. Pgrtn.erships with complementary programs would be sought to increase the critical
mass at thlS.SIte. The National Park Service would also be responsible for site improvements
at the Harriet Island facility. These include parking, landscape development, and utility

connections within NPS property boundaries. Additional details on th i
are provided in the following section. on fhe Harriet fsland center

Responsibilities for the other three centers would be shared by partners. In the St. Anthon

Falls area, the National Park Service would jointly operate an interpretive center w.ith one o}rl
more partners. The portion of space and building remodeling costs to be allocated to each
partner has not been determined. For purposes of this draft, half of the costs would be
assumed to be paid by the National Park Service and half by partner(s). Since the total size
of this center is relatively small compared to the size of the existing buildings at the preferred

site, other attractions would have to be found t ini
3 ' 0 occupy the remaining space
comprehensive redevelopment. Y i

An interim center in the St. Anthony Falls area would be considerably smaller with some

7

At Hastings and the Coon Rapids dam area there would be no costs for building

rehabilitation, as it is assumed that existin iliti
: 5 g facilities would be used
provided by partners. 7" space would be

T'he Existing and Proposed Interpretive and Educati iliti
i onal Facilities m w
facilities in and nearby the corridor. E mAp shows: selected

Harriet Island Development Concept

A Na.tional Park Service interpretive center is proposed at Harriet Island on land donated b

the city. The facility would also house the MNRRA administrative headquarters, and therz
vyould possibly be another partner on adjacent land to increase the area’s Criticall mass. The
site selection process identified this as the preferred location because: (1) it has potenti.al to
pffer a special visitor experience through linkages to downtown, Lilydale, and the river; (2)
it has potential for relationships with other major attractions; and (3) it hlas potential to’ act
as a catalyst for riverfront improvements. Other major considerations were the extensive
interest and cooperation shown by the city of St. Paul and the many benefits of a location at
Harrlet Island. It has a history of public use and is near Lilydale Regional Park, a natural area
in thg heart of the city. It is also near downtown St. Paul, with its complemer;tary activities

The city of St. Paul plans to make major park improvements at Harriet Island and Lil dale'
and the NPS interpretive facility would complement these plans. A concept plan map f}c,)r thé
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interpretive facility and the related portions of Harriet Island Park has been jointly prepared
by the city of Saint Paul and the NPS staff and is described below. (see Harriet Island
Development Concept map and cross-section sketch)

Site Analysis. The proposed interpretive center site is located on a former industrial site
adjacent to Harriet Island park. The site is in an authorized expansion area for the city park.
It is located behind a levee, which will be rebuilt in the next few years offering opportunities
for improvements in the area. It is adjacent to commercial and industrial uses on three sides,
but buildings on the west side will be removed by the levee construction. '

The site offers a number of opportunities for design and has advantages of proximity to
nearby features and potential linkages to adjacent resources. The city plans numerous park
improvements that would enhance access to and from the site and would greatly improve the
appearance of the area. A bike and pedestrian trail would replace a road that is currently on
top of the levee. (construction by the Corps of Engineers and the city), linking the site to
downtown, an existing promenade to the east, and Lilydale Park. In addition, a riverwalk is
proposed by the city along the river. The site would be linked to this feature, giving direct
access to the shoreline. It is located near two marinas and a tour boat operation, providing
opportunities for related visitor activities that could be linked by road and trail. The site is
part of the city’s cultural corridor, which is an area of St. Paul with many civic, cultural, and
historic facilities. Finally, the Wabasha Street bridge is scheduled for replacement in the next
few years, offering an opportunity to improve pedestrian and bicycle access from downtown
St. Paul and generally improve the aesthetic environment in the area.

The site has a number of physical constraints. The first is its location behind the levee.
Although the levee presents some design problems and could act as a barrier to the river, it
also offers some site planning opportunities. By constructing the building into and higher
than the levee, views of the river would be maximized, and a direct link to the trail system
would be achieved. NPS interpretive centers must not be located in a 100-year floodplain, so
a site behind the levee is needed. Most sites that were considered in the St. Paul area were
ruled out because they were located in the floodplain.

The area south of the interpretive center site on the other side of Water Street is occupied by
an industrial use, including a large building. Because the interpretive center site is behind the
levee and in the middle of a historic bottomland island, it is somewhat isolated from the river
both physically and visually. It does not provide the best views of the river, although the
views could be improved through design of the building and proposed city park
improvements. Views of downtown are excellent, including views of the Saint Paul cathedral.
Following levee reconstruction, access would be via the Wabasha bridge, then along Water
Street, or from Wabasha to Plato Boulevard, the major park entrance. It is anticipated that
tourists would use the Plato route, while many residents would know to use the Water Street
route, which is a bit more direct. Both routes are somewhat inconsistent in appearance as park
entrances because of their industrial character. Entry features and extensive landscaping are
planned by the city to soften this effect.

Proposed Development. Following is a list of actions for the Harriet Island area.

e The city of St. Paul would transfer about five acres to the National Park Service for the
interpretive center (see Harriet Island Interpretive Center Development Concept map).
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* The site and building relationship to river would be maximized through facility design,
placement, and orientation.

* A multi-level building would be constructed, locating administrative headquarters, storage,
and classrooms on the bottom floors and the interpretive facility on the top floor in order to
provide the best views of the river and downtown.

e Water would be used as a unifying element, through architectural treatments for the
exterior and the interior of the building and continuing though the interpretive displays,
which could include aquatic displays .

* Direct visual and physical connections to the river would be provided using windows on
the river side, a plaza focused on the river, and a view preservation area between the
building and the river, which would be kept clear of parking and major structures and a path
to the river.

* The site would be intensely landscaped to screen less desirable views and to soften the
effects of a relatively large NPS building.

* Windows would focus on good views in the area and minimize undesirable views.

* Parking lots providing a total of about 100 spaces would be located on either side of the
building to avoid large expanses of asphalt and would be convenient to either approach to
the building. The west parking lot would be used for bus parking and by the city for
overflow parking during peak activity periods.

* City plans to revegetate the back of the levee would be followed by the National Park
Service on its lands. Landscaping on the site would generally be native to the river valley,
and may reflect riparian character in order to demonstrate revegetation techniques.

* The building entry would be designed to be as inviting as possible, incorporating a plaza
with a water feature that would tie into the interior to overcome the effect of the road
approaches.

* Building design would reflect the river and its urban setting. It should not be designed in
a rustic park architectural style.

* The building and site improvements would incorporate and demonstrate sustainable design
- such as the use of recycled materials, construction of permeable parking surfaces for aquifer
recharge, high energy efficiency, and water conservation.

¢ The building and site would be designed to provide total accessibility in compliance with
the Americans With Disabilities Act and related federal laws and regulations.

The Preliminary Partner Responsibilities. Both the city and the National Park Service would
share resources to the greatest extent possible, and both partners would be fully involved in
decisions at Harriet Island of mutual concern. For example, personnel from both the city and
the National Park Service would work together on a number of activities, including
programming and outdoor interpretive activities.
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View of downtown St. Paul from Harriet Island
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The city would provide the following improvements, most of which are part of approved city
plans:

e landscape Plato Boulevard

e construct the riverwalk

® provide a view preservation area from the NPS center to the river

e improve the marina area

e relocate the boat storage prior to NPS facility construction

e construct the bike and pedestrian trail on adjacent lands

e provide entry features at park entrances

e clear and clean up the site and remove hazardous waste before it is transferred to the
National Park Service

e clear adjacent industrial sites owned by the city as a part of the levee improvements

e work to improve the appearance of the surrounding industrial sites on private lands

e provide pedestrian access from the reconstructed Wabasha bridge.

¢ redevelop the Harriet Island Park per the master plan as revised by the cooperative site

plan
The National Park Service would provide:

e funds for design, construction, and operation of the center and its immediate environs

e space for temporary exhibits that would be available for community exhibits related to the
river

* a cooperative venture with a major partner for an expanded or complementary interpretive
facility on site or on adjacent lands

* wayside exhibits interpreting the river

* potential staff for joint interpretive programs

* cooperative planning for interpretive facilities and functions with the city

* space in the building for the city of St. Paul

There may also be grants available through the National Park Service for up to 50% of the
cost of city improvements on adjacent lands in the Harriet Island/Lilydale Regional Park if
the MNRRA grant program is funded by Congress.

For a detailed description of interpretive media and activities at the Harriet Island center see
appendix K.

Other Facilities in the Corridor

Besides the NPS interpretive facilities, there would continue to be many other local and
regional visitor use facilities in the MNRRA corridor. Local interpretive facilities would
continue as discussed in the section on interpretation, sometimes in conjunction with the
National Park Service interpretive facilities, but most would be independently operated. It is
beyond the scope of this plan to provide detailed facility needs for the entire corridor. These
needs would continue to be the prerogative of local and state agencies. The National Park
Service would encourage recreational and interpretive facilities that are consistent with the
visions and policies contained in this comprehensive plan. The NPS staff would work with
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other entities to provide advice on park and open space development that best meets the
intent of this plan.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE OPERATIONS

Administrative offices for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area would be
located in conjunction with the interpretive facility at Harriet Island in St. Paul. This site is
preferred because other government offices are located in St. Paul and it would be efficient
to have the Park Service headquarters and primary interpretive facility offices in one location.

National Park Service Staffing Needs

The estimated NPS staffing needs for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area are
about 32 full-time equivalent positions at an estimated annual cost of about $1.3 million,
which includes salaries, benefits, and support costs (equipment, utilities, etc.). Estimated costs
are subject to change based on the final role established for National Park Service and other
partners in managing the corridor as documented in the final comprehensive management
plan and follow-up implementing plans. This is a long-range staffing concept that would take
several years to implement. Support staff for the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
are included in this estimate. Other than one administrative clerk, these commission support
duties are spread among several existing (and proposed) NPS staff members. Descriptions of
work to be done by additional staff and a table showing existing and proposed NPS staff are
found in appendix F.

Maintenance

As the National Park Service would only own one facility, a full scale maintenance staff and
program would not be necessary. Maintenance of the St. Paul interpretive facility and
surrounding grounds would be contracted to local building maintenance and landscaping
businesses. The private businesses would perform all custodial, repair, lawn care, landscaping,
and snow removal services.

Maintenance of the interpretive facilities at Minneapolis, Coon Rapids, and Hastings would
be the responsibility of the building owner.

Cooperating Association

The National Park Service would seek an agreement with a cooperating association to provide
sales outlets at the corridor interpretive centers. The National Park Service would provide
office, storage, and sales space to the association consistent with NPS policy on sales
permitted of cooperating associations. Cooperating associations are typically nonprofit and
provide NPS areas with benefits such as donations and scholarships. To the extent possible,
cooperating associations also provide staff for operating sales outlets. This association would
be different from the associated interpretive facilities discussed above, which would be owned
and operated by other agencies in the corridor.
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PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Public Law 100-696, establishing the corridor as a unit of the national park system, required
in section 703(i) that the plan include:

a program for management of existing and future land and water use . . . (covered above)

a program providing for coordinated implementation and administration of the plan with
proposed assignment of responsibilities to the appropriate governmental unit at the federal,
state, regional, and local levels . . .

a coordination and consistency component that details the ways in which local, state, and
federal programs and policies may best be coordinated . . .

a program for the coordination and consolidation, to the extent practical, of permits that
may be required by federal, state, and local agencies having jurisdiction over land and
waters within the area.

The following sections were developed to comply with the three closely related directives on
coordination and consistency and NPS guidelines on general management plans.

General Concept for Implementation

The legislation for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area and the nature of the
issues in the corridor require cooperative action that transcends the political boundaries of
the corridor. The future of the corridor can be shaped and directed through the concerted
actions of citizens, public officials, and business leaders. The past record of excellent but
fragmented efforts in the corridor lead to the management recommendations that follow. The
plan proposes extensive partnerships among federal, state, regional, and local agencies, the
private sector, and the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission. The success of the plan
would be dependent on cooperation to achieve the identified visions. The commission, the
Metropolitan Council, the Department of Natural Resources, and the National Park Service
would work together to serve as catalysts and provide forums for these partnerships. Land
use management would continue to be primarily the responsibility of local governments. The
National Park Service would develop cooperative agreements with the Metropolitan Council
and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources to provide oversight and coordination
of land use implementation.

The Metropolitan Council would assist local governments with modifications to their
comprehensive plans to ensure consistency with this plan and regional goals. The Department
of Natural Resources would assist local governments with ordinance modifications to conform
with modified comprehensive plans, and would oversee local government implementation
of those ordinances. The National Park Service and the commission would review major
proposals and land use decisions that have potential for significant impact. The National Park
Service and the commission would facilitate multiagency discussion of major issues. The
National Park Service is the primary advocate for national interests in the corridor and has
mandated review responsibilities for federally funded or permitted activities. The Park Service
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would also have major roles in providing interpretive leadership and allocating grants (if
funds are provided by Congress).

A common concern during the planning process was the imposition of another layer of
government bureaucracy. That concern would be satisfied with this plan, because the
Metropolitan Council is already involved in comprehensive plan modification issues and the
Department of Natural Resources is already involved in land use ordinance matters. The
existing critical area program review by the Environmental Quality Board would be
eliminated.

Partner Roles

The major partners have a number of roles in implementing the comprehensive management
plan. There are many other agencies and organizations, such as the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency, that would be critical to the success of the plan. The following includes
descriptions of selected partners, which are not listed in priority order.

The Commission. The 1988 MNRRA legislation directs the commission to assist the secretary
of the interior in reviewing and monitoring implementation of the plan by other federal, state,
and local agencies. It also authorizes the commission to recommend modifications to the plan.
The commission has only the power to advise on permits and land use decisions, but it would
serve as a forum to bring involved organizations together to discuss major land and water
issues in the corridor. The commission would receive reports from the National Park Service,
Metropolitan Council, and Department of Natural Resources and would make reports to the
secretary of the interior on the progress of plan implementation. The Park Service would
continue to provide funding and staff services for the commission. The major functions of the
commission would be to:

act as catalyst and facilitator for local efforts

monitor progress toward plan implementation

recommend modifications to the comprehensive plan and prepare draft amendments
recommend legislation needed to implement the plan

review major land use decisions for conformance to the plan

raise issues to the public and to state government

serve as a forum to resolve disputes

advise the secretary of interior and the governor on the progress of plan implementation
provide recommendations on follow-up implementation plans prepared by the Park
Service and other corridor partners

The National Park Service. The Park Service would monitor general implementation progress
along with the commission. The National Park Service would have the lead role in
interpretive activities for the corridor. The Park Service would offer various types of technical
assistance to communities on matters related to the river corridor or plan implementation. The
Park Service would also administer the grants program authorized by the enabling legislation
and would assist local governments in identifying and seeking other funding that could be
used for river corridor projects that are compatible with this plan. The Park Service, working
with the commission and other agencies, would develop more detailed plans, such as a
resource management plan and visitor use management plan. The major functions of the
National Park Service would be to:
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e provide general oversight on the progress of plan implementation with commission

e prepare more detailed plans with advice from the commission

e issue grants to implement the plan

e provide the lead role in interpretive planning, media production, publications, and exhibit
development

e provide the major role in developing an interpretive center and cooperating on other
interpretive facilities

e coordinate interpretive services and provide missing programs

e provide technical assistance, such as on historic preservation techniques

* serve as federal and state grant information clearinghouse

* review major land use proposals and all federal, federally funded, or federally permitted
proposals

e provide staff for the commission

* act as catalyst and facilitator for plan implementation along with the commission

e liaison with other units of government on corridor issues

* implement the MNRRA plan on NPS lands

The Metropolitan Council. State legislation would be recommended that would require that
all local plans and actions be consistent with the corridor plan. The Metropolitan Council
would implement that state legislation, conducting a review of local comprehensive plans for
consistency with the corridor plan. The council would direct and assist local governments
with those plans needing modification, would coordinate review of draft plan amendments,
and would provide technical assistance, including small planning grants, to local
governments. In reviewing draft plan amendments, the council would seek comments from
the commission and the Park Service, and especially from the Department of Natural
Resources, because the department would be responsible for monitoring land use
implementation. The MNRRA act requires that the National Park Service contract with the
state or a political subdivision to review community plans and amendments for conformance
to the comprehensive management plan. The Park Service would develop an agreement with
and provide funds to the council to accomplish its responsibilities, including:

e provide technical assistance to help communities bring their plans into compliance with
the comprehensive management plan

e assist local governments in amending their plans

e review local plans for conformance to the MNRRA plan

* monitor progress toward comprehensive plan implementation

e recommend modifications to the comprehensive management plan to address local
government concerns

» recommend state legislation needed to implement the plan

e oversee regulatory streamlining efforts

The Department of Natural Resources. State legislation and rule adoption is recommended
to require that local governments adopt and enforce ordinances consistent with the corridor
comprehensive management plan, local comprehensive plans, and agency rules. The
Department of Natural Resources would develop a model ordinance and would oversee and
assist local government adoption and enforcement of ordinances. State legislation would give
the Department of Natural Resources certification authority over local decisions. The
Mississippi River Critical Area Program would be transferred to the Department of Natural
Resources from the Environmental Quality Board and be enforced by the Department of
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Natural Resources during the interim period before consistent local ordinances are adopted;
at that time, the Critical Area ordinance for that community would be nullified. In reviewing
draft local ordinance amendments, the Department of Natural Resources would seek
comments from the commission and the Park Service and especially from the council since
the council would be responsible for the plans on which the ordinances are based. The
MNRRA act requires that the National Park Service contract with the state or a political
subdivision to review local ordinances and monitor enforcement and other land use
implementation actions for conformance with the comprehensive management plan. The Park
Service would develop an agreement with and provide funds to the Department of Natural
Resources to accomplish its responsibilities under this plan. This agreement would also
confirm that the state would implement the MNRRA plan on its lands in the corridor. The
Department of Natural Resources would:

* develop model ordinance and adopt rules to implement land use management portions
of the MNRRA plan

* review development proposals for conformance to the comprehensive plan

* monitor overall progress toward plan implementation

* review variances for conformance to the plan

* recommend state legislation needed to implement the plan

* implement the MNRRA plan on its lands

The Corps of Engineers. Commercial navigation management would continue to be the
responsibility of the US. Coast Guard and the Corps of Engineers, with day-to-day
coordination and streamlining provided by the Corps. The Corps of Engineers would be
responsible along with the Department of Natural Resources and National Park Service for
periodically reviewing the commercial navigation and barge fleeting program, including
streamlining and coordinating permits, communication, and education, to ensure conformance
with the MNRRA plan. The National Park Service would also review all individual permit
applications under the MNRRA legislated review authority. The Corps of Engineers would:

continue lead role on regulation of commercial navigation

lead streamlining efforts for commercial navigation regulation
report to commission on efforts to implement the MNRRA plan
implement the MNRRA plan on its lands

Local Governments. Local governments would be the primary vehicle for implementing the
land use management and open space portions of this plan, and local control of those
authorities would be retained. State legislation would be sought to require that local planning
and actions be consistent with this plan. Land use management would continue to be the
responsibility of local governments, but their actions would be subject to concurrence by the
Metropolitan Council (plans) and the Department of Natural Resources (actions). Local
governments would continue to have the lead in local economic development planning
activities. They would:

e revise plans and ordinances to conform to the MNRRA plan

* continue day-to-day implementation of land use controls

* acquire and develop parkland and build trails

* receive acquisition and development grants, if implementing plan
* conduct economic development activities
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* operate local parks and interpretive facilities
e implement the MNRRA plan on their lands

Private Sector. The citizens and businesses in the metropolitan area are critical to the success
of the MNRRA plan. Concern has been expressed by some parties intereste_d in the river that
the plan would hurt their interests. It is hoped that by working cooperatively to dev.ebp a
joint understanding of the problems and a shared vision for the future of the corridor, citizens
and businesses would recognize the benefits a coordinated plan could bring to everyone in
the area. If implementation proceeds, the commission and partner agencie.s ‘\A{oulc‘i makg a
major effort to enlist the help of businesses and landowners in corridor activities, 1ncludm.g
pollution prevention, bank cleanup, trail building, enhancing economic resources, and pubh_c
education. Much has already been done by local industry for the good of the river, and this
could be a sound basis for more. The private sector would:

e propose land use and site development actions consistent with the plan

e provide private sector funding for partnership efforts

e sponsor citizen efforts to clean up the corridor

e redevelop or improve areas to accomplish the plan’s visions

e increase efforts to prevent and reduce pollution in the corridor o . '

» operate private interpretive facilities and commercial recreation activities consistent with
the plan .

* provide input to comprehensive plan implementation, including follow-up plans

e implement the MNRRA plan on their lands

Coordination and Consistency

While the majority of land management responsibilities would .remain witl.1 local
governments, they would be more effectively performed with corrido.rw1.d<'e cooperation .and
improved coordination. Without this cooperation and coordinatioq, individual cities might
not protect resources such as bluffs or shorelines as well as their nelgl'.\bors. Also, .they could
make zoning decisions without regard to the visual, traffic, or en.v1ronment:ftl 1mpgcts to
neighboring communities or the river. Several of the previous planpmg efforts 1dgnt1f1ed the
need for consistency and coordination in managing the river corridor. The sFudles and th'e
MNRRA legislation also identified the need for streamlining and coordinating the permit
process, which is discussed below.

At present, local governments are responsible for land use decisions .in the corridor (state
designated critical area), with oversight from the Environmental Quality B.oard. In the case
of violations or lack of implementation, this arrangement has not been particularly effect}ve.
Many excellent individual local efforts have occurred over the years, but there is ht'tle
coordination or communication. A brief analysis of the state critical area work follows, whuj.h
points out the need for improved consistency and coordination of use and development in

the corridor.

The Mississippi River critical area was created in 1976 by a governor’s executive order in
response to concerns about preservation and enhancement of the Mississippi River. The

purpose was to:
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* promote orderly development of the residential, commercial, industrial, and public areas
in the river corridor

* conserve the natural and scenic beauty of the corridor
* conserve and develop natural resources in the corridor
* provide for the compatibility of land use throughout the corridor

The program required local governments to prepare plans addressing land use, resource
protection (especially riverbanks, bluffs, vegetation, water quality, wetlands, and floodplains),
barge fleeting, trails, parks and recreation, view preservation, and erosion. Although most of
the local governments prepared plans, they varied widely in content and quality. In spite of
several excellent plans and implementation programs (the results of which are visible today),
the program did not result in an overall vision for the river corridor, or result in consistency
in plans or coordination of implementation. It did not result in a unified land or resource
protection program-or comprehensively address barge fleeting. Implementation by local
governments varied. However, the critical areas program raised local and public awareness
of the importance of the river and its resources, and resulted in some excellent plans. These
plans were used as a basis for provisions in this comprehensive management plan. The

Mississippi was formally redesignated as a state critical area by state statute in 1991, but little
has been done to implement that statute either.

There is a perception that the procedures for obtaining permits required by local, state, and
federal agencies are onerous, confusing, and redundant. There seems to be no one authority
or source of information on a number of river-related subjects. This perception is widely held
by industry and even by local government officials. Those officials also mentioned that they
are being impacted negatively by new mandates, without corresponding funding. The
streamlining section addresses these issues. Some of the problems are currently being

addressed by local, state, and federal agencies; activities resulting from the MNRRA plan .
would build on work that is ongoing. :

f
Proposal for Consistency, Coordination, and Streamlining. The following recommendations 3 :
define responsibilities for improvements in coordination and consistency: E

L

* design guidelines — corridor partners (see sample design guidelines in appendix C)  ; =

L
-
* oversight and coordination of local land use decisions — metropolitan council and 2 o
Department of Natural Resources l«'-;,?:‘
‘1
* review of federal activities — the National Park Service and other partners

* coordination of corridor activities — the commission and National Park Service
* streamlining of permits and regulations — a temporary task force

* coordinated land use plans and regulations consistent with the MNRRA plan —
Metropolitan Council and Department of Natural Resources

In addition, the state legislature would be asked to require that all local plans and ordinances
be made consistent with this plan.
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the MNRRA act mandate to coordinate policies, programs, a}n.d.permlts

g; ?;g:a{?sa’::ife;rid local agencies, the identification of .those governmental act.1\/.1t.1es to bs

nsidered is necessary. Planning and regulatory authorities can cover several act1v1t1es..Lan
e uisition and resource management is one. An agency can also have the authority to
::gblish standards that might be enforced by the agency or by another level Xf governmnell;t.
A third category is issuing permits (Minpesota State Plann%ng Agf.ency 1975?.{ n agency Thi);
also have the authority to participate with another on projects with a gpectl) ic putr}:}(l)se. pe
last type of activity might involve programs and Plans ba§ed on a pohcc)il, ut (rilp t rougTaX

ermitting or regulatory activity. Finally, tax polle also influences land use decisions.
policies often impact investments in land that ultimately affect land uses.

While the previous reports and studies list a large number of goyernmental boldles w1t}t1hma.ny
responsibilities, this section of the plan concentrates on thosg with direct regulatory alf,lf c:rlt}}
This does not negate the importance or impact of planning anfi m_anagement el. gr : ;)‘

nonregulatory agencies, nor does it exclude such effortg from coordination and consoli ta io .
Several models for planning coordination currently' exist among MNRRA go'\lf.ernmein s an )
could be expanded. Examples of coordination of direct regulatory responsibi 1t1elsla1 SO 1ex1sf
among MNRRA governments that can be used as rpqdels for the futgre by a e\ie slo

government. The existing efforts to coordinate permitting apd other direct appro:;a rlo9 9e;
would be part of the foundation for the interagency coordlnfatlon p?oposal. In Deczml_er -
the governor of Minnesota directed all state agencies to review their programs and elimi

or reduce rules and regulations affecting Minnesota business (E.O. 92-15).

Several studies have addressed the often unwieldy regulatc?ry system that respl?g in.mang
levels of review and a number of permits necessary for certain developn}ent activities in an
along rivers. An inventory showing the complex array of permitting and regulatory
authorities is contained in appendix J.

Strategies for Streamlining the Regulatory Structure..A management s.trl.xcturetlflor_ ttil:;
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area must take into account the ex1st1ngla}u oIr{1i

and structures. Such an assessment was undertaken as part of the Metropohltan 'V'ir
Corridors Study Committee project. Management agencies were found to have t (13 igqul;: ei
authorities. However, program planning has developed mdependently due to legisla 101; al
fosters unit-by-unit planning and due to funding mechanisms based on state c;r nationa
priorities rather than river system perspectives. Improvement of. land use regu altlon was
recommended along with better clarification of the roles of the varying governmenta aggncu;s
and levels. The role of economic development activity should also be clarified according to

the report (MRCSC 1986).

An effort to address streamlining the regulatory structure should address the following needs:

e a mechanism to expand cross-program coordination based on a river system perspective
that fulfills congressional and other legislative mandates

e a mechanism to address funding priorities from a river system perspective
e the time involved in obtaining permits

* duplication of effort
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* the rgsults of state agency action pursuant to the governor’s executive order to reduce
regulations

The recommendations from past studies all agree that the many governmental levels and
agencies should work together regularly, in whatever venue is most appropriate, to make the
management and regulatory structure more efficient and less burdensome on thé private and
pubhc. sector. An example of cooperative planning exists in an informal interagency
committee that meets regularly to discuss riverfront activities and plans i/n downtown
Mn.meapolis. A similar team made up of representatives from regulatory bodies would
facilitate communication and reveal the redundancies and other inefficiencies now present.

Coopgrative streamlining often evolves slowly, often coming after long-term familiarity with
a routine situation. The general section 404 and section 10 permits issued by the Corps of
Eng}neers are examples. The general permit reduces duplication between the Corps of
Engineers and the Department of Natural Resources by granting section 404 and 10 permits
to any projects of certain types that are approved by the Department of Natural Resources
Thls includes small projects such as dock and boat ramp construction, small sand blankets.
minor discharges, and the installation of submerged utility line crossings. I

Wl}ile such general permits may require specific authorizing legislation, other regulatory
actions on a smaller scale could be streamlined. Great opportunity lies in reducing
redundancy of federal, state, county, and municipal permits or approvals. Recommendations

could bg made to change state legislation regarding delegating review authority and
cooperative agreements.

In order to address these issues, the following initial strategies for streamlining would be
pursued:

(1) Ex1§ting permits and regulatory activities would be inventoried and analyzed. Appendix
J provides a foundation by displaying the large number of agencies and permits currently
involved in the development process. This inventory should be expanded and made more
specific in regard to activities that do or might require permits.

(2) A forum for all regulatory agencies would be provided in order to examine the potential
for coordination. One large meeting or a series of meetings could provide the momentum
peeded for any interagency effort. A logical outgrowth of such a forum would be public and
mterggvemmental educational presentations. There is a lack of understanding between
municipal, county, and state entities about jurisdictions. This leads to a perception by permit
applicants that there is confusion that delays development projects and increases costs.

3 A s:mall.task force consisting of representatives of local governments, the Metropolitan
Council, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, the Minnesota Pollution Control

Agency, and an industry representative could be charged by the governor with improving
the process in a limited time frame.

(4) A guide to corridor development and river activities could be published. Such a
publication would require sharing expertise in specific areas, would provide a tangible
product for focus, and would reduce or avoid duplication of efforts. The knowledge gained
by the participating parties about other agencies would facilitate further understanding.
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Several publications exist that could serve as models, such as the DNR Shoreland Development
Guide. This effort could include completing a corridorwide set of design guidelines.

(5) The Department of Natural Resources would identify specific staff to assist permittees
with the process. Like the publication suggested above, this would necessitate familiarity with
issues beyond those normally expected of the agency. It would also provide an objective
liaison between parties in conflict situations.

(6) The commission would use the work of the task force in streamlining the permit process
as a model for other coordination and consistency measures.

(7) The commission would monitor progress on the governor’s executive order on reducing
regulation and incorporate the results into corridor management strategies.

Compatibility With Other Plans and Programs

The proposed visions and policies of the comprehensive management plan-are, in principle,
compatible with existing local, state, and federal plans and programs, and the existing channel
maintenance program on the Mississippi River. This consistency review is required by the
MNRRA legislation, section 703(i)(2)(C). Plans and programs reviewed include general or
comprehensive plans or programs covering the entire MNRRA corridor (or at least significant
portions), such as community critical area plans. There are a very large number of site-specific
plans for parcels of land or small pieces of the corridor and a multitude of local, regional,
state, and federal programs having some impact on corridor sites, but it is beyond the scope
of this plan to analyze each one and make a consistency determination. Few conflicts have
been identified between major site-specific plans or programs and this comprehensive
management plan.

Local and Regional Plans and Programs. The most pertinent local plans and programs consist
of the cities’ and townships’ critical area plans, local zoning ordinances, local comprehensive
plans, parks and recreation plans, and special area plans, such as the St. Paul Riverfront Plan.
These have been analyzed and the cities have been asked for input. Some inconsistencies were
pointed out during this process, and have been resolved. However, since this plan contains
a few policies that are more restrictive than some existing critical area plans, these existing
plans would have to be revised. After the comprehensive management plan is completed,
local governments would be asked to review and update their critical area plans and
ordinances, which would be reviewed by the Metropolitan Council, the Department of
Natural Resources, and the National Park Service to determine consistency. If inconsistencies
exist, the Metropolitan Council and the Department of Natural Resources, working under
agreements with the Park Service, would work with the unit of government to resolve the
inconsistency. This includes the possibility of amending the MNRRA comprehensive

management plan.

The Metropolitan Council’s Recreation Open Space Plan is an important regional plan. The
MNRRA plan envision’s more local land acquisition along the river than contained in the
current Metropolitan Council plan. It is anticipated that the regional plan would be updated
to reflect the more ambitious open space concept articulated in this document. There have
been no conflicts identified with the Metropolitan Council’s regional development framework.
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A repr.esentative of the Metropolitan Council serves on the Mississippi River Coordinating
Commission and has been asked to review this document for consistency with regional plans.

State Plans and Programs. The state plans and programs reviewed for consistency with the
MNRRA plan are:

Metropolitan Land Use Planning Act and Metro Governance Act
Shoreland Management Program

Minnesota Floodplain Act

Waters and Watercraft Safety Act

Metropolitan Surface Water Act

Minnesota Critical Area Act and Governor’s Executive Order 130
Minnesota State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
Wetland Conservation Act

There have been no conflicts identified with these plans and regulations. In addition,
members of the commission include representatives of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, the Minnesota Historical Society, and the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board.

These members have been asked to review the plan for consistency or potential conflicts with
their agencies’ plans.

Federal Plans and Programs. No conflicts have been identified between this plan and other
federal agency plans for the corridor. Plans specifically reviewed were:

Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge Master Plan
Upper Mississippi Land Use Allocation Plan (Corps of Engineers)

The commission includes members from the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service and the Corps of

Engineers, who have been asked to review this plan for consistency with their plans and
programs.

Channel Maintenance Program. No conflicts have been identified between this plan and the
channel maintenance program for the Mississippi River. The Corps of Engineers has a
representative on the commission and the agency has been asked to review this plan for
consistency with the channel maintenance program.

Water Quality

The MNRRA legislation, section 703(i)(2)(d), requires a statement on coordinated
implementation regarding the provisions of the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water
Act. The provisions that pertain to the surface waters would continue to be implemented by
existing federal, state, and local agencies, with oversight by the MNRRA commission to
ensure that water quality standards are met and improvement in overall water quality in the

corridor is achieved. Specific policies and actions are discussed in the resources management
section above.
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Costs and Priorities (Financial Plan)

Following are estimated costs to implement the proposed plan. This section constitutes the
financial plan referred to in the MNRRA legislation, section 703(1)(2)(B).

Development. NPS development costs would be incurred for the St. Paul/Harriet Island
interpretive /headquarters facility and the Minneapolis/St. Anthony Falls interpretive facility.
Development costs cannot be estimated in great detail at this time. Estimates provided below
are "class C," which means they are based on general size assumptions and the cost of
constructing similar facilities in the Midwest. The Harriet Island building would be first
priority because it would provide the primary center for corridor orientation and area
headquarters. It would total about 19,000 square feet at a cost of about $8,347,000 for
construction, furnishings, interpretive exhibits, and site development, including construction
supervision and contingencies. Site surveys and design costs (advance and project planning
costs) would add about $1.6 million to this cost. The facility development costs would break
out approximately as follows:

Visitor center space (12,000 sf) $3,773,000
Headquarters space (7,000 sf) 1,421,000
Furnishings 377,000
Interpretive exhibits 1,500,000
Landscape development/site preparation 1,039,000
Utility connections 14,000
Parking (100 cars) 223,000

Subtotal $8,347,000
Site surveys/design costs $1,600,000

Harriet Island total $9,947,000

Audiovisual media design, equipment, and production costs are not included in these figures.

The St. Anthony Falls interpretive facility would be the second priority for NPS development.
The total costs of that facility can not be estimated until additional details are worked out
with the partners in that area. Assuming a 12,000-square-foot facility, of which half would be
funded by the Park Service, the NPS construction and interpretive display development
would total about $2,286,000, which includes construction supervision and contingencies for
6,000 square feet of this space. Because a specific space has not been identified, this was
estimated as if it were equivalent to a new building. Actual costs may be significantly higher
or lower than this estimate, depending on the condition of the space selected for the
interpretive center and potential historic preservation treatment needs. Park Service facility
and interpretive exhibit design costs would be about $460,000 for this center (NPS share),
again assuming new construction cost equivalency.

NPS wayside exhibits in the corridor would cost about $180,000, including design and
production.
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The MNRRA legislation authorizes matching grants of up to 50% of the cost for development
of lands by others in the corridor consistent with the plan. Congress would be asked to fund
this program through the federal budget appropriations process. A detailed inventory of state
and local park land development needs that are consistent with this plan has not been
assembled and is beyond the scope of this plan. Therefore, it is difficult to estimate total costs
of development that might be funded by this program. Projects that would be funded are
those achieving the visions of this plan and in compliance with the policies articulated in this
document. Within one year after approval of the plan, a framework for the grants program
would be developed. This process would include a scoping process with river corridor
communities to assess the magnitude of projects potentially eligible for grant funding. Based
on this scoping, a report would be prepared detailing possible costs and priorities for grants
projects. It is probable that needs would far exceed funds available, and a priority system
would be finalized to fund the most important projects first. If the grant program is funded
by Congress a process would be developed in writing to determine grant recipients and
amounts with selection criteria further spelled out.

National Park Service Operations. Total annual salaries for Park Service staff when the area
is fully operational would be about $831,000. Benefits add, on average, about 30% to salaries.
Total staff benefits would be about $249,000. The staff would also need support materials and
services (such as equipment, travel, and training). Support materials and services should total
about $208,000 (or about 25% of salary). Thus, total annual personnel costs would be about
$1,288,000. Support for the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission is included in this
figure.

The cost of maintaining the St. Paul interpretive center and surrounding grounds is estimated
at about $180,000 per year. This includes contract custodial, general repair, lawn care,
landscape upkeep, and snow removal services.

Other Agency Operations. As stated above, the Metropolitan Council and Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources would provide monitoring and implementation review of
land use plans and proposals for conformance with the MNRRA plan. Local governments
would be asked to update their plans to conform to the MNRRA plan. These state and local
activities would require an estimated annual budget of about $300,000, which could be
allocated to these agencies under the cooperative planning authority in the MNRRA
legislation. The details of how this funding would be distributed would be worked out in
follow-up agreements with these agencies. The National Park Service would seek funds
through the appropriations process to cover these needs.

Land Acquisition. There would be no costs for NPS land acquisition as the proposed plan
is written. The land for the interpretive center/headquarters facility in St. Paul would be
donated by the city of St Paul. Pursuant to Secretarial Order 3127 the site would be surveyed
for hazardous waste. Cleanup costs, if any, would be borne by the city. Land for interpretive
facilities in Minneapolis, Hastings, and Coon Rapids would be owned by other partners.
There is the possibility that land acquisition costs would be incurred if eminent domain
proceedings are required to protect threatened resources under the terms of the MNRRA
legislation and this plan; however, eminent domain would be used only as a last resort in
very limited circumstances, and any associated costs cannot be estimated at this time.
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Local land acquisition would be facilitated by the grant program .autho.rized 'in'the MNRRA
legislation (if appropriations are made by Congress) in COO‘I‘dl.I'l.atIOI’\ with existing state and
regional funding programs. Criteria for land acquisitign priorities are contained in the open
space proposal. There is insufficient detail at this time to estimate the total cost of thls
program, but it would be significant. Again, the need§ w'ould.probably exceed funding
available, and projects would be funded based on the criteria artlc.ulated in the open space
section above. NPS staff would work with local governments in the corridor to more
thoroughly estimate these needs, and within one year affcer this Plan is appr(?ved would
provide an estimate of total funding needs in the report discussed in the developmept cost
section above. If the grant program is funded by Congress written grant application
procedures and selection guidelines would be developed.

Funding. Funding for plan implementation would come.from.federal grants, state and lqcal
programs, donations from the private sector, and appropriated increases in the NPS operating
budget. Funds from these sources would be sought through thg nprmal budget process and
administered by the Park Service in consultation with the commission. If funded by angress,
the Park Service would provide direct grants for up to 50% of the cost for public land
acquisition and development by other entities for projects that conform to the MNRRA plan.
The Park Service would also serve as a clearinghouse to suggest other federal grant programs
available to local communities. However, other federal funds could not be used to provide
the local 50% match for the program authorized in the MNRRA legislation.

The commission would stimulate fund raising activities by others to implement the vigions
and policies contained in the plan. The National Park Service would s.eek copgressmngl
authorization for a more general authority, if determined necessary during review of this
plan, to make a broader range of grants available. This might include a range of local
government activities that would be carried out to implement the plan. Priorities for these
grants would be developed if the broader authorization is granted.

Following are alternatives to the proposed plan. The text emphasizes where the alternativgs
differ from the proposal. Where the alternatives are the same as the proposal the text is
normally not repeated. Due to the conceptual nature of the proposal anc% the extensive
reliance on cooperation and coordination for the MNRRA plan, alternatives cannot be

developed in great detail at this time.
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ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)

GENERAL CONCEPT

The no-action alternative would continue existing trends and plans for the corridor. No
overall comprehensive plan would be adopted for the river corridor, and local communities
would continue to manage the river with existing coordination and cooperation efforts.
Political boundaries would continue to delineate different management regulations, so
individual segments of the 72-mile stretch of the Mississippi River would be managed
according to different plans and programs.

LAND AND WATER USE
Land Resource Protection Concept

This alternative would continue existing city and county land use programs. No
comprehensive land use management concept would be implemented for the 54,000 acres in
the river corridor. Continuous open space would only be found where it already exists or
where planned by individual communities, such as Minneapolis and St. Paul. There would
be no comprehensive attempt to maintain a natural appearance from the river or its
approximately 275 miles of shoreline in the corridor.

Land Use and Protection Policies

Land use, including riverfront location decisions, would be based on local plans without an
overall concept or a consistent land use or site development policy. There would be no
coordinated policy to encourage selective use of the approximately 8,500 acres within the 300-
foot wide riverfront area as described in the proposed plan. Some communities currently
require that development along the river be related to the river, but others have no such
requirement. Setbacks vary and other resource protection regulations differ. No new
incentives would be developed to encourage industries that no longer rely on the river to
relocate away from the riverfront.

Minnesota DNR shoreland and critical area rules and local ordinances would continue to
govern shoreland development, including setbacks and vegetative clearing. Some local
requirements might continue to be stricter than the statewide standards.

Open Space and Trails

Open Space and Trails Concept. Open space development would take place pursuant to local
plans without a comprehensive vision or coordinated plan for the river corridor. Ownership
of existing public recreational land would not change. Neighborhood links to the river and
access for persons with disabilities would be developed on an individual site basis rather than
as part of a corridorwide initiative. Trails would be developed based on existing local and
regional plans (see Existing Parks and Trails map).
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Land Acquisition Concept. Existing local plans for land acquisition would be implemented,
which would add about 2,000 acres to the existing 4,600 acres of public parkland in the
corridor. No coordinated, corridorwide effort would be made to acquire continuous open
space through the riverfront area. There would be no National Park Service/Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area land acquisition grant program as authorized in the
MNRRA legislation. Bicycle and pedestrian paths would continue to be developed in some
areas but not in others.

Public Land Ownership. Acquisition of land for public open space and recreation would take
place according to the individual plans of the political jurisdictions with no special
coordination efforts in the river corridor. There would be no additional NPS lands in the
corridor. As in the proposed plan, individual communities would be the primary public park
landowners in the corridor.

Commercial Navigation

Commercial navigation would continue under existing management. The existing permitting
system would continue. Existing barge fleeting along nine miles of shoreline would continue
under different local jurisdictions, and impacts would vary. No coordinated effort would be
undertaken to identify additional barge fleeting areas. No criteria would be designed for
coordinated decision making for fleeting locations. Barge fleeting areas would increase based
on the results of individual permit requests.

Management Zoning

There would be no NPS land or management zoning in this alternative.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Natural Resource Management

Pollution. Under this alternative there would be no additional emphasis on pollution
prevention due to a comprehensive MNRRA plan; existing pollution control standards would
continue, but no increased monitoring or enforcement would be provided. No new legislation
would be sought to control pollution as a result of a MNRRA plan, nor would additional
incentives be likely for pollution reduction. Fertilizer and pest control chemicals would
continue to be used in residential and agricultural areas based on existing guidelines and
regulations. Corridorwide noise standards and sources would not be evaluated. There would
be no coordinated efforts to improve standards, education, and enforcement throughout the

river corridor.

There would be no overall policy discouraging the use of salt on icy roads. No additional
effort would be made to prevent floating debris from entering the river. National Superfund
priorities would not change for corridor sites as a result of this plan. Spill prevention and
emergency response plans would remain as they are, and existing water quality monitoring
programs would continue.
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Threatened and Endangered Species. Existing policies and programs for the preservation and
protection of threatened and endangered species would continue with no corridor-specific
coordination efforts or additional input from the National Park Service. There would be no
increased habitat management in the corridor resulting from a MNRRA plan.

Natural Resource Research Needs. There would be no MNRRA resource management plan
to determine further research needs specific to the river corridor.

Cultural Resource Management

Corridor cultural resources would be subject to existing plans and programs. No
comprehensive management strategy would be adopted for the corridor. There would be no
MNRRA resource management plan to determine further research needs specific to the river
corridor.

Economic Resource Management

Federal, state, and local policies and regulations would continue to guide economic resource
protection. The recent state recognition of the inseparable connection between a healthy
environment (intact ecosystems) and economic activity would assist in the development of
a framework for sustainable development. There would be no additional effort to increase
tourism and associated visitor activities in the corridor.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

Under this alternative tourism and visitor use would continue to be guided by state and local
efforts without additional coordination or input from the National Park Service or the
Mississippi River Coordinating Commission. Current services would continue. Current user
conflicts would be addressed using the present management structures. There would be no
coordinated effort to plan for and manage recreational use in the corridor.

The responsibility for interpretation would remain with existing entities. No new programs
would be developed that portray the national significance of the Mississippi National River
and Recreation Area. There are many excellent programs at present, which would continue,
and many opportunities exist for coordination between state and local programs and facilities.
Any such coordination efforts would be the responsibility of the existing agencies with no
single agency taking the lead.

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT

In this alternative no NPS interpretive centers would be built and no cooperative centers
would be established. No NPS headquarters would be constructed. Other development would
proceed according to local plans. There would be no coordinated effort for park and
recreation development, and no National Park Service/Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area grant program.
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PARK OPERATIONS

There would also be no change in NPS staff, and administrative offices would continue to
occupy leased space in St. Paul.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Policies and programs now being implemented or planned by local jurisdictions and state and
federal agencies would guide action in the river corridor.

This alternative would require significant changes in the MNRRA legislation by Congress, as
it would not meet basic mandates in the act. This could entail disbanding the Mississippi
River Coordinating Commission and rescinding the mandates for a MNRRA plan, including
those regarding coordination of policies and programs and consolidation of permits.

Monitoring and review activities by the National Park Service could continue or these duties
could be rescinded by congressional action.

Ultimately, Congress could deauthorize the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area,
removing the national designation and ending all further MNRRA activities.

Costs and Priorities

No federal funding for new activities would be needed to implement this alternative. Current
programs would continue, as needed, for NPS operations, interpretation, and GIS assistance.
No additional federal funding would be required. Raising and acquiring funds for local
programs would remain the sole responsibility of the implementing agencies.

Funding

No additional federal funding would be provided. State and local agencies could continue to
apply for parkland grant funds through the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund.
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ALTERNATIVE B

GENERAL CONCEPT

This alternative would emphasize greater natural, cultural, and economic resource protection
and enhancement, increased open space preservation, more rigorous riverfront policies,
greater shoreline restoration, and an emphasis on passive visitor use. Efforts for resource
protection would be coordinated between the National Park Service and existing state, federal,
and local programs, with the Park Service taking the lead on protection of the natural and
cultural resources. While alternative B has some elements of a more traditional national park,
it would still involve a major partnership effort consistent with the MNRRA legislation.

LAND AND WATER USE
Land Resource Protection Concept

Under this alternative, MNRRA activities would focus greater attention on the protection of
the natural, cultural, and existing economic resources in the 54,000-acre corridor. Economic
development activities would continue to be the responsibility of existing state and local
programs, as in the proposal. The National Park Service would guide and coordinate the
efforts of local, state, and federal agencies in resource protection, open space, and passive
visitor use activities. In the event of conflicts between resource management goals, natural
and cultural resource preservation would be given preference. Solutions that address all
aspects of the resources in the corridor would be sought.

Greater open space would be encouraged than in the proposed plan, and developments
would be designed to appear more natural from the river. The natural appearance and
function of sensitive features would be protected or restored. Further degradation or
alteration of these features would be strongly discouraged.

Land Use Protection Policies

These policies would be strengthened by implementing programs and guidelines to actively
protect, maintain, and restore the natural appearance of the river, wetlands, bluffs, vegetation,
and shorelines. Cultural resources would also receive more protection, and preservation
would be encouraged to a greater degree than the proposal. There would be a more extensive
land acquisition program than in any other alternative. Regulations would be enacted and
enforced for land use locations, designs, and construction. Currently undeveloped areas,
totaling about 19,000 acres, would be kept open and used for recreation to the maximum
degree possible. It is recognized that the actual amount of public open space in this
alternative would still be far less than the 19,000 acres that are currently agricultural or vacant
lands. Alteration of bluffs, shorelines, wetlands, or the floodplain would be prohibited in this
alternative.

The riverfront policy in alternative B would be more restrictive than in the proposal or the

other alternatives. The first 300 feet back from the river (about 8,500 acres total) would be
reserved exclusively for open space and river-dependent land uses. Terminals, marinas, and
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similar activities would continue to be allowed, but other uses would favor open space and
recreation activities. Shoreland restoration would be stressed more in this alternative to
provide a continuous, wide, and heavily vegetated area along the river wherever possible.
Setbacks would be more restrictive. Land use policies would place greater emphasis on
resource protection; inconsistent uses in the riverfront area would be phased out, and funds
would be provided for purchases of such uses. No river-dependent uses would be developed
in conjunction with open areas or in isolated or unrelated sites, and none would impair public
access to or views of the river. Only native vegetation or natural-appearing materials would
be used to halt bank erosion. New river-dependent uses would be clustered or wiould replace
uses not dependent on a river location.

Vacant, nonhistoric structures in the riverfront area would be recommended for removal if
no new use or site improvements were implemented. Economic uses would be discouraged
along the riverfront unless they were traditional, river-related uses. Historic structures would
be rehabilitated or adaptively reused to maximize preservation and interpretation.

The bluff line policy would be more restrictive in alternative B than in the proposal or other
alternatives. The entire first 100 feet back from the bluff line would be preserved in a natural
state or revegetated to screen development in order to minimize visual impacts and protect
views.

Open Space and Trails

Open Space and Trails Concept. More extensive open space and trail development would
be provided in this alternative than in the proposal. The general concept is similar to the
proposal but on a larger scale. The amount of open space to be acquired in this alternative
cannot be determined at this time. The amount of undeveloped land in the corridor is about
19,000 acres. Of that, over 9,000 acres are already zoned for future development, and it is
likely that pressures will grow to rezone and develop additional lands as the Twin Cities
region grows. If this alternative is selected, the National Park Service would work with state
and local agencies to identify and cooperatively assure maximum open space opportunities
for the corridor.

Pedestrian and bicycle paths would be emphasized to a greater degree in this alternative. The
first 300 feet back from the riverfront would be preserved as open space to a much greater
degree than in the proposal or other alternatives, and this area would be the top priority for
land acquisition. Open space acquisition criteria would place a greater emphasis on natural
and cultural resource protection. Abandoned railroad rights-of-way would be aggressively
acquired for trail development or other open space needs. Easements would be required in
new developments for future trail corridors as in the proposal.

The downtowns would continue to appear more structured than the rest of the corridor,
although more natural-looking designs would be encouraged in this alternative. There would
be an increase in corridor-related activities for residents and visitors. As with the proposal,
efforts would be made to integrate neighborhoods and activity centers into the corridor.

Land Acquisition Concept. The National Park Service would take a much greater role in
promoting additional park land acquisition in the corridor, including direct NPS land
acquisition. Many existing parklands would be voluntarily transferred to the National Park
Service through donations by local governments. It is likely under this alternative that the
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Park Service would cooperate with existing land management agencies and share
management of many parks, open spaces, and trail corridors.

Commercial Navigation

Commercial navigation activities and barge operations would continue to operate at current
levels and existing fleeting areas would be protected. There would be a freeze on new fleeting
sites, and existing fleeting areas would be maintained in their current state, which occupy
about nine miles of shoreline in the corridor. New areas would only be allowed if research
verified the necessity of the action and documented that there would be no adverse effect on
natural or cultural resources. Comprehensive planning would include identification and
mapping of all proposed fleeting sites in the corridor before any new ones are approved. No-
wake zones and other surface use regulations would be established and enforced. The
National Park Service would also cooperate with the commercial navigation industry and
respective permitting agencies to ensure that natural and cultural resources are not impaired
by current activities.

Management Zoning

Much more land would be managed by the National Park Service than in the proposal,
although it is impossible to quantify at this time. With exceptions for developed areas, NPS
landownership would be primarily in the natural environment or historic preservation
category.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The National Park Service would focus on natural and cultural resource management and
have a greater leadership role in research and coordination than in the proposal. The general
management strategy for addressing resource management is somewhat similar to the
proposal except the Park Service would more actively manage and monitor resources, provide
greater technical assistance, administer larger grants, and develop extensive cooperative
agreements. The Park Service would also provide expanded information clearinghouse
functions, coordinate and administer research grants, and actively conduct scientific research.

Natural Resource Management

Pollution. The National Park Service would more actively encourage strict enforcement of
point source pollution control regulations throughout the entire corridor, setting up its own
supplemental air and water quality monitoring program to identify noncompliance and
pursue corrective action. Nonpoint source pollution would be reduced through extensive NPS
and cooperator education programs and promotion of the use of native species that do not
require fertilizers or pesticides. Contemporary construction techniques and new techniques
for stormwater retention would be encouraged to reduce runoff. A larger program of
coordinated cleanup efforts would take place along the length of the corridor under NPS
leadership, which would be expected to improve the scenic quality of the area, reduce
pollution, and improve wildlife habitat. The National Park Service would stress the reduction
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of sediment toxins to levels that would allow removal of all fish consumption advisories in
the corridor. Every effort would be made to attain swimmable and fishable water quality in
the entire corridor. The National Park Service would work more extensively with other
agencies to speed the cleanup of the Minnesota River.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Protection of threatened and endangered species would
be a high priority. An extensive NPS effort to identify and protect species and their habitat
would be undertaken, including NPS land acquisition for habitat protection. The National
Park Service would take more of a leadership role in habitat management for all species in
the corridor under this alternative.

Natural Resource Research Needs. Research needs and actions in this alternative would be
greater than the proposal. The National Park Service would actively conduct research that
focuses on maximum natural resource protection. A coordinated effort would be made to
identify these research needs, develop an information clearinghouse, administer research
grants, and provide technical assistance. The data base of the NPS geographic information
system (GIS) would be expanded to meet greater corridorwide research needs. An inventory
of existing research and programs would also be conducted and coordinated with new
research efforts. ’

Cultural Resource Management

Research needs and management actions for cultural resources would be greater than the
proposal, and there would be an increased emphasis on cultural resource protection. Historic
uses of historic structures would be encouraged as would adaptive compatible uses that
would not damage the significance of the resource in any way. If necessary for adequate
protection of cultural resources, new state, federal, or local legislation would be sought. Direct
NPS acquisition might be used to protect the most significant resources.

Economic Resource Management

Economic resource protection would be undertaken in this alternative as in the proposal, but
most management activities would continue under existing federal, state, and local programs.
New economic development would be encouraged only when compatible with resource
protection objectives. There would be additional economic research but it would be limited
to baseline data collection on the significant existing economic resources in the corridor.
Identification of natural and cultural resource research needs would include an exploration
of their effects on economic resources.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

Visitor Activities and Recreational Resources

Visitor activities and recreational resources would be similar to the proposal, but would have
a greater emphasis on passive recreation activities and minimal impact on corridor resources.

Activities consistent with high levels of resource protection would be encouraged. Visitor use
levels would minimize impacts to corridor resources. A visitor use management plan would
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be prepared that would establish activity zones for visitor activity and access and more
aggressively control visitor use. Activities that would cause minimum impact include
contemplation of nature, hiking, and fishing. Increased motorcraft activity would be limited
to desired levels.

The use of canoes, rowboats, kayaks, or other boats without motors would be encouraged.
More liberal use of no-wake zones would also be encouraged to provide additional quiet
zones in the corridor and protect shorelines. Tour boats and other visitor-oriented commercial
enterprises would also be promoted. Conflicts between uses would be settled in favor of those
less damaging to the environment.

Visitor Use Management

A visitor use management plan would be prepared as in the proposal but with a greater
emphasis on resource protection and minimizing conflicts between users. Visitor activities
would be limited to protect natural resources but would include hiking, biking, canoeing,
cultural education, nature study, fishing, and quiet contemplation.

Recreational motorboating and marina expansion would be controlled, and some areas would
become inaccessible by boat. No marina or boat ramp development would be allowed until
the visitor use management program was final. Activities would be designed to emphasize
stewardship and resource protection with selective access. Area characteristics, resource
quality, and potential impacts would all be evaluated before appropriate visitor uses would
be determined. Activities would vary according to the nature of the resource and the location;
resource-related special events and major interpretive activities that contribute to an
understanding of corridor resources would be emphasized.

Access would be provided at levels and locations consistent with maximum resource
protection. Some sensitive natural and cultural resources might have access restricted to
insure their integrity but could be visible from adjacent areas. Parkland site development
would emphasize natural conditions (cultural in historic areas). Trail access would be
provided in all new development.

Interpretation, Education, and Visitor Services

Interpretive activities would be similar to the proposal with a greater emphasis on enhancing
knowledge of resource values and protection needs. The interpretive emphasis would stress
stewardship of corridor resources. Threats to the resources would be detailed and emphasis
would be placed on the need for greater protection efforts. Examples of wise stewardship
would be portrayed and activities that degrade the environment would be listed. Restoration
demonstrations would be given. NPS-operated tour boats would be used to aid in
interpretation for visitors and school groups.
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GENERAL DEVELOPMENT

The National Park Service would develop a interpretive center in St. Paul as in the proposal.
The Park Service would also have a more direct responsibility for interpretive centers in
Minneapolis and interpretive contact stations in Anoka County and Hastings.

More emphasis would be placed on care of the resources in the corridor and on preserving
the species that are dependent upon a clean and thriving Mississippi River. More waysides
and kiosks would be provided than in the proposal. They would be placed at a,variety of
sites and would have more direct NPS involvement.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE OPERATIONS

A larger National Park Service staff would be required than in the proposal due to the
increased role in corridor management. Numbers cannot be estimated until additional
information is available on the amount of land to be managed, extent of resource
management responsibilities, and the direct responsibilities for facility management, but it
would be considerably greater than in the proposal. Administrative headquarters would be
located at the NPS facility in St. Paul as in the proposal. District ranger stations would be
established in outlying areas; the numbers and locations would depend on the amount of land
managed directly by the Park Service.

In this alternative the National Park Service would have an increased role in law enforcement
on the river, with concurrent jurisdiction on both the river and NPS lands.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Under this alternative the National Park Service would have more direct authority to
implement the resource management, visitor use, and development components of the
comprehensive management plan and would work with other entities to ensure plan
implementation. For example, additional federal or state legislation could grant the National
Park Service the authority to require permits for certain land use activities, such as major
development proposals in the corridor. The Park Service would continue to monitor all
activities in the corridor pursuant to existing mandates in the MNRRA act.

Partner Roles

The National Park Service would take a more direct role in the management and protection
of most publicly owned park resources in the Mississippi National River Recreation Area in
this alternative. The National Park Service would work with other agencies to develop a
detailed land acquisition plan. Implementation of the comprehensive management plan would
be achieved by the Park Service in cooperation with other entities.

Coordination and Consistency

In addition to actions cited in the proposal, coordination and consistency would be
accomplished under this alternative by:
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* a federal requirement for local plans to conform to the MNRRA plan

* MNRRA commission veto power over major developments determined to be detrimental
to corridor resources

* a National Park Service-led effort to streamline and coordinate permitting and regulatory
actions

* additional federal legislation to grant regulatory authority to the Park Service or the
commission

* greater leadership and oversight on commercial navigation management activities by the
National Park Service and the commission

Costs and Priorities

Most necessary funding would come from federal appropriations to the National Park Service.
It would be supplemented by other federal and state grants and donations issued to the local
and state governments to implement the plan.

Due to the conceptual nature of the alternatives and their dependence on cooperation by
others in the corridor, detailed cost estimates cannot be developed at this time. It is likely that
the cost of this alternative would be significantly higher than the proposal due to its more
active NPS role, additional NPS park land acquisition, enlarged NPS land grant program, and
need for more NPS staff. If this alternative is selected as the preferred alternative for the final
plan, more detailed cost estimates will be developed within one year of final plan approval.
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ALTERNATIVE C

GENERAL CONCEPT

The promotion of active recreation and tourism in the MNRRA corridor is a primary focus
of alternative C. This alternative would provide for greater levels of development with the
same high quality design standards as in the proposal or alternative B. No significant new
land use policies would be proposed or encouraged. As in the no-action alternative, the
individual corridor communities would continue to delineate different land use management
regulations, so individual segments in the MNRRA corridor would be managed according to
different plans and regulations, without significant efforts for consistency. The MNRRA visitor
use and interpretive plan would serve in a similar manner to the proposal to guide and assist
certain aspects of those plans, such as parks and recreation planning.

-~

LAND AND WATER USE

In this alternative, the most significant resources would be protected, enhanced, and marketed
to stimulate recreation and tourism. Alternative C would provide for a greater variety of
development, using high visual quality standards throughout the corridor, with locations to
be determined more by the market, subject to existing local controls and site development
guidelines. Existing legal authorities or limited land acquisition would be used to protect the
most significant resources. A maximum level of river access would be provided.

Land Resource Protection Concept

Locations of various land uses would be determined by local governments, including
consideration of economic development opportunities, especially commercial recreation and
tourism opportunities. Some land would be acquired to provide increased public recreation
and tourism. Development location decisions would be based to a greater degree on economic
development opportunities, consistent with basic resource protection stressing nationally
significant resources. Design guidelines would be used to ensure attractive developments that
stimulate tourism and encourage quality business. Technical assistance could be provided by
the National Park Service, Metropolitan Council, or other agencies to encourage desired land
uses.

Land Use and Protection Policies

Recreation and tourism development would be emphasized and other compatible
development would be encouraged. New uses would be clustered to reserve some open
space. As in the proposal, new uses should be compatible with adjacent uses. The amount
and location of open space would be determined by recreation demand, particularly tourism
needs.

There would be no new riverfront policy for land use in the approximately 8,500 acres within
300 feet of the shoreline in the corridor. No additional natural shoreline restoration would be

101



encouraged and bluffs would receive protection under existing state and local programs and
ordinances.

Existing state and local setback restrictions and height limits would continue with less
coordination and consistency than in the proposal or alternative B. Design guidelines would
be developed for the corridor and local agencies would be encouraged to adopt them to
ensure quality individual developments. Adaptive reuse of historic structures would be
encouraged to ensure attractions for tourists and to preserve the most significant cultural
resources in the corridor. Visual impacts would be important in this alternative but would
be regulated on a local basis.

Open Space and Trails

The primary emphasis in this alternative would be the promotion of recreation and tourism
in the area. There would be some additional public park land acquisition, but the preference
would be placed more on larger noncontiguous parcels to support active recreational pursuits
and less on continuous open space along the river. Land acquisition by the most appropriate
public entity would be encouraged, especially when the land would serve to promote active
recreation and increased tourism. No additional NPS lands would be acquired and existing
NPS holdings would be transferred to another agency.

Some additional open space would provide for the desired visitor experience and encourage
tourism, but it is expected that this would be somewhat less overall than in the proposal and
considerably less than in alternative B. Overlooks would be provided for river viewing at
strategic locations. Additional pedestrian and bicycle paths would be provided, although a
continuous trail would be a lower priority.

The priorities for land acquisition would be, in order of importance, public recreation, public
river access, loop trails (including motorized vehicle trails) in large blocks of land, and lands
that would assist local economic development by promoting tourism. Resource protection
acquisitions would be limited to nationally significant resources immediately threatened by
development.

Commercial Navigation

Commercial navigation would continue under existing management. No new regulations
would be adopted. Barge operations and fleeting areas would accommodate market demands
while protecting nationally significant resources. The present permitting system would
continue with the minimum additional involvement by the National Park Service to meet the
requirements of the MNRRA legislation. Existing barge fleeting along nine miles of shoreline
would continue under varying local jurisdictions. Criteria for decision making for fleeting
locations and other issues would result from other coordination efforts. Conflicts would be
minimized between commercial and recreational river traffic through expanded educational
programs.
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Management Zoning

There would be no NPS land in this alternative and therefore no NPS management zoning.

RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

The NPS role in science and resource management would be somewhat similar to the
proposal, except limited to minimum monitoring of corridor-related resource issues and
coordination of scientific information related to the corridor. The National Park Service would
lend some technical assistance, such as providing information for the preservation of historic
structures to encourage adaptive reuse.

Natural Resource Management

Under this alternative existing pollution control standards would be enforced. A system of
incentives for reducing pollution below existing standards would be provided. The NPS staff
would act as a clearinghouse for information on innovative techniques to reduce pollution.
Educational programs would be developed to inform private landowners, businesses, and
industries about practices that would protect the river environment.

Resource management would continue to be the responsibility of existing federal, state, and
local entities. Coordinated cleanup efforts would take place along the length of the corridor
to make it more attractive to visitors, but no particular efforts would be coordinated to reduce
the use of salt or of fertilizers and pesticides in general. Attaining swimmable and fishable
water quality along the entire corridor would not be a high priority for the area, but would
be a continuing goal based on existing state and federal programs and the probable increase
in tourism that would result.

Protection of threatened and endangered species is required under federal law and would be
done, but with no increased efforts by NPS staff. No intensive effort to identify such species
and protect them in the recreation area would be undertaken, but existing agency programs
would continue and each locality would conform to existing laws and regulations. Wildlife
observation, particularly of rare species, could be promoted to attract visitors to the area.

Research needs would be similar to the proposal. In addition, research would be conducted
on coordinating resource protection with increased visitor use.

Cultural Resource Management

Management of cultural resources would be much the same as in the proposal, although the
priority for resource preservation would be somewhat lower. Historic structures would be
restored or adaptively reused as needed to increase visitor interest in the area and its story.
Restoration and preservation of historic and other cultural sites would be guided by their

potential as visitor attractions more than in the proposal. Research needs would be similar
to the proposal with a lower priority for comprehensive surveys.
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Economic Resource Management

Increased tourism and visitor use would be a major focus of this alternative. Natural and
cultural resources would be protected because they are powerful attractors for tourist dollars.
Economic interests along the corridor would be encouraged to protect the area. The priority
to preserve existing economic resources would be higher than in the proposal, and new
economic development would help to ensure the economic health of the corridor.

Like the no-action alternative, federal, state, and local policies and regulations would continue
to guide economic development; in addition, except that recreation and tourism development
would be encouraged. Cooperation would be facilitated between existing visitor services and
industry to promote river corridor recreational opportunities.

In addition, the coordination and streamlining of regulatory and management programs as
mandated by Congress and described in the proposal would be pursued.

Recreation Research Needs

Recreation research needs would be greater than in the proposal. In addition, the National
Park Service would conduct more research on how to increase recreation and tourism in the
corridor. For example, research linking improved water quality to increased recreational use
and visitor expenditures in the area would provide an incentive for further pollution
reduction. Market research on the types of recreation desired by visitors and on methods of
attracting more visitors would be done.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

Visitor use and interpretation programs would be similar to the proposal with the following
exceptions. More active types of recreation would be encouraged. Expanded access to the
river for recreational craft would be promoted, including canoes and small motorcraft such
as fishing boats. Educational programs for recreational boaters of all types would be added.

Additional water safety monitoring and enforcement activities would be pursued contingent
on funding.

Visitor Activities and Recreation

This alternative would emphasize more active recreational activities, such as power boating.
However, an extensive mix of experiences for visitors would also be provided throughout the
corridor. Historic resources would be publicized to attract visitors. Diverse activities (from
nature study to shopping) would be promoted. Transportation into and through the corridor
would be provided, with maximum possible access by trail and road, including access for
snowmobiles and off-road vehicles. New developments would be required to provide trail
access. Activity zoning would be used to reduce conflicts.
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Visitor Use Management

As in the proposal, a visitor use management plan would be prepared by the National Park
Service and other entities in the corridor. The plan would use area characteristics, resource
quality, economic benefit, and potential impacts to evaluate the types and levels of activity
appropriate for specific areas. Visitor activities would be as varied as possible and would
include hiking, boating, biking, snowmobiling, canoeing, cultural education, nature study,
fishing, and shopping.

Recreational boating and controlled marina expansion would be encouraged. Activities would
be designed for maximum possible economic benefit to the corridor. Resource-related special
events and major interpretive activities that contribute to an understanding of natural and
cultural features would be encouraged and could bring significant tourist traffic into the area.

Access would be provided at all possible levels and locations consistent with resource
protection. Neighborhoods would be integrated into the corridor and access to parks, open
space, activity centers, and historic resources would be similar to that of the proposal.

Interpretation, Education, and Visitor Services

The widest possible range of experiences would be provided consistent with the protection
of significant resources. The interpretive emphasis would include more efforts to address the
working river and the history of human interactions with the river for economic benefit.

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT

Information stations run by local agencies would be located throughout the corridor and
would stimulate visitor activities and tourism. The main role of the National Park Service
would be to market the area resources and stimulate visitor use though publications and
other nonstructural means. Other entities would be encouraged to build and operate major
visitor centers to attract people and provide interpretation stressing the working river.
Numerous associated interpretive sites would be located in the corridor. Boats would be
available for tours, and the Park Service would provide training for tour operators. Additional
recreational facilities and related services would be needed to accommodate increased visitor
use. These would be developed by the private sector and local agencies.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE OPERATIONS

All entities would continue current responsibilities for planning, staffing, and program
implementation. The Park Service role would be limited to technical assistance (if requested)
such as program planning and media design or coordination of interpretive program
information between areas. Overall staffing levels could be similar to the proposal. While
there may be less need for land use management expertise, there is a possibility that more
seasonal interpreters would be needed to accommodate increased visitor use and cooperative
interpretive efforts. NPS staff would include more marketing and tourism expertise.
Administrative headquarters would continue to occupy leased space in St. Paul.
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PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Existing federal, state, and local responsibility for resource management and interpretation
would continue, as in the no-action alternative. Implementation of the plan would be
accomplished mainly through cooperative agreements between state and local units of
government. The National Park Service would play a minimal role in management of the
corridor but could serve as a facilitator between communities along the river and provide
technical assistance and some leadership in interpretation and visitor use management.

Partner Roles

Cooperative agreements between all responsible entities would be used to implement the
comprehensive management plan. The NPS role would be as a facilitator rather than as a land

manager and implementor. The commission would have an advisory role, until it "sunsets"
in 1998. :

State and local agencies would continue their existing roles, as in the no-action alternative.

In this alternative the National Park Service would develop an agreement with the
Metrppqhtan Council only (without the Department of Natural Resources) to provide
monitoring of land use planning and control in the corridor.

Coordination and Consistency

There would be no major effort aimed at coordination and consistency, although NPS staff
wc?uld provide a minimal level of coordination activity. The NPS staff would work with
existing tourism agencies to coordinate and supplement their programs.

Permitting and Regulatory Authorities

This alternative would be similar to the proposal, and there would be more extensive efforts

to .streamline the regulatory process to encourage high quality development and historic
building preservation projects by corridor developers.

Costs and Priorities

All development, operation, and maintenance of facilities along the corridor would remain
the responsibility of the existing management agency. Funding would come primarily from
state and local entities and the private sector. The National Park Service could serve as a
coordinator for existing federal grants and assistance programs and as an administrator of
small grants for qualifying projects. There would be no costs for NPS land acquisition or
development. The grants program would probably be similar to the proposal with greater

emphasis on local park land development for recreation and tourism and less on land
acquisition.

106

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON BY MAJOR PLAN ELEMENT

Major Plan Element

Proposal

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Concept

eintegrate and coordinate
use, resource preservation,
and development

*no additional
coordination efforts;
continue existing policies
and programs

eemphasize resource
preservation with some
more use and development

eemphasize visitor use
and tourism; protect
significant resources

Land and Water Use

ecoordinate resource
protection/land use
econtinue existing uses
ereserve 300 feet riverfront
area for river-dependent &
river enhancing uses
eprotect shoreline and
bluff

eadditional open space by
local governments
emonitor barge fleeting

eexisting agencies continue
to base decisions on
individual policies

eno corridorwide
coordination efforts or
regulations

econtinue existing barge
fleeting policies

egreater open space than
proposal

eemphasize natural
shoreline appearance

300 foot shoreline area for
river-dependent uses only
ephase out nonriver-
dependent uses within 300
feet

eprotect bluff area

efreeze barge fleeting areas

1
open space, focus on

eland use, usually no
action eencourage new,
high-quality
development epromote
design excellence
stimulating tourism
eprovide additional

recreation & tourism
egrowth in barge
fleeting per demand

Resource Management

eincrease efforts to reduce
pollution

ecoordinate research by
existing agencies
eMonitor resource threats
*NPS provides
coordination, technical
assistance, GIS,

econtinue existing
programs

*no new efforts to reduce
pollution or improve
monitoring

esustainable development
will rely on state programs

eencourage pollution
prevention, cleanup,
enforcement NPS more
active in mgmt. and
monitoring ®increase
emphasis on resource
protection econtinue
economic resources/ uses
under existing management

semphasize existing
pollution control
programs ®promote
recreation and tourism
eresource protection to
attract visitors and
meet minimum legal
requirements ®continue
nonrecreation uses

Visitor Use and
Interpretation

eprovide broad range of
activities in appropriate
areas

oNPS lead role to
coordinate efforts

*NPS develops
interpretive programs that
focus on national
significance of all corridor
resources

estate and local efforts
continue with no
additional coordination
efforts

euser conflicts handled by
existing management
structure

eexisting interpretation
programs continue without
additional coordination

eemphasize passive visitor
use activities with minimum
impact eincreased
monitoring and use
regulation eeducational
programs same as proposal
*NPS lead role to
coordinate interpretive
programs

eemphasize active
recreation use and
increased tourism
eprovide additional
access for boaters
eincrease safety
education, enforcement
eprovide interpretive
programs with greater
emphasis on tourism
and working river

General Development

*NPS interpretive/admin.
facility in St. Paul,
cooperative interpretive
facility in Minneapolis;
contact stations at Coon
Rapids Dam and Hastings
area *additional local
facilities

eno NPS visitor centers,
other interpretive facilities
developed per local plans

edevelop extensive NPS
interpretive and recreational
facilities einstall additional
waysides and kiosks
esupport additional local
facilities

eno NPS visitor centers;
other interpretive
facilities per local plans
esupport additional
recreational facilities

National Park Service
Operations

eexpand NPS staff in
planning & resource
management,
interpretation &
administration edevelop
administrative office at St.
Paul interpretive center

*no increase in NPS staff
econtinue to lease space
for NPS administrative
office

eexpand NPS staff eadd’l.
NPS staff for increased
monitoring and land
management activities
*NPS concurrent mgmt.
jurisdictions on river

epossibility increased
seasonal staff for
increased recreation
and visitor use

eadd expertise in
marketing and tourism

Plan Implementation

eextensive partnerships,
ecoordination & oversight
by MRCC/NPS
eagreements with others to
review plans and actions
for conformance to
MNRRA plan

eexisting policies and
programs continue

*no grant program
epossible deauthorization
of MNRRA by Congress

eextensive partnerships
*NPS more direct role in
resource management

*NPS monitor activities as
mandated in legislation
under agreements with local
governments

eextensive partnerships
eagreements with
another agency to
monitor land activities
as mandated in
legislation

estronger NPS role in
recreational
development
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

From its source at Lake Itasca in northern Minnesota, the Mississippi River flows south some
2,400 miles to the Gulf of Mexico near New Orleans. The Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area corridor includes 72 miles of the Mississippi and adjacent lands (see
Boundary map). Also included are four miles of the Minnesota River and adjacent lands
upstream from its confluence with the Mississippi. Dayton marks the northern limit of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area; the southern limit is about 4 miles south of
Hastings.

The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area draws a curve through the heart of
Minnesota’s Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area. The boundary includes approximately
54,000 acres of public and private land and the river and incorporates land in five counties
— Anoka, Ramsey, Washington, Dakota, and Hennepin. Two major tributaries enter the
Mississippi in the MNRRA corridor - the Minnesota and the St. Croix rivers. Together these
three bodies of water are sometimes called the "tri-river" system.

To assist in understanding the alternatives and their impacts, more detailed information is
provided for Harriet Island and the St. Anthony Falls area, which are the two primary areas
identified for possible visitor interpretation centers for the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area. Harriet Island is located on the west shore of the Mississippi opposite
downtown St. Paul. The St. Anthony Falls historic district straddles the Mississippi River near
downtown Minneapolis, encompassing approximately 800 acres.

NATURAL RESOURCES
Geology and Physiography

The heart of the Mississippi River corridor is a bedrock depression known as the Twin Cities
basin, a depression filled with a series of sedimentary rocks overlain by a cap of recently
deposited glacial drift (Anfinson 1984). During the early and middle Paleozoic Era (600 to 430
million years ago), a shallow sea covered the region. The upper three rock layers were
deposited by an Ordovician Period sea that encroached on eastern Minnesota from the west
about 500 million years ago. The lowest of these three upper strata is the St. Peter sandstone,
which is a very soft white rock that is up to 155 feet thick near the center of the basin. Above
this is the Glenwood shale — a soft, grey layer that reaches depths of 16 feet southeast of
Minneapolis but is only a few feet thick in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls. The uppermost
rock layer is the Platteville limestone, a relatively hard formation that is 35 feet thick beneath
much of Minneapolis, but rapidly thins and bevels upward to the north in the central
riverfront area. In the late Paleozoic and Mesozoic Eras (600 to 65 million years ago),
sedimentary layers continued to build and erode. Later this sandstone proved ideal for the
formation of numerous natural caves, primarily in the St. Paul area.

Glaciers advanced and retreated over eastern Minnesota several times during the Pleistocene
ice age. These forces formed and changed the course of the incipient Mississippi River.
Between 14,000 and 12,000 years ago, the last of the glaciers retreated from the Twin Cities
area. As the glaciers north of Minnesota continued to melt, the engorged Mississippi River
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formed a waterfall where the river encountered the hard Platteville limestone. The waterfall,
now known as St. Anthony Falls, moved slowly up the Mississippi during the next 10,000
years, through St. Paul, and toward its present location in downtown Minneapolis. As the soft
rock beneath the limestone was gradually undercut at the brink of the falls, the limestone
collapsed and the falls slowly moved upriver.

Climate and environmental change accompanied the final melting of the ice sheets at the end
of the Pleistocene after about 8,000 B.C. Fluctuations in rainfall and temperature occurred. The
modern geographical positions of the major life zones were approximated, and the modern
meander pattern of the Mississippi River developed as sea level rose.

The central portion of Minneapolis is topographically characterized by a relatively flat terrain
bisected by the Mississippi River gorge. The flatness of the downtown area is a sharp contrast
to the hills west, south, and east. This flat land is due to the erosion and deposition caused
by glacial meltwater. Below St. Anthony Falls, the river created a true gorge with 100-foot-
high cliffs of limestone and sandstone on either side of the river. Intersecting the river at
various points were ravines; some of the ravines were cut by surface streams while others
developed due to the collapse of subterranean caves cut in the soft St. Peter sandstone by
groundwater seepage.

Using information contained in the GIS database, slopes greater than 12% in the corridor
equal about 5,500 acres or approximately 10% of the corridor’s 54,000 acres.

Mineral Resources

The Mississippi River corridor in the Twin Cities area has been and continues to be an
important area for mining industrial minerals. As the ice age glaciers receded from Minnesota,
the flood of meltwaters cut the modern river valley, exposing the bedrock from which certain
industrial minerals are mined. As these meltwaters abated, they deposited the sand and
gravel that is presently mined from the river terraces.

Aggregate is derived from two major sources in the metropolitan area (Meyer and Jirsa 1984).
Surficial deposits of sand and gravel, or natural aggregate, are the primary source. These are
deposits of rock detritus broken down and sorted by the actions of glacial ice and running
water. A second and increasingly important source is carbonate (limestone and dolomite)
bedrock, which is converted to aggregate by blasting and crushing.

An inventory of aggregate resources in the seven-county metropolitan area (Meyer and Jirsa
1984) delineated a wide variety of aggregate deposits. Lands deemed inaccessible to the
aggregate industry (lands in urban development, in parks and public open space, and in the
St. Croix Scenic Riverway) and bedrock deposits less than 10 feet thick were not included in
the inventory. Exposed bedrock formations in the metropolitan area include Decorah shale,
Platteville formation, St. Peter sandstone, Prairie du Chien group, Jordan sandstone, St.
Lawrence formation, and Franconia formation. Both the Prairie du Chien and the Platteville
have been quarried in the seven-county metro area for over 100 years. Sand and gravel and
bedrock deposits were recorded and mapped for all five counties in the study area.
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Soils

The predominant soils in Anoka County are level to undulating, excessively drained to very
poorly drained soils that are dominated by fine sands throughout. These soils are well suited
to urban development, moderately well suited to farming, and provide sites for recreational
facilities. The population of the metro area is growing rapidly; areas that were recently used
for farming have virtually all been converted to nonfarm uses.

Dakota County contains a large number of distinctly different soils. Most of these Soils formed
in glacial deposits or in loess that varies in properties and age. Some soils formed in
weathered bedrock and recent alluvium.

Soils along the Mississippi River north of Minneapolis are nearly level to undulating, coarse
and moderately coarse textured and developed in deep sand.

Washington and Ramsey Counties have dark colored and light colored, level to very steep
soils that formed in loess or glacial material. Most of the soils in Ramsey County have been
altered by urbanization and other activities of man.

Prime Farmland. Prime farmland is defined as the land that has the best combination of
physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops
and is available for these uses. Prime farmlands have an adequate and dependable water
supply, a favorable temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity,
acceptable salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks. The slope ranges mainly from 0%
to 6%. Prime farmland has been identified by the Soil Conservation Service (1980) only in
Dakota County, which bounds the Mississippi River from the Spring Lake Park area to
Hastings. Nearly 54% of Dakota County meets the soil requirements for prime farmland, but
most of this is in the southern part of the county away from the river.

Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for the production of specific
high-value food and fiber crops. None has been identified in the MNRRA corridor.

Hazardous Waste Sites. The Park Service (NPS 1992) has compiled a list of hazardous waste
sites within or near the MNRRA boundaries. This list was taken from the MPCA Master
Facility List and the Superfund Permanent List of Priorities. There are 114 sites; 10 are in Anol'<a
County, 27 in Dakota County, 27 in Hennepin County, 41 in Ramsey County, and 9 in
Washington County. Of the 114 sites, 19 are on the state Superfund Permanent List of Priorities
and six are on the national Superfund list.

Vegetation

Three major biomes meet in Minnesota — tallgrass prairie, northern coniferous forest, and
eastern deciduous forest. The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area passes through
the eastern deciduous forest and tallgrass prairie biomes. The vegetation types that define
these biomes are distributed on the landscape according to climate, soil, and landform
patterns. Historically, land adjacent to the Mississippi River between Dayton and Hastings
was covered mainly by oak woodland and brushland. This vegetation type ranged from small
groves of trees mixed with open prairie to a chaparral-like community of scrub forest and
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dense shrub thickets. The dominant trees were bur oak and northern pin oak. Other
vegetation types included floodplain forest, upland prairie, and maple-basswood forest.

Floodplain forests are especially well developed in the Mississippi River valley. The lowland
sites occupied by these forests are subject to periodic flood and drought. Spring floodwaters
enrich the soil as they deposit silt over the forest floor. Silver maple, American elm, green ash,
black willow, and cottonwood are the dominant trees, with poison ivy and stinging nettle the
characteristic understory plants. The original distribution of this forest type has not been

greatly modified. Intact floodplain forests are often the only large pieces of native habitat
remaining in heavily agricultural areas.

Tallgrass prairie once covered one-third of the state, occupying a wide variety of landforms
such as morainic hills, steep bluffs, and rolling plains. Along these landforms, there is a
predictable change in dominance of a few major prairie grasses. In general, prairie cordgrass
and bluejoint dominate the wet lowlands, big bluestem and Indian grass occupy the deep
fertile soils of the moist uplands, and little bluestem and sideoats grama live on the thin soils

of dry uplands. Throughout the upland prairie are numerous wetland communities
dominated by sedges and rushes rather than grasses.

Minnesota’s maple-basswood forests are dominated by elm, basswood, sugar maple, and red
and white oak, and can be found at the western edge of the deciduous forest biome of eastern
North America. The boundaries of maple-basswood forest were largely controlled by the
frequency of fire. The dominant trees are highly fire sensitive and were restricted to areas
where natural firebreaks such as the Mississippi and its tributaries prevented the spread of
fire from adjacent prairie lands. After more than a century of European settlement, nearly all
the natural communities composing the three major biomes have been substantially altered.

The Minnesota Natural Heritage Program (MDNR 1991) has identified additional natural
community types in the corridor — mixed oak forest, dry sand prairie, bluff prairie, wet

blacksoil prairie, dry cliff, moist cliff, sand beach riverine subtype, submergent and emergent
marsh, and calcareous fen.

Landcover data derived from 1988 satellite imagery for the corridor identified 14,863 acres

(28%) forest; 8,174 acres (15%) crop/field/ pasture; 5,917 acres (11%) sparse tree/shrub; and
11,021 acres (21%) water. The other 28% is developed land.

Numerous exotic plants are found in the corridor, such as the aquatic Eurasian watermilfoil,
purple loosestrife, and many landscape plant species typical of an urban setting.

Fish and Wildlife

The area contains a variety of wildlife habitat. The presence of wildlife is a major attraction
of the area.

Aquatic Habitat. The Mississippi River within the national river and recreation area exhibits
diverse habitat types. Between Dayton and Anoka the river has free-flowing segments
characteristic of those found between Brainerd and Minneapolis. Similarly, the reach from
below the Coon Rapids dam to Fridley is typified by shallow, relatively clear water and
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coarse stream substrates such as gravel and rubble. These substrate. types are productiye for
many aquatic organisms. Where the upper Missis§ippi River navigation system begms at
Minneapolis, stream habitats show greater complexity, but §ub§trates become pre(_:lgmman_tly
fine grained except for the areas immediately below navigation Fiams and art1f1c1§1 wing
dikes. The main channel is the only portion of the river through which large commercial craft
pass.

The river upstream from Minneapolis has few off-channel river_ine. habitat types, a}lthough the
mainstem stream is a highly productive environment. Within thg navigation system,
inundation by dams increased an already diverse aquatic habitat. Hgbltats found hgre can be
classified as tailwater, navigation pool, river, lake, pond, slough, main cha}nnel, main channel
border, and side channel. Approximately 100 species of fish are known in the management
area.

Many fish species live in the backwaters and side channels of the Mississippi River.
Predominant commercial species are catfish, carp, and bigmouth buffa}lo. Typlc.:al gameflgh
are northern pike, largemouth bass, and bluegill. Deeper water areas with sufficient flows in
these habitat types provide wintering areas for largemouth bass, walleye, sauger, crappie,
northern pike, and bluegills. Aquatic vegetation found in backwaters provides spawning
habitat for northern pike during spring high water. Bluegills, bull.heads, largemouth bass,
buffalo, and carp are common species found in sloughs and S}de streams ygar—round,
although numerous other species depend on these areas as spawning and juvenile nursery
sites.

Commercial fish species present include sturgeon, paddlefish, freshwater drum, anq channel
catfish. Lake sturgeon and paddlefish are no longer fished com.merc1ally' in M{mespta.
Predominant gamefish are walleye, sauger, smallmouth bass, and white bass. Fish-eating Fn.rds
such as gulls, bald eagles, and ospreys use the main channel. Mergansers and some diving
ducks and some fur bearers also use the area.

Tailwater areas provide valuable habitat for a number of fish spgcies be:‘cause of their
available food sources and fast, highly oxygenated water. A trophy fishery is fognd _below
the Ford dam. However, fish in the river are contaminated with PCBs and advisories are
posted for fish consumption.

River lakes, ponds, side channels, and sloughs are used. by migratory water pirds, 'mcludmg
ducks, geese, swans, egrets, and herons. Resident wildlife using these aquatic env1ronmepts
include muskrat, beaver, mink, otter, and raccoon. In addition, these areas serve as feeding
locations at certain times of the year for migratory raptors.

Active colonial waterbird nesting sites are located at Gore Wildlife Management‘ Area,
Ravenna township, in pool 3; and at Pigs Eye Scientific and Natu1:al A.rea, St. Paul, in pool
2. As of January 1991, a third site on lower Grey Cloud Island was inactive. Thesg heron and
egret rookeries are important to great blue heron, great egret, black-crowned night heron,
yellow-crowned night heron, little blue heron, and double-crested cormorant.

Exotic Species. The European zebra mussel, an exotic species that resembles a freshwater

barnacle, has spread quickly from the Great Lakes into the inland rivgr system. In Sgptember
1991 they were discovered in the Mississippi River near LaCrosse, Wisconsin, and since then
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The kitten-tail plant (Besseya bullii) is a midwestern endemic and is considered rare or
endangered. More than half of the historically known population of this species in Minnesota
was located on the bluffs and terraces of the St. Croix, Mississippi, and Minnesota river
valleys where they converge in what is now the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area. Only
five of the 21 documented sites are known to survive. Distribution of the species is limited
to a discrete habitat type that is regionally uncommon and frequently exploited. Because of
these geographical and ecological restrictions, the kitten-tail has always been uncommon.
However, it has recently suffered a significant decline because of habitat loss, and its survival
is a matter of immediate concern. Habitat threats include gravel mining, limestone quarrying,
landfills, and industrial development. The kitten-tail plant prefers the gravelly soils of dry
prairies, bluffs, and high-lime prairies commonly found along major river valleys.

Recent records of Hill’s thistle (Cirsium hillii) in Minnesota indicate it is not nearly as common
as it once was. This decline appears to be widespread due to the general loss of habitat that
resulted from the conversion of prairies to agricultural production. The Minnesota populations
are largely restricted to the transition zone between the major forest and prairie biomes.
Populations are typically small and remote but are apparently stable where their habitat is

protected. Hill’s thistle typically prefers dry, sandy, or gravelly soil in prairies, savannas, and
open woods.

Ginseng (Panax quinquefolium) is a woodland herb native to mesic forests in eastern North
America. Commercial exploitation has resulted in numerous local extirpations and a
contraction of range. The fragmented condition of forest habitat may prohibit the natural
reestablishment of this species in heavily harvested areas. Because of the serious rangewide
decline, the harvest and trade of ginseng is now controlled by international treaty. The species
lives in loamy, subneutral soil in undisturbed hardwood forests.

Eared gerardia (Agalinis auriculata) also has suffered a recent decline caused by loss of habitat.
There are only three records from the state - all from wet meadows in the lower Minnesota
River valley where development pressure is very high. The preferred wet meadow habitat
type of the eared gerardia can often be found in complex mosaics with wet prairies and

occasionally with fens. They are typically located at the base of river bluffs or on terraces
where calcareous groundwater is discharged.

Like most prairie species, the western prairie fringed-orchid (Platanthera praeclara) suffered a
decline when the prairies were converted to crop production. It is now threatened with
extinction throughout its range. The few plants that still survive are restricted to small,
isolated colonies that are widely separated by cultivated land. Other factors contributing to
the decline of this species in Minnesota include the widespread use of herbicides, cattle

grazing, and gravel mining of beach ridges. P. praeclara grows on moist, calcareous, or
subsaline prairies and sedge meadows.

Although relatively widespread in the northeastern U.S., the tubercled rein-orchid (Platanthera
flava var. herbiola) appears to be rare or threatened throughout most of its range. Minnesota
lies at the extreme northwestern edge of that range and contains a limited amount of suitable
habitat. The wet, acidic prairies and meadows and wet depressions where this orchid can
grow are especially vulnerable to land conversion. The expanding residential, agricultural,
and commercial activities in east-central Minnesota are particularly devastating. The species
can also exist in sandy or peaty habitats along lakeshores or in swales.
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The state-listed Illinois tick-trefoil (Desmodium illinoense) is largely. restricted to mldwest‘ern
prairies; it reaches the northern limit of its range in Minnesota and is very rare. The‘ marglpal
prairie habitat and northern climate in Minnesota may simply be unsuitable for this sple1c1e_s.
The few populations recorded in Minnesota are very §mall and remote a?nd are usually in
association with transitional or successional communities. A general Qgclme of D. zllznoﬁﬁs}?l
is presumed to have followed the dramatic disappgarance of the prairie ecosystem, whic
probably served as the primary habitat of this species.

Plaintain-leaved sedge (Carex plantaginea), also listed by the state, appears to ,be one of the
rarest sedges in Minnesota and may no longer survive in the state. The? state’s two known
historic populations have not been relocated and probably no longer exist.

TABLE 5: THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

tat
Common Name (Scientific Name) Federal State

Animals

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) C2

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) E

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Higgins eye mussel(Lampsilis higginsi) E

Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) C2

m|l|m|3|(m|3

Uncas Skipper (Hesperia uncas)

Plants

1 o SC
Ginseng (Panax quinquefolium) C2

i i ii c2*
Kitten-tail(Besseya bullii)
C2 PE

Sedge (Carex formosa)
Hill’s thistle (Cirsium hillii) c2

Eared gerardia (Gerardia auriculata) Cc2

Western prairie fringed-orchid (Plantanthera leucophaea) T

m | m

Tubercled rein-orchid (Habenaria flava var. herbiola) c2*

)
—

Tooth-cup (Rotala ramosior)

James polanisia (Polinisisia jamesii)

Cross milkwort (Polygala cruciata)

Linear-leaved sundew (Drosera linearis)

Valerian (Valeriana edulis)

Wild petunia (Ruellia humilis)

Illinois tick-trefoil (Desmodium illinoense)

Plantain-leaved sedge (Carex plantaginea)

»—as-—lm»—-}'—lmm

Rock clubmoss (Lycopodium porophilum)

Margined rush (Juncus marginatus)

Slender naiad (Najas gracillima)

Tall nut-rush (Scleria triglomerata)

Twisted yellow-eyed grass (Xyria torta)

Sullivants milkweed (Asclepias sullivantii)

Tuberous Indian-plantain (Cacalia plantaginea)

Sterile sedge (Carex sterilis)
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Common Name (Scientific Name) Federal State

Beaked spike-rush (Eleocharis rostellata) T

Hair-like beak-rush (Rhynchospora capillacea) T

Whorled nut-rush (Scleria verticillata) T
Status:

* Indicates former status

E Endangere.d sPecies are those whose prospects for survival are in immediate danger because of a loss or change of habitat
over-exploitation, predation, competition, or disease. Immediate assistance is needed to prevent extinction.

T ghreatened species are those who may become endangered if conditions surrounding the species begin or continue to
eteriorate.

C2 Federal category 2 (a species proposed for federal listing, but additional biological information is usually required
before a status determination can be made.

PE Proposed endangered (not a legal designation)

PT Proposed threatened (not a legal designation)

SC Special concern species (not a legal designation)

Water Resources

Surface Hydrology. Even with its relatively flat terrain, Minnesota gives rise to three of the
great drainage systems of North America. Within the borders of state, the Mississippi River
drainage system drains central and southern Minnesota; the St. Lawrence/Great Lakes system
drains the northeast; and the Hudson Bay system drains the northwest. The boundaries of
these systems limit plant and animal species distribution. However, within drainage systems,
rivers and streams provide corridors for species migration and dispersal.

Minnesota can be divided geographically into nine watersheds that are biologically distinct
with respect to the distribution of riverine organisms. The Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area spans three of these watersheds: the Mississippi River above Coon Rapids
Dam; the St. Croix; and the Mississippi River below Coon Rapids Dam. The divisions between
watersheds are controlled by naturally formed boundaries and by manmade structures that
act as barriers to biological dispersal. Waterfalls and dams separate what would otherwise
be continuous watersheds.

The commercially navigable section of the Mississippi River has a series of regulated pools
created by low dams built primarily in the 1930s. The dams were designed to maintain water
levels for navigation and have no effect on flood flows. High water is normally during spring
snowmelt and rains, and low flows are in late summer through winter. When floods occur,
the gates of the dams are opened and the river flows freely. The channel width on the
Mississippi River is 300 feet except at bends, where additional width is provided.

Water Quality. The Mississippi River is the primary source of drinking water for most of the
Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area as well as the depository for 85% of the treated
wastewater. The Mississippi River in the MNRRA corridor has water quality problems
because of exceedances of discharge standards, urban runoff, and contaminated sediments.
The Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area has water quality problems because there is a
considerable pollutant load, including pesticides, heavy metals, hydrocarbons, and phosphates
from various metropolitan area sources and from the Minnesota River.

The region’s groundwater supplies are in danger of contamination. Almost all suburbs in the
metropolitan area rely on groundwater; however, hazardous waste sites in and near the

120

. —— A W NN P o aw = — a

B N iu——,

A e A

R ey

MNRRA corridor are contaminating aquifers and effectively reducing the amount of
groundwater available for the drinking water supply. Oil spills are a potential threat to the
area’s water supply.

Water quality goals set by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and required by
the Clean Water Act, call for the Mississippi River to be suitable for warmwater fisheries and
aquatic recreation, including boating and swimming.

The primary determinant of whether a body of water is classified as swimmable is the fecal
coliform count in the water. Based on this criteria, the water quality of the river is acceptable
for swimming except in the Minneapolis-St. Paul metro area, which includes much of pool
2. Throughout most of the river corridor (St. Anthony Falls to below the St. Croix River) fish
consumption advisories prevail, although Minnesota has classified the Mississippi River as
partially or fully supporting the fishable use (UMRBA Report, 1989). The state of Minnesota
does not consider fish consumption advisories when determining fishable use support, which
is based on fish tissue data. The state advises no fish consumption for high risk groups of

people.

The degraded fishery resource is an indicator of sediment quality problems, since sediment
is one of the major sources of contaminants in fish and sedimentation is one of the most
significant threats to the long-term health of the river ecosystem. Erosion is widespread
throughout the river basin, with sediment sources including the region’s extensive agricultural
and forest products industry, its urban areas, and the banks of the river and its tributaries.

The upper Mississippi River is vulnerable to sedimentation not only because it drains such
a vast land area, but because its system of locks and dams inhibits the river’s natural
sediment transport capacity. As a result, the river corridor has some sediment accumulation.
Sedimentation in backwater areas has resulted in a loss of habitat diversity. Sediment also
accumulates in portions of the main channel, requiring annual dredging.

Bottom sediments in the river are contaminated, and these sediments are resuspended by
motorboats, especially towboats and barges.

During recent years the quality of the water has improved considerably in much of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. To address the major water pollution
problem, a major combined sewage overflow control plan was mandated in the 1980s for
completion by the end of 1995. This plan entails separating the sewage and stormwater in the
metro area, which will eliminate untreated discharges from combined storm and sanitary
sewers that overflow into the Mississippi River during rainfall and snowmelt. Even with the
separation of the sewers, stormwater will continue to enter the river untreated, depositing
pollutants from urban and agricultural runoff. These nonpoint pollution sources, especially
agricultural runoff from the Minnesota River and other streams and tributaries that flow into
the Mississippi, may become a major problem affecting water quality in the Mississippi.

The state has assigned a major part of the responsibility for addressing nonpoint pollution
in the metro area to watershed management organizations. Each of these is to prepare a plan
addressing water resource goals and problems, including water quality issues. The
Metropolitan Council has been directed by the legislature to develop target loading for each
watershed. The Council is also preparing a plan to reduce nonpoint pollution in the
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Minnesota Ri\{er. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is coordinating a related effort in
the Greater Minnesota portion of the basin. Both will be completed in 1993-94.

Floodplains. Information on 100-year floodplains along the corridor has been obtained from
Federal Flood Insurance Rate maps developed by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency and entered into the MNRRA GIS database (see Sensitive Natural Areas map). These
maps identify areas that would be inundated by a 100-year flood. '

Approximately 50% (27,073 acres) of the MNRRA corridor is in the 100-year floodplain.

Floodplain maps are not available for all municipalities along the ri
, th
percentage could be higher. P g river, therefore the actual

While most of ‘t}}e H'arr.iet Island regional park is in the 100-year floodplain, the proposed
interpretive facility site is behind the levee outside the floodplain. All sites being considered

gct)rtﬁhe St. Anthony Falls area are outside the floodplain except the NSP Main Street Power
ation.

Wetlands

The construction of the lock and dam system on the Mississippi River significantly altered the

natur.al river system, initially creating hundreds of additional acres of wetlands, as well as
creating a series of sediment-trapping pools.

Incrgasing numbers of wetlands in the river corridor are lost by draining or filling. The
survival of some wetlands, such as the calcareous fen near the expanding Seneca wastewater

treatment plant on the Minnesota River, is threatened from a process known as "dewatering,"
or removal of underground water. I

Forty percent (21,525 acres) of the corridor is classified as wetlands (see Sensitive Natural
Areas map) and 231 types of wetlands have been recorded. In the MNRRA corridor, the full
spectrum of open water, emergent, submergent, scrub/shrub, and forested marshes can still
b? found. Numerous islands, backwater lakes, ponds and sloughs, and side channels provide
dlvgrse habitat for fish, wildlife, and plant species found living in and along the river. This
habitat is key to the survival of threatened and endangered species such as Higgins eye
freshwater mussel, peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and the kitten-tail plant.

Th.e Harrigt Islansi interpretive facility site in St. Paul is not in a wetland, and all facility sites
being considered in the St. Anthony Falls area of Minneapolis are not wetlands. The Northern
States Power Main Street Station is in the Mississippi River floodplain.

Climate

Thg subhumid,. continen'tal climate in t.he five-county area is cold and snowy in winter and
quite warm with occasional cool periods in summer. About 70% to 75% of the annual
precipitation falls between April and September. Occasional tornadoes and severe
thunderstorms are usually localized and of short duration.
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Air Quality

Air quality is a major concern in the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area because
the corridor passes through a large and growing metropolitan area. Mobile and stationary
sources contribute to air quality degradation.

The corridor is in a class II clean air area as designated under the Clean Air Act. This means
that moderate, well-planned industrial growth may be permitted in the river corridor as long
as the class II maximum allowable increases (increments) for particulate matter, sulfur
dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide are not exceeded. Air quality violations in the corridor are
mainly exceedances for carbon monoxide from vehicles and exceedances for particulate
matter, sulfur dioxide, lead, and ozone at commercial/industrial sites.

Noise Pollution

Noise levels along the corridor are varied, with relative tranquility in some reaches (above
Coon Rapids dam), the typical urban sounds in more developed areas, and-seasonal sounds
of motorboats in other areas. A portion of the corridor is in the flight path of two airports and
is subject to high decibel sound levels generated by low flying aircraft. This may affect the
biological resources of the corridor, but research has not been completed to assess these

affects.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Mississippi River Overview

Prehistory. Human occupation of North America began at approximately the same time as
the glaciers retreated from the Twin Cities area. A variety of flaked stone projectile points
from the Paleo-Indian era (including a Clovis point on the Minneapolis riverfront and Folsom
points in southern Anoka County) have been found. Some Plano points in the Minnesota
Historical Society’s Lewis collection are from a site below Indian Mounds Park. Most of the
points from the St. Paul area resemble Dalton points that were originally defined in Missouri.
Such points may have been made as early as 7000 B.C.

The final melting of the ice sheets at the end of the Pleistocene after about 8000 B.C. set the
modern geographical positions of the major life zones, and the modern meander pattern of
the Mississippi River developed as the glacial melt waters receded. Large mammals, including
the mammoth, the giant beaver, and certain species of bison, became extinct and were not

replaced.

The Archaic stage (ca. 6000 B.C. to 800 B.C.) brought a proliferation of regional tool traditions
that indicate adaptation to local environments. Typical artifacts include chipped and ground
stone tools, atlatls, grinding stones, copper knives, and various styles of projectile points. Late
in the stage, fully grooved axes, bannerstones or boatstones, and tubular pipes were added
to the material culture. In southern Minnesota, settlement began concentrating in river valleys,
especially where broad floodplains offered rich and varied subsistence. Some cultigens were
also introduced; river bottom gardens would have been well watered and easy to till.
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The Woodland period (ca. 900 B.C. to 900 A.D.) saw the emergence of cord- and fabric-marked
ceramics and the construction of burial mounds and other earthworks. The earliest Woodland
ceramics found in Minnesota are thick-walled conoidal vessels with exterior cordmarking and
decoration limited to fingernail impressions on the rim. Some of these have been found in the
Grey Cloud Island vicinity.

Stone crypts and clay death masks found in a 19th-century excavation at the Indian Mounds
Park site suggest the northwesternmost extension of Hopewell influence. The collapse of the
Hopewell Interaction Sphere about 400 A.D. led to the development of numerous regional
traditions collectively called Late Woodland. Horticulture began to play an increasing role in
subsistence, and settlements became more permanent. The introduction of the bow and arrow
is evidenced by smaller projectile points.

The Late Woodland period ended about 900 A.D. in southeastern Minnesota with the
appearance of people who practiced the intensive maize horticulture associated with the
Middle Mississippian and Oneota traditions — a culture distinct from the Woodland. These
people lived in large villages made up of permanent houses that were often protected with
wooden palisades. Most village sites were on river terraces above fertile floodplains where
corn and other crops were grown. Some shell-tempered pottery typical of this culture has
been recovered from Indian Mounds Park and the village site below it.

Early European Exploration and American Occupation. The first recorded visit to the area
by Europeans came in 1680. Bands of Dakota Sioux regularly traversed the area, although no
villages were recorded in the immediate vicinity until nearly 100 years later. One of these
bands, traveling southward from a settlement at Mille Lacs, brought along two French
captives — Father Louis Hennepin and Antoine Augelle. They portaged around the falls of the
Mississippi, and Hennepin named the cataract after his patron saint, St. Anthony of Padua.

The next explorer to describe his impressions was the New Englander Jonathan Carver in
1766. The Dakota were moving south under pressure from the Ojibway (Chippewa) tribe to
the north, and Dakota villages were being established in the Minnesota and Mississippi River
valleys. In the 1780s and 1790s British fur traders regularly frequented the area, and the
junction of the two rivers became a recognized trading rendezvous.

In 1805 Lieutenant Zebulon Pike, on an expedition to the source of the Mississippi, held a
council with leaders of the Dakota at the mouth of the Minnesota River and arranged for
purchase by the United States of two parcels of land — one at the mouth of the St. Croix and
the other extending up the Mississippi from the mouth of the Minnesota, including the Falls
of St. Anthony. No further action was taken until after the War of 1812, when the
government, seeking to consolidate control over its northwestern frontier, moved to establish
a fort. In 1819 the land purchase at the mouth of the Minnesota River was renegotiated by
Major Thomas Forsyth, but the exact boundaries remained vague. In the same year Colonel
Henry Leavenworth and a detachment of the 5th Infantry arrived to begin construction of the
fort.

An encampment called Cantonment New Hope was established below what later became
Mendota, but work was delayed by flooding and epidemic illness. In 1820 Leavenworth was
replaced by Colonel Josiah Snelling, who moved the troops to higher ground and laid the
cornerstone for the fort that would bear his name. During the next 20 years Fort Snelling was
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the focus for Euro-American activity in Minnesota. Steamboats, which first reached the fort
in 1823, soon replaced canoes and keel boats in bringing military supplies and personnel
along with other travelers up the Mississippi; the troops constructed a sawmill at St. Anthpny
Falls; the trading post at Mendota became the center for American Fur Company operations
in the area; a number of mixed blood families and some refugees from the British settlement
on the Red River became squatters on the military land; and missionaries arrived to establish
a school and farms among the Dakota.

White Settlement and Growth of Communities. Treaties signed in 1837 with the Dakota and
Ojibway tribes ceded the left-descending side of the Mississippi to the United States and
opened it to white settlement. The first good landing point for steamboats below the fort
became the site of a thriving village and took the name St. Paul. In 1849 it was made the
capital of Minnesota Territory. St. Paul remained the highest point on the Mississippi to whi.ch
large riverboats could ascend. It became a transfer point for fur trading and a sup'p¥y point
for other kinds of business and industry. During winter freeze-up most activity was
suspended.

Another result of the 1837 treaty was the surveying of the Fort Snelling military reservation
and the designation of fixed boundaries. When this was done, care was taken to exclude the
left-descending bank of the Mississippi at the falls, thus making a valuable waterpower claim
available for private preemption as soon as the treaty was ratified. Franklin Steele, sutler at
the fort, was the first to establish ownership. In 1847 he constructed a dam across the
left-descending channel of the falls below Nicollet Island and erected a sawmill. This became
the nucleus for a small town platted in 1849 with the name St. Anthony.

Meanwhile the right-descending bank of the falls remained in limbo as part of the military
reservation. It was occupied by the abandoned government mills and a collection of squatters,
who were constantly in peril of being evicted. The situation was not rectified until 1855, when
pressure from local politicians influenced Congress to pass a bill that allowed retroactive
preemption by existing settlers rather than putting the land up for public auction. In 1856 the
community was incorporated as Minneapolis.

Sawmills and other businesses developed rapidly on both sides of the river, all based on the
mechanical technology of the time, which utilized the power of falling water by connecting
waterwheels with machinery on shore through an elaborate system of shafts, pulleys, and
belts. This was soon replaced in Minneapolis by a more efficient but capital-intensive system
of tunnels that directed the rushing water to the mills. In 1855 the first bridge built across the
Mississippi River at Nicollet Island joined the two communities, and in 1872 they were
consolidated into a single city.

During these years St. Paul continued as the center of government and a hub of
transportation. Steamboat arrivals reached a peak in the late 1850s, and thfe town at the head
of navigation on the Mississippi was connected, first by trails and territonal' roads and soon
by railroads with Lake Superior, the Red River, and the vast agricultural regions to the west.
In 1865 its levee was graced with a state-of-the-art warehouse erected for James J. Hill & Co.

Settlement also took place both above and below these two centers on the river. Above the

falls in 1847 John Banfill built a residence (now known as the Locke House). Banfill laid out
a townsite called Manomin, which is now part of the city of Fridley.
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Below St. Paul, across from the mouth of the St. Croix River, Alexis Bailly built a trading post
in 1850. The Treaty of Mendota, negotiated the following year with the Dakota, opened the
area to white settlement, and the site of Bailly’s business soon became the town of Hastings.
Waterpower supplied by the falls of the Vermillion River combined with logs from the St.

Croix pineries and wheat from the farms of Dakota County to make Hastings into a modest
milling center during the 1850s and 1860s.

Damming the Falls of St. Anthony. For several millenia the falls had been moving upriver
and were slowly drawing toward the end of the natural limestone ledge that created them.
Industrial use greatly accelerated this process. Millions of board feet of logs floated down the
Mississippi each year and hammered away at the natural stone apron, periodic floods
undermined it, and in the late 1860s workers started digging a tunnel beneath it to channel

water toward riverside industries. In 1868 the river broke through the limestone, swept into
the tunnel, and threatened to collapse the falls.

Frantic emergency measures delayed the destruction, but the permanent solution involved
massive government assistance and a decades-long effort by the U.S. Corps of Engineers. By

1884 a 40-foot by 1,850-foot dike that served as an apron had been placed across the falls, and
two protective dams were constructed.

Growth of Industry. Development and change in both industry and transportation were rapid
during the last 30 years of the 19th century. The spread and consolidation of railroads during
the 1870s was climaxed in 1878 by the completion of Hill’s St. Paul, Minneapolis, and
Manitoba line, which funneled grain from the Red River Valley and the plains of Manitoba
to flour mills at the St. Anthony Falls. In response, 15 new flour mills and an assortment of
other industrial facilities were constructed along the right-descending riverfront in
Minneapolis, and by 1880 the city led the nation in flour milling. The next decade saw the
building of the Pillsbury A Mill, briefly ranked as the world’s largest, and the completion of
Hill’s Stone Arch Bridge, which still curves across the river below the falls.

Sawmilling and many other industries gradually moved away from the crowded area around
the falls. The improvement of steam power and, toward the end of the century, the
development of hydroelectric power, facilitated this dispersion.

Improving the River. While railroads played an important role in developing the river’s
industrial potential, they had a disastrous impact on its status as a transportation route. By
the mid-1870s railroads competed with river traffic. Rail transportation was cheaper, faster,
and more dependable than water. From 1880 to 1920 there was a long, steady decline in river
traffic. Discriminatory rail rates and the purchase of wharf and barge facilities by railroad
companies to eliminate river competition increased the trend.

Attempts to revive river transportation were in response to pressure from riverside
communities and economic interests and the result of widespread resentment of the
monopoly power wielded by railroads. Government programs of dredging, snag removal, and
bank stabilization continued over many years. At one point during this period it was said that

the upper Mississippi "has a 5-foot channel, 6-foot ambitions, 9-foot possibilities, a great
history, and a dwindled commerce."
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wartime measure, the United States government went into thg inland shlppm.g
II)Ileiz\less:saliya operating a federal barge line on the lower Mis§issippi. During the 1920s this
service, which concentrated on the efficient hauling of bulk freight, was extepded to the prer
river. A deeper channel was needed to handle moder'n.s.teel barges, and in 1927 the rn;y
Corps of Engineers was authorized to assess the fea§1b111ty of a 9_-foot channel betv(;reen t.
Louis and St. Paul. The Corps drew up a plan calling for a series of locks and dams to
provide slack-water navigation and a 9-foot depth. Iq response to pressure from Minnesota
representatives in Washington and the need for publ'lc works to create employment dgrmg
the depression, the program was adopted. Construction of 'the system of 26 locks and a}rlns
was substantially completed in the 1930s. It served the nation during World War II andf' as1
become the basis of a major revival in river transportation over the past 40 years. A ina
milepost was reached in 1963 when the upper harbor. pro]ect.was.completed, allowing
shipping to bypass the St. Anthony Falls and making Minneapolis a riverport.

The River as a Metropolitan Presence. As early as 187.2 landsc:i\pe archit.ect Horace W.hS.
Cleveland presented a recommendation to the St. Paul city council to provide for parksl t a;
would give views of the Mississippi River and for boulevards that V\{OUld connect St. Pail arI:/[
Minneapolis along the river. These ideas were not ac'fed on until 1883 when Char es M.
Loring secured Cleveland’s services and began to implement the .proposals. Llonng 3
commission purchased land for parks, including the 'lan-d around Minnehaha Fal s, arll.

planning began for development of a scenic parkway !mkmg t'he falls and the Mmpeapo is
lakes. Land on both sides of the river, from the University pf Minnesota to Fort Sne!hng, wlz'afs
secured for a parkway. A foundation was laid for a historic and cultural presence in the life
of the Twin Cities.

During the 1920s the industrial vitality of the Minneapolis riverfront bega_n to decgne.
Sawmilling had ended with the exhaustion of Minnesota’s forests.. Flour mlllmg. started to
move elsewhere. Railroads were giving way to highways, automobiles, and t.ru.ckmg.. Decay
set in, and the tall, impressive cluster of stone buildings that had })een the milling d1str1c1t at
the falls emptied. In St. Paul, industry was scattered along tl}e river, but on the floodp aﬁn
opposite the downtown area, a tightly knit ethnic community .had taken root. Gﬁnera y
regarded as a slum and subject to repeated flooding, the West Side flats had been home t(i
successive waves of immigrants. By the 1950s the area was the‘center of a small but vita
Hispanic community, with significant remnants of early Jewish and eastern European
settlement.

istoric preservation was seen only in terms of earlier and more romantic objects.
f’(r)ierf: resfflc:lrstts earll))/ in the century had rescued the stone hogses built in 1836 at Mendota bz
Henry H. Sibley and Jean Baptiste Faribault. Public affec.tlon centered on the 1yy—drape
round tower and other remnants of early Fort Snelling, which had be'en treated with b.emgn
neglect until the 1950s. Proposed destruction of those remnants for highway construction in
the early 1960s alerted the community to the need for preservation.

The historic reconstruction at Fort Snelling and the establishment of Fort Snelling Sta.te Park
provided a foundation for spreading park development and preservation efforts in both
directions along the river during the 1970s and 1980s.
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Site-Specific Information

Historic properties (sites, structures, and historic districts) are numerous in the vicinity of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Of the 197 known, 60 are within or partially
within the legislative boundaries of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. These
properties are either on the National Register of Historic Places or the Minnesota State
Historic Preservation Office considers them eligible for the national register. In order to
provide an understanding of the resource variety in the corridor, the section below describes
a selected list of properties that are national historic landmarks, historic districts, or nationally
significant sites and structures (as identified on the national register forms), organized by
county. Anoka County does not have any sites that fit these categories. All known historic
sites were mapped and entered into the MNRRA GIS database. A comprehensive inventory
of archeological sites in the corridor is not available.

Dakota

Fort Snelling (See Hennepin County for Fort Snelling Historic District)

Fort Snelling-Mendota Bridge

Location: Minnesota Highway 55 over Minnesota River

City or Township: Mendota

National Register Status: National

Significance Statement: This 1926 bridge replaced a ferry operating between Mendota and Fort
Snelling. According to American bridge authority David Plowden it "is usually considered
to be the most sophisticated design for a concrete arch built in the 1920s." Another bridge
expert, Carl Condit, has written that "the whole complex of ribs, spandel posts, and long deck
has a finely articulated quality that has seldom been matched in American bridge design."
This is significant in the areas of engineering and transportation.

Mendota Historic District

Location: Vicinity of Willow Street and Minnesota Highway 13

City or Township: Mendota

National Register Status: State

Significance Statement: Contains several buildings dating back as early as 1835. The district
includes the Church of St. Peter’s, Henry H. Sibley House, Jean Baptiste Faribault House, and
the Hipolite DePuis House. This area is significant in the area of agriculture, commerce,
philosophy, politics/government, religion, and transportation.

East Second Street Commercial Historic District

Location: East 2nd Street, two blocks from river

City or Township: Hastings

National Register Status: Local

Significance Statement: The district contains relatively unaltered commercial buildings and
a retail area that served the needs of the community since the mid-19th century. The area is
significant in the areas of architecture and commerce.

West Second Residential Historic District
Location: West 2nd Street, two blocks from river
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City or Township: Hastings

National Register Status: Local . . o
Significance Statement: The district contains relatively unaltered residential bu11d1pgs that date
back to around the mid-19th century. This area is significant in the area of architecture.

Hennepin

University of Minnesota Old Campus Historic District . .

Location: Vicinity of University and 15th avenues southeast and Pillsbury Drive

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: State

Significance Statement: This historic district contains structures tha't were cgngtructed as part
of the university from 1886-1907. The significance of these buildings is in the area of
architecture.

Minnehaha Historic District

Location: Vicinity of Hiawatha and Minnehaha avenues and Godfrey Road

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: State .
Significance Statement: This district contains early park and open space develhopment. "l."hls
district is significant in the areas of architecture, commerce, community planning,
conservation, literature, and transportation.

Minneapolis Warehouse (Historic) District

Location: Roughly bounded by 1st Avenue North, 1st Street North, 10th Avenue and 6th St.
City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: State o

Significance Statement: This area is significant for its contributions to commerce and
architecture that date back to 1865.

Cappelen Memorial Bridge

Location: East Franklin Avenue over Mississippi River

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: National . .

Significance Statement: This bridge is significant for its engineering. It was (?onstructe?d
between 1919 and 1923 and is one of a series of concrete arch bridges constructed in the Twin
Cities area. This technology was later used throughout the nation.

Chicago, Milwaukee, Saint Paul, and Pacific depot, freight house, and train shed

Location: 201 3rd Avenue South

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: National . ‘ '
Significance Statement: Significant for its architecture and engineering as Well as its
importance to commerce, industry, and transportation. The construction on this structure
dates from 1879, 1897, and 1898.

Washburn A Mill Complex

Location: 1st Street South at Portland Avenue
City or Township: Minneapolis
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National Register Status: National Historic Landmark

Significance Statement: This complex symbolizes the revolutionary technological and
organizational innovations that the Washburn Crosby Company contributed to the American
milling industry. The birth and subsequent development of General Mills into the first truly
national milling company took place in the complex. The Washburn A mill is the only
structure that remains of the original Minneapolis milling complex established by
Cadwallader C. Washburn. It was constructed in 1874 and rebuilt in 1879-80. The National
Historic Landmark properties include the Washburn A Mill and wheat house, A Mill office,
utility building, Humbolt Mill, elevators, and five small structures. This complex suffered a
major fire in 1990 that seriously damaged the mill. The city stabilized the walls and is seeking
a developer to rehabilitate the structure. Because of the 1990 fire the Washburn A mill
building is now considered a threatened structure in the national historic landmarks program.

Pillsbury A Mill

Location: 116 3rd Avenue Southeast

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: National Historic Landmark

Significance Statement: Symbolizes the role of Minneapolis as the chief flour-milling center
of the United States from 1880 to 1930. The six-story mill is still being used by Pillsbury.

Fort Snelling Historic District

Location: Bounded by Minnehaha Park, the Mississippi River, the airport and Bloomington
Road

City or Township: St. Paul Vicinity

National Register Status: National Historic Landmark

Significance Statement: Fourteen stone buildings and two log structures, built on a site
recommended by Zebulon Pike, became an important post on the edge of European-American
settlement in the old northwest. It is one of the few such posts with substantial remains from
the period. Later, additional lands were used as a training center in the Civil War and World
Wars I and II. The historic landmark includes 800 acres that contain nearly 125 structures
constructed between 1819 and 1969 and represent these various periods.

Minnesota Soldier’s Home Historic District

Location: Roughly Minnehaha Avenue, Godfrey Parkway and the Mississippi River

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: State

Significance Statement: Buildings designed to resemble well-known resort hotels and spas.
The contributing historic structures were build between 1888 and the late 1930s.

St. Anthony Falls Historic District

Location: Vicinity of Mississippi River between Plymouth and South 10th Avenues

City or Township: Minneapolis

National Register Status: State

Significance Statement: This historic district includes many sites and structures that relate to
the historic use of the falls for production of power. This district contains structures that date
back to 1848 and is significant in the areas of architecture, commerce, industry, and
transportation. Contributing structures include the Main Street Power Station and the St.
Anthony Main complex. The Washburn A mill complex and Pillsbury A mill are national
historic landmarks found in this district.
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Ramsey

Irvine Park Historic District

Location: Vicinity of Ryan Avenue, Chestnut, Sherman, and West 7th streets

City or Township: St. Paul

National Register Status: State .
Significance Statement: An area of homes built during the period of 1848 to 1909, this diSl:I'lCt
is significant in the areas of architecture, commerce, communications, community planning,
conservation, education, and engineering. d

Washington

Schilling Archeological District

Location: South of Cottage Grove

City or Township: Cottage Grove

National Register Status: State

Significance Statement: This archeological site contains Woodland and Mississippian
influences.

EXISTING VISITOR USE/INTERPRETIVE PROGRAMS
Recreation Use Patterns and Facilities

The following section provides a general overview of the recreation use patterns of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). Use patterns are primarily treated
in the context of the Twin Cities metropolitan area and statewide use patterns. When possible,
data specific to the corridor is used.

Recreational facilities in the area are diverse and provide numerous water-based opportunities
such as boating, swimming, and fishing. Land-based facilities include picnic areas, parks,
trails, educational centers, playgrounds, and cultural or historical attractions. Some stretches
of the river are relatively undeveloped and provide the opportunity for solitude in a natural
setting.

The array of recreational opportunities in the Mississippi River corridor mirrors the statewide
spectrum in many ways. Use patterns are also similar.

Outdoor Recreation in Minnesota, the Twin Cities Area, and the Mississippi National River
and Recreation Area

Research by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (1985-86) produced information
regarding the number of hours devoted to various outdoor recreation activities statewide_. The
survey results demonstrated the importance of outdoor recreation to the quality of life in all
regions of Minnesota.

Minnesotans enjoy a wide variety of outdoor activities (figure 1). Walking, hiking, biking,
fishing, and driving were the most popular activities in 1985, constituting 50% of the 225
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annual activity hours per resident. The study also determined that nearly 75% of all recreation
activity takes place within one-half hour from the place of residence, so there is more demand
for recreation near large urban areas (MNDNR 1990).

Recreation patterns specific to the Twin Cities metropolitan area have been examined.
Twenty-five park areas were studied; seven are in the vicinity of the Mississippi River
corridor. These parks include Hidden Falls, Minnehaha Park, Minnehaha Parkway, Coon
Rapids Dam, Crosby Farm, Harriet Island, and Fort Snelling State Park. When visitors were
asked to rank the importance of a list of activities to their visit, they consistently identified
relaxing, walking, picnicking, biking, and sunbathing as their primary reasons for visiting the
park. Secondary attractions included nature study, running, sightseeing, using playgrounds,
playing sports and games, swimming, boating, and fishing.

A more recent study (Lime 1992) focused more directly on the types of activities enjoyed
within the MNRRA boundaries. This study identified land-based activities as the dominant
use of the MNRRA corridor (figure 2). Driving for pleasure is the most common activity in
the metropolitan area and MNRRA corridor. Sixty-two percent of the population surveyed
enjoyed a drive within the MNRRA boundaries during 1989-1992. Although much of this

travel may be related to work or general travel, it was considered "pleasure driving" by the
respondents.

Walking, hiking, and jogging are very popular within MNRRA boundaries with a majority
of the metropolitan population (54%) having participated in these activities in the area during
1989-1992. This constituted 63.8% of the metropolitan population that walked, hiked, or
jogged for recreation during that time period.

The historic sites are also important attractions, and they drew 48% of the metropolitan
population during 1989-1992. Consistent with the metropolitan council studies, picnicking,
nature studies, and biking are also popular.

There was relatively little canoeing and fishing in the MNRRA corridor during 1989-92 (figure
3). There may be a lack of awareness regarding the quality and availability of access, and
there may also be concerns about water quality.

Concerns about the water quality in the Mississippi have been expressed by boaters and the
general public. A majority of metropolitan residents (62%) feel the water quality is less than
good. Similar sentiment exists statewide, where 52% of the boaters surveyed identified water
quality as a barrier in using the Mississippi River between the metropolitan area and the Iowa
border (Lime et al. 1989).

Mississippi River boating levels in and below the Mississippi National River and Recreation
Area are similar. Thirty-nine percent of the boaters statewide operated a boat on the
Mississippi River between the Twin Cities and Iowa during 1983-1988 (Lime et al. 1989). In
the metropolitan area 34.5% of the motorboaters used the Mississippi in the Twin Cities
during 1989-1992.
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Future Demand For Recreation

i i hat walking, hiking, golfing, and
e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources prefilcts t ‘
E:ture study will increase as the population ages (figure 3) (MNDNR 1?99). ‘Wa.lkmg. and
nature study are already among the most popular activities within the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area boundaries.

Water-based activity may also increase. Lime et al. (1989) report that 44% of thg. boate?rs in
the metropolitan area would like to boat more ofter'l on the .Mlss1551pp1 R'lve.r. This desire to
visit the river is more likely to result in actual visitor use if water quality improves, more
information about boating on the Mississippi River becomes available, and access is improved.

Interpretive Facilities/Programs

Many programs are offered at interpretive facilities and parks within the MNRRA boundaries.
Environmental and heritage education programs for schools and .oFgamzed groups allow
students to sample the quality of the water, explore forest communities along the river, and
study first hand the development of St. Anthony Falls.

Outdoor exhibits provide another type of interpretation. Highwa.y p}aques, wayside exhibits,
and interpretive panels tell stories of the people and the Mississippi. Brochures, newsletters,
and special publications tell various parts of the river story.

The primary interpretive facilities and programs in the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area are:

Coon Rapids Dam: Anoka County operates a visitor center and programs on the left-
descending side of the river. Suburban Hennepin Regional Pa}rk DlStI‘lCt. operates a
visitor/education center with programs on the right-descending side of the river.

St. Anthony Falls: The Minnesota Historical Society offers guided history tours of the area.

Upper St. Anthony Falls Lock and Lock and Dam #1: The Army Corps of Engineers
provides visitors with the opportunity to view the operation of these locks; displays
provide interpretation.

Fort Snelling History Center and Reconstructed Fort: The Minnesota Histqrical Society
provides exhibits and a film in the center; interpretation focuses on fort life in 1827.

Fort Snelling State Park: The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources operates a visitor
center and provides interpretive and environmental education programming.

Crosby Farm Nature Park: The city of St. Paul operates a visitor center and provides
interpretive and environmental education programming.

Sibley and Faribault Houses: The Sibley House Association provides tours of these houses
of famous Minnesotans.
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Katherine Ordway Natural Science Study Area: Macalester College operates a field station

used by its students in a wide range of studies. Education programming is provided for the
public.

Paddleford Packet Company provides commercially operated boat tours on the river. These
include interpretive programs about the river corridor.

Facilities near the MNRRA corridor include historic houses, and farms, nature centers,
museums, and interpretive trails.

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

The Mississippi River was for many years the primary economic resource of the Twin Cities
area. St. Paul, located at the head of navigation on the river where the tributary flow of Trout
Creek descended through the high, unbroken bluffs lining the upper Mississippi, developed
as a transshipment point between steamboat and rail transportation. Fifteen miles upstream,
St. Anthony Falls first provided power for pioneer lumber milling and later for the flour
processing industry. During more than 140 years of settlement, the economic uses to which
the Mississippi River has been put as it flows from Dayton to the confluence with the St.

Croix have changed dramatically, but throughout modern settlement history, the Mississippi
has been a working river.

Today, many of the industries that once depended on direct proximity to the river for
waterpower have moved away from the river, led by changes in power technologies,
transportation infrastructure, and workforce accessibility. The milling activity that once made
Minneapolis the "Flour City" now is located in Buffalo, New York; much of the city’s
riverfront houses industrial activities that bespeak a glorious past but not a vibrant present.

East of downtown St. Paul the hundreds of spurs and sidings that served the warehousing
and wholesaling activities at the break-of-bulk point between the Mississippi River and the
railroads have dwindled to a few tracks, serving a handful of remaining customers in the
Trout Creek valley, who today have little need for river access. Instead of carrying the
passenger and freight traffic of the past, the Mississippi today is a highway for bulk goods
and a recreational resource for pleasure boaters, nature lovers, and those seeking a respite
from urban life. Strong reminders of the importance of the river to the local economy do

remain in St. Paul, from the Ford Plant in the northwest to the railroad humping yard below
Mounds Park east of downtown.

In the northernmost reaches of the MNRRA corridor, large homes line the banks of the
impoundment created by the Coon Rapids dam. Further south, where the Mississippi
broadens as it is joined by the Minnesota and St. Croix rivers, marshes, low-lying islands, and

sand bars dominate, interspersed with industrial sites dependent on barge transportation and
rail access.

Much of the MNRRA corridor appears undeveloped when viewed from the river, so it would
be easy to underestimate the amount and importance of the economic activity that remains
from earlier times or that has been developed more recently. Over 108,000 jobs are located
in the corridor, representing 8.3% of the job base in the seven-county metropolitan region.
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There are also those jobs located elsewhere that are based on thfe economic .a.lctivitiei1 in the
corridor. Barge transport of fertilizer and agr.icultural cheml‘cals into the c.orrlf:iorilan cr.(c)ips
out of it, play a key role in farm production in the upper Midwest. Every ]ofb ;n the C(i:'n]'or
also creates multipliers as wages enter the local economy. The magnitude of these multiplier

effects varies with sector of the economy and requires an input-output analysis for estimation

of total impacts.

Recreation has a positive effect on the state and metFopolitan area economy. The [c)e'sl?mateoc}
economic impact of outdoor recreation in Minnesota in .1985.was in excess of‘$3.0 i 1onrfh-
this figure, over $625 million was related to rec.reatlon in the metropolitan are?‘. X 15
represented approximately 1% of the total metropoh‘fan area economy. Data are very limite
on specific economic impacts and benefits of recreation in the MNRRA corridor.

i i ississippi Ri tically. In the northern part of
In Minneapolis the Mississippi River changes character drama y.
the city ths remnants of the river’s industrial past can be found. Many parcels are currently
used for light and general industrial purposes.

The historic center of Minneapolis, the Gateway district, has becomg an urban .renewal area.
The effective center of the city has moved many bloclfs south .of. its old location at Brldge
Square. Nevertheless, there is considerable interest in aneapohg. in further redeve.lopmg tl;e
downtown riverfront with a variety of residential. and. office uses. The Minneapolis
Community Development Agency hopes to expand residential areas and office developmel.lt
along the river corridor, providing a critical population that would boost downtown economic
activity.

xisting planning and development agencies have been working on the
fedggz?:;:n:rf\t i)f the I%/Iilrineapolgis portion of t}I:e Mississippi River for several deca'des. Thefe
agencies, especially the Minneapolis Community Devglopment Age'ncy and t'he_M.mn_eap.o is
Park and Recreation Board, have made significant investments in the MlSSlSSlppl River
corridor during the past ten years. Completed public/private partngrs?up developments,
ranging from those that cost over $100,000,000 (Riverplace, Cowles Printing Plant) dO\ivn to
several projects that have been completed for less thaq $1,000,000, have total.ed a.rlr.1(.>st
$500,000,000 (about $82,000,000 in public funds). Adding in two completely pgbhc faci 1t1es1
(the main post office expansion and the Minnesota Supercomputer Center) brings Fhe 'cotad
expenditure to almost $560,000,000 ($146,000,000 publi.c funds).' Land hgs been acqu.lredf an
development is pending on an additional 10 projects in the anea'pohs antral River Crgx
area, with an existing investment of about $150,000,000 ($30,000,000 in public funds) (M
1992).

Institutional uses, including the University of Minnesofa and .several hospitals, are fgunci
along the river downstream of downtown Minneapolis. Whllf? tl’fere‘ are few'functlona
reasons for either to be located on the river, the amount of existing institutional mvgstment
makes it extremely unlikely that they could or would move from their present locations.

Between the University of Minnesota and Ford Parkway, the Mississippi Ri\(er passes below
beautiful bluffs. In this area there are public access and park!ands, which er.lhance the
residential quality of life and property values for those w'ho'hve along.the river. T.heie
residential areas are among the more desirable in the city, V\.’hICh is reﬂected in t'h.elr relatlvehy
high valuations. Residential properties in the MNRRA corridor contribute significantly to the
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local tax base (City of Minneapolis Department of Public Works - Engineering Design
Division 1992).

The Mississippi River still plays an important economic role in St. Paul. Although the river
is no longer the major transportation artery for passenger and consumer goods, it still carries
much of the bulk cargo through the Twin Cities area. Equally important, major economic
entities are located in the MNRRA corridor in St. Paul, responsible for approximately 10,000
to 15,000 jobs (Minnesota Department of Jobs and Training 1992b).

The corridor also accounts for significant property taxes in Ramsey County. A list of the 500
top property tax-paying properties includes 23 that are in the MNRRA corridor in Ramsey
County. In 1990 these properties generated approximately $9 million in property taxes for the
county, on property worth an estimated $153 million (Ramsey County Department of
Property Records and Revenue).

There are significant amounts of tax exempt property in the corridor. The amount of tax-
exempt property in St. Paul increased from 21.0% ($1,747,839,100 on a total real property
valuation of $8,317,744,182) in 1986 to 22.7% ($2,101,127,900 on a total real property valuation
of $9,235,765,752) in 1992. Between 1986 and 1992 the estimated market value of tax exempt
property in the city increased by 20.2%; the corresponding figure for taxable real property was
an increase of 11.0% (City of St. Paul Department of Planning and Economic Development
1992).

St. Paul and Minneapolis have a high percentage of tax-exempt property within their borders.
For instance, Bloomington’s tax exempt property represented about 9.6% of the estimated
market value of all real property in the city in 1986, compared to 21.0% for St. Paul and 21.6%
for Minneapolis. High percentages of tax-exempt property affect several additional
municipalities in the MNRRA corridor, including Coon Rapids (30.8%, or $444,179,600 of
$1,441,236,424 total real property in 1986) and Anoka (City of St. Paul Department of Planning
and Economic Development 1992).

The MNRRA corridor includes taxable and tax-exempt property in the communities through
which it passes. In many instances communities already have a large proportion of the corri-
dor in tax-exempt categories. Based on the information in the National Park Service GIS data
base for MNRRA, existing public land, which represents the vast majority of tax-exempt land,
accounts for 15.8% of the corridor, or 21.7% of all land (excluding water bodies) in the
corridor.

There is evidence that open space and parklands play a role in enhancing economic benefits
in the corridor. The impact of property values on lands neighboring recreation sites is
dependent on the specific location and type of land use near the recreation area. However,
some research suggests there is a relationship in some situations. Research conducted in
Boulder, Colorado; Lubbock, Texas; and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, suggests that there are
identifiable zones around parks, greenbelts, and trails that create positive impacts to property
values. In certain instances the presence of a park accounted for 4% of total land value up to
one-half mile from the park.
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Commercial Navigation

One of the most direct uses of the Mississippi River for economic activity is commercial
navigation, specifically the movement of goods by barge. Commercial navigation provides the
Twin Cities region with low-cost transportation of bulk goods to and from the central U.S.
and foreign markets. As the effective head of navigation on the Mississippi River, local
terminals have a large hinterland, extending especially north and west of the Twin Cities to
include portions of the Dakotas and Canada. The river system is particularly important for
the shipment of bulk commodities, both interregionally and mtrareg1onally Principal
commodities include grain and associated products; southbound shipments of coal, potassic
fertilizer, petroleum, and coke; inbound shipments of coal, phosphatic fertilizer, salt,
petroleum products, and chemicals; local movements of sand and gravel, and petroleum
products (Temple, Barker & Sloane [TBS] 1987).

Elements of the barge transportation system in the Twin Cities area include terminals,
intermodal connections to truck and rail systems, fleeting areas, local and linehaul towing,
and cleaning and repair facilities. The Temple, Barker & Sloane study used 1984 as a base
year for analysis of commercial navigation activity. During that year almost 23 million short
tons were handled by barge terminals in the Twin Cities area — 47% in Ramsey County, 20%
in Scott County, 16% in Dakota County, 13% in Washington County, and 5% in Hennepin
County. The direct impact of river navigation services on the Twin Cities was estimated at
$200 million in 1984, supporting about 2,500 jobs in the seven-county metropolitan region
(TBS 1987). Total economic impact (direct, indirect, and induced economic effects) was $348
million for Minnesota, $332 million for the metropolitan region, $139 million for Ramsey
County, $52 million for Dakota County, $27 million each for Scott and Washington counties,
and $13 million for Hennepin County in 1984 dollars.

Statewide, river navigation services provided (directly and indirectly) almost 6,000 jobs (5,300
in the Twin Cities region). However, as a capital-intensive activity, the employment impact
was much less than the overall economic impact. In 1984 commercial navigation provided
1.0% of the Twin Cities” regional economic activity, and 0.6% of the state’s activity. Wages
were 0.5% of regional nonfarm personal income for the Twin Cities area and 0.3% for the
state. Employment represented 0.4% of regional nonfarm employment for the Twin Cities area
and 0.35% for the state.

Commercial river navigation is essential to several of the state’s most important economic
sectors, including agriculture, construction, and energy. If river transportation were not avail-
able for major commodities in these economic sectors, producers and consumers would pay
an additional $74 million (in 1984 dollars) annually (TBS 1987).

After a period of increasing shipping activity, river navigation underwent a period of
declining commodity transport during the 1980s. Current projections are that shipping will
increase at a rate of about 1.9% per year for the next twenty years (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1992). Temple, Barker & Sloane project a total economic impact increase of about
0.9% per year between 1990 and 2010 after a decline in the 1980s. Economic impact of
commercial navigation in the Twin Cities region in 2010 is projected to total $123 million in
sales, employment of 5,235 people, $121 million in wages, and taxes of $17 million. Measured
in 1984 dollars, this impact is less than 1% over 1984 levels (TBS 1987). Total barge traffic
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declined, however, from 22.9 million tons in 1984 to 18 million tons in 1989. Recovery is slow
and is expected to lag behind that forecast.

Commercial navigation affects the river corridor in noneconomic ways as well. Negative
impacts are mainly environmental, associated particularly with direct and indirect pollution
of the waterway and the effects of cleaning barges and towboats. The industry claims that
progress has been made in reducing the pollution associated with barge cleaning, both in
terms of the amount of water used and the return of contaminated water to the river.
Techniques developed locally have been adopted in other locations. The barge industry also
notes its achievements in promoting water safety, visually monitoring water quality,
identifying spills, and contributing to necessary cleanups when problems arise. The tech-
nology and implementation of cleanup procedures has advanced considerably in the past
decade, as awareness of the short- and long-term effects of contamination have spurred the
industry to respond to public concerns.

Another major aspect of commercial navigation is the need for fleeting areas for barges.
Temple, Barker, and Sloane noted that there is adequate capacity for terminal facilities in the
Twin Cities portion of the Mississippi River to meet projected commodity flows through the
first decade of the 21st century, but that barge fleeting in an urban area could become
problematic. In 1984, the historic peak for grain shipments (15.4 million tons), barge fleeting
capacity was strained. Temple, Barker & Sloane projected a need for additional barge fleeting
capacity, particularly in the St. Paul section of the river, by 1995, depending on the actual
amount and timing of grain shipments. They noted, "If additional fleeting cannot be provided
in St. Paul, barge tows will have to be made and broken further downstream, resulting in
higher costs and slower service. River transportation costs — specifically for grain shipments
- could rise by as much as $1.9 million per year. . ." (TBS 1987). Fruin notes that railroad
deregulation has led to increased competition for coal and grain hauling. Coal is now
delivered to power plants in the Twin Cities area directly by unit trains, without barge
transshipment. Railroads can now ship grain by unit trains to export via the west coast,
competing with barge transportation via the Mississippi River to the Gulf (Fruin 1992).

Socioeconomic Conditions

According to state law, Minnesota townships near a large city can assume many powers held
by incorporated cities. All four townships with land in the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area possess the available urban powers and are in many ways legal
municipalities, though they retain a rural physical character.

In addition to the counties, cities, and townships, the Metropolitan Council holds certain
authorities granted by the state legislature. The Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolis is referred
to as the Twin City Metropolitan Area (TCMA), or simply the Twin Cities area. The Twin
Cities include seven counties. Two counties, Carver and Scott, have no land in the MNRRA
corridor, but all the cities are highly interdependent. Thus, it is important to include all the
counties in a profile of the region.

Population. Over 50% of Minnesota’s residents live in the Twin Cities metropolitan area and

almost 25% live in Hennepin County. No other county’s population approaches that of
Hennepin. The nearest is Ramsey, with less than half the population of Hennepin.

138

All five MNRRA counties grew in population in the past decade. The central counties of
Hennepin and Ramsey grew at rates of 9.7% and 5.7% respectively. The rate of growth varied
greatly, ranging from Ramsey County’s 5.7% to 41.7% in Dakota County. Population growth
in the state and in the Twin Cities area is expected to continue at a lower overall rate through

2010.

At the city level, growth rates varied from -25.1% for Mendota, a city of 164 in 1990, to
+87.1% for Champlin. Generally, the central cities and first-ring suburbs experienced slow or
no growth while the outer suburbs saw moderate to high growth. Populations of the MNRRA
cities are listed in table 9.

TABLE 6: POPULATION AND GROWTH RATES OF STATE, TWIN CITIES, AND COUNTIES, 1980-2010

1980 1990 rate 2000 rate 2010 rate
Minnesota 4,075,970 4,375,099 7.3% 4,600,397 5.1% 4,755,934 3.4%
TCMA 1,985,873 2,288,721 15.3% 2,560,000 11.9% 2,7;65,000 8.0%
Anoka 195,998 243,641 24.3% 284,540 16.8% 312,200 9.7%
Carver 37,046 47915 29.3% 62,620 30.7% 73,650 17.6%
Dakota 194,279 275,057 41.7% 341,980 24.3% 394,530 15.4%
Hennepin 941,411 1,032,431 9.7% 1,109,120 7.4% 1,164,220 5.0%
Ramsey 459,784 485,765 5.7% 504,610 3.9% 516,450 2.3%
Scott 43,784 57,846 32.1% 76,910 33.0% 95,800 24.6%
Washington 113,571 145,896 28.5% 180,180 23.5% 207,050 14.9%

Source: Minnesota figures from State Planning Department; others from Metropolitan Council, derived from U.S. Census

Race. The population of the seven-county metropolitan area is over 90% white (table 7). No
single minority category comprises more than 4% of the population of the area as a whole.
However, the nonwhite proportion is significant in some communities.

At the county level the minority proportion of the population is much larger in some places
than in others. In both Hennepin and Ramsey counties, over 10% of the population is
minority. The city of Minneapolis has over 22% minority and in the city of St. Paul the
proportion is 17%. The cities of Brooklyn Center and Brooklyn Park each have nearly 10%
minority populations followed by the cities of Maplewood (5%) and Fridley (4%).
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TABLE 7: POPULATION BY RACIAL CATEGORIES, 1990

Amer Ind, Asian,
Eskimo, Pacific
TOTAL White Black Aleut Islander Other Hispanic*

Minnesota 4,375,099 4,130,395 94,944 49,909 77,886 21,965 53,884
TCMA 2,288,721 2,096,659 89,459 23,340 64,583 14,680 36,716
Anoka 243,641 236,791 1,289 1,865 2,934 762 2,269
Carver 47,915 47,167 103 112 444 89 252
Dakota 275,227 264,854 3,411 893 4,643 1,426 4,025
Hennepin 1,032,431 922,321 60,114 14,912 29,588 5,496 13,978
Ramsey 485,765 427,677 22,674 4,509 24,792 6,113 13,890
Scott 57,846 56,583 267 362 534 100 407
Washington 145,896 141,266 1,601 687 1,648 694 1,895

Source: Minnesota figures from state planning department; others from Metropolitan Council, derived from U.S. census
*Note: In this data Hispanic is an ethnic category, not a race. Hispanics transcend more than one racial category. The population
in this column is also represented in the race columns.

Statewide and across the metropolitan area, the largest minority is Black, followed by
Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut, and Other. Hispanics make up
between 1% and 2% of both the Minnesota and the metropolitan area populations. This order
is not necessarily mirrored in the counties and cities. Anoka County has more Asians (1.2%)
and American Indians (0.8%) than Blacks (0.5%). Ramsey County also has more Asians (5.1%)
than Blacks (4.7%). In contrast, Washington County has almost equal numbers of Blacks and

Asians (1.1%) while Hennepin County has twice as many Black residents (5.8%) as Asian
(2.9%).

The greatest concentrations of minorities are in the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. In
Minneapolis, 13% are Black, 4.3% Asian, and 3.3% American Indian. In St. Paul, proportions
are 7.4% Black, 7.1% Asian, and 1.3% American Indian.

The figures illustrate the population diversity found across the communities. Differences exist
between distinct neighborhoods in individual cities, especially in the central areas.

Income. Median household incomes are listed in table 8 for the state, metropolitan area, and
the seven related counties. The median household income for the region as a whole ($36,678)
is higher than the median for the state ($30,909). All seven counties have higher medians than
the state. However, differences are seen between the counties. Medians range from a high of
$44,122 in Washington County to $32,043 in Ramsey County.
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TABLE 8: MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Minnesota 30909
TCMA 36678
Anoka County 40076
Carver County 39188
Dakota County 42218
Hennepin County 35659 "
Ramsey County 32043
Scott County 40798
Washington County 44122

Source: Minnesota figures from state demographer; others from Metropolitan Council, derived from U.S. census; metropolitan
area median is a weighted average of the seven counties” medians. Figures are in 1990 dollars.

Even greater variation exists across the individual cities and towns of the'regif)n. Men(.iota
Heights has the highest median household income at $60,514. The lowest is Minneapolis at

$23,324.

Poverty. Of the seven counties, only Ramsey at 11.4% exceeds the state’s 10.2%. Pf)verty levels
in the different minority categories show variation from community to community. With few
exceptions, poverty is much more prevalent among minority populations than among whites.

Employment. The state of Minnesota saw an increase in covered employr?gnt of 20.5% from
1980 to 1990. The TCMA saw growth of 23.3%. "Covered employmen.t is the number of
employees covered by unemployment compensation, reported by job site rather than place
of residence. Covered employment accounts for all but 3%-4% of total employment.

Statewide, most jobs exist in trade, services, manufacturing, and government in descending
order.

See appendix I for additional socioeconomic information, including population below the
poverty level and employment by industrial sector.
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TABLE 9: POPULATIONS OF MINNESOTA, TWIN CITIES, AND MNRRA COUNTIES AND CITIES

1980 1990 change 2000 2010

Minnesota 4,075,970 4,375,099 7.3% 4,600,397 4,755,934

7-County Twin City 1,985,873 2,288,721 15.3% 2,560,000 2,765,000
Metropolitan Area (TCMA)

Anoka County 195,998 243,641 24.3% 284,540 312,200

Anoka (city) 15,634 17,192 10.0% 17,700 17,800

Coon Rapids 35,826 52,978 47.9% 63,500 69,500

Fridley 30,228 28,335 -6.3% 28,500 29,000

Ramsey (city) 10,093 12,408 22.9% 15,600 17,700

Carver County 37,046 47,915 29.3% 62,620 73,650

Dakota County 194,279 275,057 41.7% 341,980 394,530

Hastings (part) 12,811 15,440 20.5% 17,600 19,800

Inner Grove Hits. 17,171 22,477 30.9% 27,500 33,000

Lilydale 417 506 21.3% 540 570

Mendota 219 164 -25.1% 170 180

Mendota Heights 7,288 9,431 29.4% 10,800 12,150

Nininger Twp. 774 805 4.0% 830 840

Ravenna Twp. 1,683 1,926 14.4% 2,050 2,150

Rosemount 5,083 8,622 69.6% 14,800 22,300

South St. Paul 21,235 20,197 -4.9% 21,000 21,700

Hennepin County 941,411 1,032,431 9.7% 1,109,120 1,164,220

Brooklyn Center 31,230 28,887 -7.5% 29,000 30,500

Brooklyn Park 43,332 56,381 30.1% 65,500 71,000

Champlin 9,006 16,849 87.1% 22,500 25,500

Dayton (part) 4,000 4,392 9.8% 4,700 4,850

Minneapolis 370,951 368,383 -0.7% 370,500 373,000

Ramsey County 459,784 485,765 5.7% 504,610 516,450

Maplewood 26,990 30,954 14.7% 33,000 33,500

St. Paul 270,230 272,235 0.7% 275,000 280,000

Scott County 43,784 57,846 32.1% 76,910 95,800

Washington County 113,571 145,896 28.5% 180,180 207,050

Cottage Grove 18,994 22,935 20.7% 29,500 33,500

Denmark Twp. 1,140 1,172 2.8% 1,250 1,250

Grey Cloud Twp. 351 414 17.9% 490 560

Hastings (part) 16 5 -68.8% 0 0

Newport 3,323 3,720 11.9% 3,950 3,950

St. Paul Park 4,864 4,965 2.1% 5,100 5,200

Only cities with land in MNRRA are listed, so sums of city populations will not equal total county populations. Populations for
2000 and 2010 are projections. Source: Metropolitan Council
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VISUAL RESOURCES/LAND USE
Visual Character Analysis

The most significant visual features of the corridor, as seen from the river and shorelines, are
identified in order to determine the land and resource protection measures necessary to
preserve them (see Visual Resource Analysis map).

The river corridor has a relatively natural appearance through much of its 72-mile length.
Confined in a steep, heavily wooded gorge through much of the metropolitan area, its lush
bottomlands and wooded slopes also provide wildlife habitat. The activities of the area’s 2.5
million people are not often seen or heard from the river. Behind the forests or beyond the
bluff top lies a sprawling landscape of highways, shopping centers, industries, airports, and
residential areas. This sense of being away from it all while actually being in the midst of a
metropolitan area is remarkable. When human activities are visible, they are diverse. Travelers
on the river seenatural areas, factories, homes, dense forests, urban plazas and skylines, trails,
parks, farms, barges, and wildlife. The character of the river itself changes, too, from a broad
flat floodplain to a narrow river held in by a steep gorge, from calm water to roaring falls.
General observations about the character of the entire corridor include:

e Visibility of the river: The river cannot be seen from many areas. This is usually due to
vegetation, high bluffs, and existing development along the shore.

* Access to the river: Roads, railroads, industrial uses, large buildings, and single-family
subdivisions provide barriers to the river, as do floodwalls, levees, and grade differences.

* Open space: There is extensive open space throughout the corridor. In downtown
Minneapolis continuous open space has been planned for over 25 years and the city has
been successful in acquiring and developing extensive open space along the riverfront. In
downtown St. Paul public open space development has not always been a priority. A
continuous 15-mile open space corridor is currently planned for both cities. Elsewhere in
the corridor, much of what is perceived as open space could be developed.

* Vegetation: The heavily vegetated shoreline and wooded bluffs add to the corridor’s
natural character. The exceptions to this rule are the major residential and industrial areas
and the Minneapolis and St. Paul downtowns. Vegetation often hides intense development
and gives the impression of open space.

¢ Landforms: The major landforms in the corridor range from open to closed landscapes
consisting of wide flat floodplain valleys, narrow valleys with steep bluffs, and wide valleys
with more distant bluffs. There are a number of creeks and rivers feeding the river, each
with its own character. Some of these offer physical connections to the river. The major
identifiable features are the river, shoreline, floodplain forest, wooded bluffs, islands, and
backwater areas.

Character Reaches. Despite the diversity, some broad patterns can be identified. Major visual

factors include landforms, land use and development patterns, open space, river character,
water use, habitat, visibility, and views. The river changes in character from north to south.
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Crow River to North Minneapolis — The upper reach of the Mississippi river corridor is held
in a broad, flat floodplain in this section, with no visible bluffs but with extensive vegetation
along the shoreline. The river is enclosed with vegetation but becomes wider above the Coon
Rapids dam. There are some excellent parklands, but there is minimal access to the river for
autos or pedestrians. The river is not visible from most areas, with the exception of residential
areas or parks. In the upper reaches there are good examples of floodplain forests.

Uses of the lower portions of this reach (below Anoka) are primarily residential. The older
developments appear to fit into the land better than the newer, more visible subdivisions.
There are numerous private boat docks and stairs leading from residences to the river. There
are few commercial and industrial uses visible. Commercial navigation does not extend to this
reach of the river, but motorboats and canoes and other boats are popular. The pool above
the Coon Rapids dam offers motor boating, fishing, and water skiing. Above the pool and
below the dam, the river is shallow and is suitable only for canoes and small motor boats.

Significant visual features include the floodplain forest, vegetated shorelines, islands, and the
Coon Rapids dam.

Minneapolis Area - This reach of the river may be the most diverse, with land uses ranging
from intense industrial areas to relatively natural urban parks. Warehouses, small barge
fleeting areas and terminals, and other water-related industries occupy large stretches of the
river from the I-694 bridge to downtown Minneapolis. These areas have no significant
vegetation. The area from the Hennepin Avenue bridge to the gorge offers views of this
landmark bridge, urban plazas, St. Anthony Falls, two locks and dams, and many historic
buildings. The downtown area riverfront is being developed with continuous urban parks,
entertainment, residential uses, and adaptive reuses of historic structures. In some sections,
though, the downtown is almost cut off from the river. The railroad lines, the street pattern,
and several very large buildings block off the connecting streets.

Significant visual features include the Minneapolis skyline, distinctive bridges, mill district
historic buildings, the falls, the stone arch bridge, the riverfront parkland, and the upper lock
and dam.

The Gorge to St. Paul - This section is a unique mix of natural and urban scenery and the hub
of commercial river activity. The gorge is a very scenic natural area with almost continuous
open space and thick vegetation that leads into the intense industrial and downtown
development in St.Paul. The steep bluffs and thick vegetation in the gorge result in an
enclosed feeling until the river moves out into a broad floodplain with steep bluffs,
punctuated in rock cliffs near St. Paul. Land in the gorge mostly publicly owned (University
of Minnesota, city, and state), and the natural qualities of the corridor are preserved.
Development is set back far enough from the bluff line with enough vegetation to render it
almost invisible from the river outside the downtown area. Biking, walking, running, and
cross-country skiing are popular in this area due to the almost continuous open space and
trail system.

The Corps of Engineers operates lock and dam 1 (Ford Dam) in the area. The Minnesota River
enters the Mississippi in this stretch with heavy sediment loads, which adversely affect water
quality. The Fort Snelling area is not only scenic, with extensive open space, but rich in
history. Limited barge traffic and small fleeting areas can be found, increasing in size and
intensity as one moves downstream. Just before entering downtown St. Paul, extensive
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dustrial development appears, much of it abandoned. Railroads, roads, and steep bluffs cut
: much of the city from the river, although there are plans to move many of the barriers.
the right-descending shore there is extensive open space, with Lilydale and Harriet Island
and dominating the landscape, and there are some adjacent commercial recreation
ortunities. On the right-descending side of the river the bluffs and cliffs offer a scenic
drop for the river, and development on the top of the bluff is mostly unobtrusive.

downtown skyline on the left-descending side of the river is particularly dramatic, but
rians are physically isolated from the river by roads, parking structures, and the bluff.
veral large buildings, the most notable of which is the West Publishing Company, block the
ver view from downtown areas. However, because the St. Paul riverfront has not yet been
loped, increased visual and actual connections to the river may still be possible. Several
visually connect the river to the city. Outside of downtown, the blufftop contains
ttractive parks that serve surrounding neighborhoods. Connections to the river are
y difficult but offer stunning views.

t visual features include the wooded bluffs, islands, Fort Snelling, barges, the St.
ine, wildlife, distinctive bridges, large natural areas, and broad panoramic floodplain

Paul (from Mounds Park downstream) - The river valley becomes broader downstream
town St. Paul, with extensive industrial development, some of which is not visible
vegetation, and some of which is highly visible due to a lack of any shoreline
ation. Significant developments include Holman Field and the Metropolitan Waste

nt Plant, which treats 85% of the area’s waste. This area is the hub of commercial
with terminals, fleeting areas, and service areas. Pig’s Eye Lake is in this stretch,
fewater treatment plant, barge fleeting areas, and wildlife habitat. It provides
roosting habitat for many birds, including eagles, and has a significant heron

channels begin in this area, and floodplain forest habitat is found on many
mounds provide evidence of prehistoric settlement. The skyline of St. Paul
nates the view. Below South St. Paul the area becomes much more natural looking,
ed bluffs visible in the distance.

\ contains large amounts of open space and vacant land, with sensitive natural
aters provide habitat for mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles. The
> backwater is an example. The 4,100-acre Gores Wildlife Management Area
backwater area below Hastings. There are several huge industrial complexes
e of which are visible while others are screened by vegetation or topography
Large homes can be seen along the bluffs in this area.

d is significant because of its large natural areas, prehistoric resources, and

ction operations. The historic city of Hastings, with its trail and open space

1, is on the right-descending bank. Downstream is the city of Prescott at

e St. Croix. Several marinas serve both rivers in this location. Downstream

.wooded bluffs are up to 390 feet high and appear mostly undeveloped.
ant recreational activity.
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Significant visual features include downtown Hastings, open space, bluffs, Spring Lake, Grey
Cloud Island, agricultural land, distant views, the lock and dam, and the mouth of the St.
Croix.

Planning to maintain the most significant visual features and encourage visually appealing
development is the most realistic approach in a largely developed area. This analysis has
identified significant visual features: the river itself, barge operations, wooded bluffs,
floodplain forest, vegetated shoreline, wetlands, wildlife, the three downtowns that front on
the river, and the many historic structures in the Twin Cities area, particularly the exciting
array of resources in the St. Anthony Falls area. The plan uses these important visual features
to provide a framework for land use, resource protection, and visitor use.

Constraints and Opportunities. After over 140 years of human use and development, the
Mississippi corridor appears remarkably natural from the river. The opportunity to preserve
this character at least visually is still there. It is possible for existing vacant land to appear
open or natural even if developed. It is possible to provide a continuous public open space
corridor along much of the river in the long term, building upon the excellent system already
in place in many areas. Vegetation could be preserved, providing habitat and visual relief.
There are still opportunities for downtown riverfronts to be further revitalized, capitalizing
on the historic resources and open space potential. There is an unusual opportunity for all
levels of government to cooperate to achieve these visions and for landowners to help
promote the public benefits of the plan. Areas that are perceived as visually appealing, safe,
and well planned attract people and business to a community.

Existing Land Use and Zoning

In order to recommend policies for the MNRRA plan, existing land use and zoning rules were
inventoried and analyzed. The following maps and tables show existing land use and zoning
in the corridor, followed by a brief discussion of the implications of the existing situation.

TABLE 10: LAND USE IN THE CORRIDOR

LAND USE ACREAGE %
Single family residential 6,127 11%
Multi-family residential 407 1%
Commercial 444 1%
Industrial 4,018 7%
Public 3,030 6%
Parks and recreational 5,928 11%
Agricultural or vacant 19,096 36%
Water bodies 14,677 27%
No data 53 0%

Note: Information for this table is from the MNRRA Geographic Information System. Original data source: 1990 air photos
interpreted and digitized by the Metropolitan Council. Water bodies are greater than reported in the 1988 land cover map
(developed from satellite imagery), due to drought conditions in that year and differences in the resolution of the data sources.

The Land Use map (appendix B) and table 10 show the corridor’s existing land use. There are
several significant land use characteristics worth noting in the corridor. One is the large
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amount of park and recreation land. Another is the significant amount of vacant or
agricultural land, which totals 36% of the land in the corridor, much of which may be subject
to development, as discussed below.

TABLE 11: ZONING IN THE CORRIDOR

ZONING ACRES %
Single-family residential 15,727 29
Multi-family residential 1,458 3
Business/commercial 1,001 ’ 2
Industrial 8,601 16
Agricultural 2,783 5
Institutional /or parks and open space 4,077 8
No data (river, water bodies,etc) 20,103 37

Note: does not include all parks and open space, as some communities do not zone parks separately.

Table 11 shows zoning in the corridor. The largest zoning category is single-family residential.
Much of this acreage is undeveloped but zoned for future development. The amount of
undeveloped industrially zoned land is also significant (over 4,000 acres). Much of the vacant
land presently appears as visual open space in a rural environment. If developed without
sensitivity to the significant visual features as discussed above, the results could be
detrimental to the visual character in the corridor.

TABLE 12: LAND USE/ZONING ANALYSIS

Entire Corridor: ACRES

Total land area in MNRRA corridor (total area minus water) . 39,102

Agricultural or vacant land zoned for future development in MNRRA corridor 9,368 A i Q2

Undevelopable (wetlands and slopes 12%-+) 1,553 SR

Developable land zoned for future development in corridor 7,815

%.‘:// ( [

Riverfront Area: N ::_\ —

Total land in corridor within 300" of river . ’ . 8,455 i, : | G

Agricultural or vacant land zoned for future development within 300" of river 1,708 £ 5,

—— Undevelopable (wetlands and slopes 12%-+) within 300" of river . 800 = <%
5 Developable land zoned for future development within 300" of river 908 =
N '

&, ¢'15.5¢ The Undeveloped Land Zoned for Future Development. Table 12 s.hox‘/vs agricultural or
e vacant lands zoned for future development. This provides a good indication of the amount
€0  of land that could be developed for urban/suburban types of uses in areas that may presently
- be perceived as open space by the public. The table also shows land that should be
Yoot &2V considered undevelopable (wetlands and steep slopes). When these wetland and steep slope
eoweidind acres are subtracted, there are still over 7,800 acres of undeveloped land that could be

e developed in the corridor under current zoning, most of which is in the soutlr} end of the
e 0MAS  (orridor. Much of this is currently zoned for low-density residential use, but will be lost as
\ bA%  perceived open space if the corridor is developed under current zoning. To give some

perspective on this figure, there are currently about 8,500 acres of existing public parks and
open space in the corridor.

The Undeveloped Land Zoned for Future Development map shows areas in the corri'dor that
are not now developed but could be converted under current zoning. It shows agricultural
or vacant lands that are subject to urban/suburban development. The undeveloped land
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UPDATE to TABLE 12: LAND USE/ZONING ANALYSIS

Riverfront Area: ACRES
Orig. Modified
Total land in corridor within 300’ of river 8,455 16,355

Agricultural or vacant land zoned for future
development within 300’ of river 1,708 2,485

Undevelopable (wetlands and slopes 12%+) within
300’ of river 800 1,098

Developable land zoned for future development
within 300’ of river 908 1,387

Mgdified figures are based on 300’ zone PLUS floodplain areas
within MNRRA corridor.

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41

{ REPLY REFER TO: . . mE qQ
ESUSERLYREFERTO St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2901

D181 (MISS)

February 24, 1994

Memorandum

To: Mississippi River Coordinating Commission

From: Superintendent, Mississippi National River & Recreation Area

Re: Acreages of developable land zoned for development including state

shoreland areas beyond 300 feet

Below are acreage figures for Table 12 showing both the original land areas
within 300 feet as well as modified acreage figures which include state shoreland
areas within the MNRRA corridor which are beyond 300 feet (floodplain areas).

UPDATE to TABLE 12: LAND USE/ZONING ANALYSIS

Riverfront Area: . ACRES
Orig. Modified
Total land in corridor within 300’ of river 8,455 16,355

Agricultural or vacant land zoned for future
development within 300’ of river 1,708 2,485

Undevelopable (wetlands and slopes 12%+) within
300’ of river 800 1,098

Developable land zoned for future development
within 300’ of river 908 1,387

Modified figures are based on 300’ zone PLUS floodplain areas within MNRRA
corridor.

J
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zoned for development that is not excluded for sensitive area status is considered developable
for purposes of this analysis. Floodplains were not excluded from these areas because under
existing federal floodplain management regulations and typical local ordinances, most
floodplain areas can be developed if certain stipulations are followed (such as elevating

buildings above the 100-year floodplain). If they were excluded there would be about 6,000
acres that would still fall in this category.

Relatively little undeveloped (but zoned for development) land is in the 300-foot riverfront
area, which is subject to locational policies discussed in the plan. There are about 8,500 total
acres of land within 300 feet of the river along the entire 72 miles of the corridor. This is
about 22% of the total land area (based on 1990 aerial photos). When the existing 100-foot
state critical area shoreland building setback is subtracted from this area, only about 5,500
acres remains, or about 14% of the corridor that would be subject to the riverfront policy. Of
the 8,500 acres within 300 feet, only about 1,700 acres are undeveloped land zoned for future
development. Of that, only 908 acres are developable lands currently zoned for future
development and only about 600 acres of that could be built on under the existing 100-foot
state setback requirement. About 800 acres of the undeveloped lands zoned for future
development within 300 feet of the river are in wetlands or slopes greater than 12%. In
addition, much of the riverfront area is in the 100-year floodplain and therefore even the 908
acres would be subject to greater development constraints under existing federal, state, and
local floodplain regulations than other lands in the corridor outside the 300-foot area. It is
recognized that some lands currently zoned for agriculture or other nonurban use will
eventually be zoned for more intensive use, and the 908-acre figure would increase somewhat.

TABLE 13: MNRRA ACREAGE FIGURES ACCORDING TO COUNTY

NPS-Owned Other Private Water Total
County Land Public Land Bodies MNRRA
(acres) Land (acres) (acres) Land and
(acres) Water
(acres)
Anoka 8 661 2296 960 3925
Dakota 16 1990 13282 6071 21359
Hennepin 2 2113 3972 1914 8000
Ramsey 18 3561 3746 2088 9412
Washington 0 125 7313 3642 11079
Total 43 8450 30608 14674 53776

Source: NPS GIS database (note: totals may not add up due to rounding).
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Comprehensive Management Plan covers
a large and dynamic urban area. The plan includes only one proposal for direct NPS land
acquisition and interpretive facility development. Other parts of the plan are heavily
dependent on coordination and partnerships for implementation. Few of the specific elements
of future land use in the corridor are known at this time. The legislation encourages the
coordination of activities and provides a management framework to guide development in
the corridor. The proposal and alternatives identify broad management guidelines and
policies, and except for interpretive centers they contain no site-specific proposals. In many
cases the plan relies on enforcement of regulations already in place and incremental change
would relate to improvements in enforcement, coordination, and cooperation. Environmental
consequences are extremely difficult to quantify because few tangible elements are known.
This requires that, except for the Harriet Island interpretive center, the environmental
consequences be developed at a more general, subjective level of analysis than an individual
project would normally involve. The Harriet Island interpretive center is well enough
understood to facilitate environmental decision making.

This impacts analysis presents an overview of potential impacts relating to the proposed
concept under each alternative. More detailed environmental assessments would be written
by the implementing agency for site-specific proposals (such as grant or permit applications)
at sites other than the Harriet Island center. Other than the commitment of the Harriet Island
site for an interpretive center, there would be no known irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources in the plan.

Impacts of the proposed comprehensive management plan are presented first. The impacts
of the alternatives follow and are more succinct because the discussions stress where
environmental consequences would differ from the proposal. Table 14 summarizes the
impacts of the proposal and alternatives for the comprehensive management plan.
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T'ABI 14: St MMARY OF ENV[R( JNMENTA ONSEQUENCES: PROP( )SED PLAN AND ()lHER ALIER NATIVES

Proposed Plan

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Water
Resources

Air Quality

Soil and
Vegetation

Wildlife

Threatened and
Endangered
Species

Cultural
Resources

Economic
Environment

Commercial
Navigation

Recreational
Use

Cumulative
Effects

Reduced water pollution

Improved air quality

Increased revegetation of
river banks with native
species; encouraging erosion
prevention measures would
retain soils

Increased protection of
dwindling wildlife habitat in
corridor

Increased protection for
threatened and endangered
species

Increased adaptive reuse of
cultural resources

Minimal impacts; some lost
opportunities due to open
space acquisition and land
use controls

Minimal effect

Increased recreational

opportunities, both passive
and active

Beneficial effects

No effect

Continued intermittent
exceedances of some
pollutants

Continued clearing of banks
In some areas and
associated erosion;
inconsistent steep slope and
bluff line protection with
associated vegetation and
soil loss

Continued loss of wildlife
habitat to development

No effect

Continued deterioration of
some cultural resources

No effect

No effect

No effect

No beneficial effect

Greater pollution reduction

Greater pollution reduction

Greater revegetation of river
banks; increased use of
.erosion control measures,
implementation of
monitoring system

Greater protection for
wildlife habitat areas

Greater protection for
threatened and endangered
species/habitat in corridor

Increased protection of
cultural resources

Greater adverse effects

Restricted expansion of
barge fleeting areas

Limited increase of
recreation use, primarily
passive

Beneficial effects

Minimal effect

Minimal effect

Some loss of vegetation due
to increased development

Possible loss of habitat to
encouraged development

Minimal effect

Increased adaptive reuse of
cultural resources

Greater economic benefits

No effect; barge fleeting
areas would expand as
needed for demand

Expansion of recreation use
emphasizing active uses to
stimulate economic growth

Minimal beneficial effect
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This proposed plan would encourage the adoption of policies that would advocate land and
water uses that minimize adverse effects on the river corridor and conflicts between users
while providing for a broad spectrum of activities and managed growth. The most significant
visual resources would be protected and restored, including historic structures and
landscapes, shorelines, wetlands, steep slopes, and other sensitive resources. The river
corridor would have continuous public and private open space along the shoreline, and it
would be connected to the downtowns and neighborhoods by open space and trails. Local
governments would update their land use plans for the corridor to conform with this plan.
Additional open space and trails would be acquired and developed by local governments.
There would be minimal NPS land acquisition. The National Park Service would develop a
major interpretive center and headquarters in St. Paul, and cooperate on establishing a major
interpretive center in Minneapolis and smaller interpretive stations in Hastings and at the

Coon Rapids dam.

Impacts to Natural Resources

Geology/Mineral Resources, Physiography, Soils. Shoreline bank erosion would be reduced
due to less disturbance in the shoreline protection area, an area of about 1,300 acres within
40 feet of the river. This would also result in less sedimentation and improved habitat for
aquatic resources. The protection of up to 5,500 acres of steep slopes in the corridor that are
greater than 12% would result in reduced soil loss from erosion and increased habitat.
Increased protection of bluff lines would have a similar impact.

Development of new trails in the corridor would require some minor alteration of the
topography through minimal cutting and filling. Removal of vegetation during construction
periods could cause some temporary localized increases in erosion and sedimentation. This
problem would be minimized by avoiding construction in highly erodible areas and by using
control structures. Careful design and engineering techniques would be used in areas where
soils are poorly suited to development. Increased trail use could result in soil erosion on
unpaved trails, and there could eventually be congestion problems that could cause people
to move off developed trails and affect soil erosion on nearby areas.

The Harriet Island interpretive facility would require regrading of the 5-acre site to make it
useable for the intended purposes, but it is already disturbed by existing industrial activities
and care would be exercised during the construction process to minimize soil erosion.

There would be no adverse effects on prime or unique farmlands because they would either
be used for agriculture under guidelines prepared by the Soil Conservation Service or
otherwise protected. Proposed NPS interpretive facilities would have no affect on prime

farmland.

Vegetation. If the land management policies are adopted and enforced by local governments,
vegetation would be preserved or restored in most of the 1,300-acre shoreline protection area
and on up to 5,500 acres of slopes greater than 12% in the corridor. Additional vegetation
would be protected in the bluff setback area, but the number of acres cannot be estimated

with existing data.
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The abundance and diversity of vegetation in the corridor would increase due to the land
protection policies and design guidelines. More unique natural communities would be
protected and restored, resulting in improved habitat diversity.

The existing vegetation at the 5-acre Harriet Island interpretive center site consists mainly of
early emergent growth of marginal quality. The quality of vegetation at the site would be
improved by increasing the diversity and abundance to reflect native species of that area. The
Harriet Island interpretive facility site in St. Paul would have little affect on vegetation. Every

effort would be made to preserve the limited amount of valuable vegetation in place on this
previously developed site.

The Saint Anthony Falls inter

pretive facility would use an existing building and little if any
site disturbance would result

The use of native plant species is encouraged by the proposal, and nothing in this plan would
add to the spread of aggressive exotic plant species in the corridor.

Fish & Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species. Increased recreational use by resident
and tourist populations would cause some disturbance to wildlife. Since the primary boating
season does not coincide with either the spring or fall waterfowl migration, no significant
impacts to migrating waterfowl are predicted. This may change if seasonal recreational
boaters seeking to avoid crowds shift times of peak use away from the summer months to
the spring and fall. Any additional boating traffic would mainly increase on the already
heavily used main channel and main channel border. The shallow backwaters and side
channels where most of the wildlife habitat and sensitive species are located would be
minimally impacted. With increased boating traffic in the main channel, though, there could
be some increase in side channel and backwater traffic — boaters seeking to avoid busier areas.
Increased recreational boating has a minor potential to degrade fish and wildlife resources.

Increased boating is not expected to significantly alter the recognizable negative effects of boat
wake erosion, noise, and physical disturbances.

There would be some affects on the abundance and diversity of fish and wildlife resources
(habitat and species numbers) in the area. Further losses of these resources would be retarded
and some increases in fish and wildlife abundance and diversity could be expected if all
proposed land protection policies and design guidelines are implemented. The restored
vegetated shorelines (along the Mississippi and its tributary streams and ravines) and
additional open space would increase the amount of habitat, and wildlife would be attracted
to and move more freely between adjacent natural areas. There would be minimal impacts
to fish and wildlife in the corridor from proposed NPS facility development; some
construction activities, such as trail, interpretive center, and parking construction, would
result in a minor loss of habitat. Improved water quality would improve fish and wildlife
habitat in the river. The site for the proposed Harriet Island interpretive center is currently
used for light industrial purposes and has little value to fish and wildlife. Extensive landscape
plantings on this site by the National Park Service would improve its habitat value somewhat.

The proposal encourages the use of native plants and improvements in water quality, which

should both encourage native wildlife inhabitation. There would be no expected increase in
the spread of exotic animal species in the corridor as a result of the proposal.
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There are twelve threatened and endangered species in the corridc(;r (seﬁ table 5). Tlhelf1 r\\:;o:iﬁ
i i result of actions under the proposal.

be no impacts to any of those species as a It N e mmatis 15

d visitor use policies would have no .
management, open space, an T Sy e
i d should enhance potential habitat. Ea P
threatened and endangered species an site proposec
i i ter would be surveyed for the presence
for development of an interpretive cen i kel
i ir critical habitat before any construction would begin. ar
or endangered species or their critica . . : ! L here are
t the Harriet Island site. In the eve

no known threatened or endangered species a ' :

later determined that a federally listed species could bg affected by actions }lnder this plan,

formal consultation would be initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Floodplains and Wetlands. The proposed plan would help protect ﬂoodplains a;g wetla'?iii
in the corridor. If floodplain management policies were adopted and 1rrf1;;llen:ienlteins ); io(:: o

s, | jor i ts to the 27,000 acres of floodplains,
communities, there would be no major impac : ; i

i in the corridor. The proposed plan iden
floodplain values, from development in t an identiies e

i iti local governments to regulate develop
floodplain as a sensitive resource and encourages loc . fe development
i i iliti lace appreciable quantities o

floodplain areas. These facilities should not disp '

Lnnlt:rege (t)l(\)e }f)loodplain. Trails in the floodplain could be relocated, but that would not provide
the same experience that is available near the river.

i tive interpretive centers at Coon
sed NPS center at Harriet Island and coopera i
ggigzolggm and Hastings would not be located in ﬂoodplanl\s /o; wztlzx:ds a;du\;vg;;ctie;\c;;
i lues. The Minneapolis/St. Anthony Fa A
adversely affect floodplain or wetland va _ : senter 1
i 1d also not be in a floodplain or wetla
located in the Washburn-Crosby complex, woul ' . or wetland nor
i located in the floodplain and if that si
affect these values. The NSP Main Street plant is > ' b
i tive center, additional floodplain compli
selected for the St. Anthony Falls area interpre . PR i are s
be completed. Development of boat launching and '
procedures would need to : ' : o
i that are in the 100-year tloodp
by local and state agencies would be in areas -yea ain ational
i i in i t guidelines that boat launc
Park Service has determined in its floodplain management gui 4 ches are
i ins. The intent of these facilities is to provide access .
compatible uses of floodplains. 1 hes 5 e
i iviti i facilities must be near the water.
recreation activities. To accomplish this, the ' : e
i h Executive Order 11988, oodp
therefore excepted from compliance wit ‘ er
;flinagsrrsent 5 Thesg facilities should not displace apprec1all)le guantlttllles of W?jt:rl' c;rroeé\llgrgi
; isti f wetlands in the corri
the floodplain. None of the existing 21,500 acres o : woue
i f the proposal because it suppo g
turbed, degraded, or altered as a result o : ca '
(ciéinprli:nce wigth existing state and federal wetland protection policies and regulations.

The proposed land management policies are expected to hzvsle no long- 0:1 shgrt—;e;aeard:rﬁzzg
i i ification of floodplains or wetlands. Y
effects associated with occupancy or modi . ‘ e
i fforts with other agencies and landow
values would be enhanced by cooperative e : ndc °
i i ms and recreational activities wou
rotect floodplains and wetlands. Interpretive progra . ' '
If)urther the plﬁﬂic’s appreciation of floodplains and wetlands, which should improve attitudes

and care of the resources.

Water Quality. Additional recreation use in the corridor unld hgve minimal effetcts ﬁﬁtiﬂ;ﬁ

water quality in the river, especially when compared tﬁ existing $0}nt gndt}r::n;c;? v};gmd o

i i ici tion policies in

in the river. The beneficial effects of the water pollu Pl 1d be

i i ta Pollution Control Agency and other ag

contingent on the success of the Minneso ‘ . ml s
i ity i ir efforts to address the major pollution sou

responsible for water quality in their e : . "
i i ffecting water quality would con .

the corridor. Most nonpoint source pollutants a . : to

from sources outside It)he MNRRA corridor. The National Park Service and commission in
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coordination. with regulatory agencies might reduce outside pollution threats. Under the
proposal, point source regulatory requirements would be attained and nonpoint polluti‘on and

runoff would be reduced resulting in im i i i
: d , proved water quality, a health
improved fishing and swimming conditions. ¢ o S S e

Air Quality. A minor increase in air pollution would result from the increased motor vehicle
and boat use related to increased visitation and recreation in the area. Point and nonpoint
sources.of air pollution would continue to impact air quality. Increased visitation undgr all
alternatives would have some impact on air quality and noise. These increases would be

insignificant, especially when compared to existing air pollution sources in the metropolitan
area.

When.inte‘rpre‘tive center construction is underway, there could be a minor, short-term
rgdu'cjclon in air quahty in the immediate construction area due to fumes and dust. No
significant impacts to air quality would continue over the long term.

Sgctlon 118 of the Clean Air Act requires federal agencies to meet all federal, state, and local
air pollution control requirements. No air quality standards would be exceedéd. Th:e proposal
wou'lc% haye an insignificant effect on air quality in the MNRRA corridor. ContinuedePS
participation in reviewing federal regional air quality permits would assist in preventing

deterioration of the corridor’s air quality from pollution sources outside the MNRRA
boundary.

Nmse anc.l Vigual Quality. The proposed interpretive facilities would cause some minor
increases in noise due to anticipated increases in traffic at the sites.

Additional recreational use in the corridor would cause increases in noise; however, these

] 1 -I . . . E. . ]] ] 1 ] . . ] ] . . ]
p g

A mostly vegetated shoreline, the screening of developments from the river, and building

setbacks would protect and restore a more natural appearance and improve the visual quality
along the river.

Impacts to Cultural Resources

Nothing m this plan would contribute to the degradation or loss of cultural resources
Increased interpretation and preservation information would result in a greater awareness of
the Valge of cultural resources. This could lead to greater support for preservation of the 60
properties on the National Register of Historic Places (or determined eligible for the register)
w1thm the MNRRA boundaries. This includes three national historic landmarks, three national
register properties identified as nationally significant, and about 10 historic d,istricts.

Shoreline treatments in areas with historic districts or historic properties could be tailored to

the negds of the historic landscape and would contribute to the preservation of these
properties.
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Rehabilitation of historic properties would be effective in preservation; however, the amount
of public and private funding available is limited in comparison to the need for rehabilitation.
This is likely to result in the continued loss of some properties that are lower priority.

Land use and resource protection policies in the plan could discourage some businesses (e.g.
manufacturing) from moving into historic properties in the corridor, while other businesses
(e.g. retail and entertainment) could be attracted by such policies. While exceptions are made
for the use of historic buildings in the location policies, prospective occupants might be
deterred due to a perceived increase in government regulation in the corridor. -

At the site selected for interpretive and administrative facilities in St. Paul, there are no
known cultural resources. The area is already significantly disturbed from recent industrial
use and levee construction. The development of walkways, parking areas, buildings, and
utilities for the interpretive center could uncover unknown archeological resources, which
would demand mitigation. Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation would be undertaken following more detailed site
surveys and if any resources are uncovered during construction.

If a new building were constructed in St. Paul, it could create a different structure density in
the area, but there is no presence of historic resources at the site, nor is it located near historic
properties or known prehistoric sites. Construction of contemporary structures could alter and
impact the visual character of a yet undefined cultural landscape.

Development of an interpretive center in the St. Anthony Falls Historic District would
contribute directly to the preservation of the adaptively used structure and indirectly to other
historic buildings in the corridor through interpretation and education programs and media.

The cooperative interpretive centers would be located in existing structures and would not
adversely affect cultural resources.

Impacts to Visitor Use

Recreational use of the corridor would increase under the proposal — especially activities
such as hiking, bicycling, boating, canoeing, wildlife viewing, photography, and educational
field trips. It is expected that this increase would be comprised mostly of regional residents,
but it also would include additional tourist populations. Much use would involve
unstructured public visitation; there would also be a significant increase in structured
educational activities such as school field trips. Previously underrepresented groups such as
minorities or inner-city residents would benefit from targeted outreach programs.

In addition to increased educational activities, there would be an improved quality of services.
This would be due to enhanced coordination of interpretive services (minimizing duplication
and supplementing deficiencies), the addition of interpretive facilities and enhancement of
existing ones, the design and installation of interpretive media, and the offering of personal
services such as interpretive talks, guided hikes, and water ecology programs.

Along with increased interpretive activities and facilities would come increased awareness

and concern for environmental protection. The regional public would become better informed
of issues affecting the corridor and better able to participate in developing optimum solutions.
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Increased personal accountability should result in reduced levels of vandalism and other
destructive behavior, and increased citizen monitoring of environmental and social conditions.

Increased use would cause impacts to recreational resources. Large increases in numbers of
boats and canoes could detract from scenic values for some viewers (a small increase would
probably have few impacts to scenic values). Increased trail use could cause crowding on
unpaved trails, particularly in the Minneapolis gorge.

An increase in demand for commercial services and products would follow. Recreational
users need food, lodging, equipment, training, orientation, and group associations. Part of
these needs would be filled by governmental units (the National Park Service and other
agencies would improve orientation services and offer expanded environmental education

programs), and a significant portion (such as equipment rentals, boat rides, food, and lodging)
would be provided by the private sector.

Impacts to Economic Environment

This section concentrates on a series of economic issues raised during the scoping process for
this document regarding the potential effects of the plan on corridor business activities. While
it covers all aspects of the proposal, it concentrates on proposed land use, resource protection,
and land acquisition policies, which were identified as major concerns during scoping efforts
for the document. The conclusions were based in part on a report prepared by the University

of Minnesota on the impacts of the proposal and alternatives (Miller 1992) and on other data
and literature on the subject.

Costs of Complying with Land Use and Environmental Protection Policies (Existing or
Proposed). Additional costs of compliance might affect businesses in the corridor. Additional
resource protection would be achieved through enforcement of existing legislation, new
regulations, and design guidelines. Businesses already must plan for compliance with existing
regulations although inconsistent enforcement may have allowed some businesses to avoid
the costs of these regulations. To the extent that new regulations or more consistent
enforcement results, some firms and/or governmental units might incur additional costs or
choose to locate elsewhere. Just the perception that there are additional regulations could
deter some firms from locating or expanding in the corridor. A major area of concern has
been the stipulation that the riverfront area (about 8,500 acres within 300 feet of the shore)
be reserved for river-related or river-enhancing uses. This stipulation would increase the
current 100-foot setback (state critical area rule) to 300 feet for some new buildings, such as
general manufacturing and warehousing structures. Some businesses considering a corridor
location might choose not to incur the extra costs of complying with this setback requirement
and could locate or expand elsewhere — in or outside the metropolitan area. The total cost
and relocation impact is difficult to predict, because it would depend on the cooperation
received by local governments in adopting and enforcing proposed (and existing) policies.
Also, the decisions of businesses are made based on many factors, only one of which is
compliance with land use and environmental policies.

The proposed 300-foot riverfront policy would affect a relatively small area of undeveloped
(agricultural or vacant) land currently zoned for future development. Using 1990 data entered
into the NPS GIS database, of the 8,500 acres in the riverfront zone there are about 1,700 acres
in the corridor that fit into this category. Of this, only about 900 acres are not in wetlands or
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Change in Land Valyes due to Amenity
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tractions are environments or activities that are used by local residents and individuals who
have come to the region for other reasons (including a desire to see other attractors).

It is more likely that the resources and activities associated with the MNRRA corridor would
serve as attractions rather than attractors. Thus, the MNRRA would primarily serve to
redistribute tourism revenues in the Twin Cities area, and there would be a minimal increase
in the amount of new tourism revenues in the region. However, new attractions in the Twin
Cities area would encourage longer visits by tourists, which could increase the money spent
during their stay. The total amount of additional tourist traffic in the area as aresult of this

plan cannot be predicted at this time.

Facility Maintenance and Construction Benefits for Local Communities. Facility
maintenance and construction expenditures might increase slightly in local communities. The
amount of such expenditures would depend on the type and number of facilities built. The
National Park Service would construct an interpretive center and headquarters facility at a
cost of about $8.4 million and cooperatively develop another interpretive facility at a cost of
about $2.3 million. If local communities were to build park facilities, construction would
temporarily contribute to the economics of the area. The total amount of construction impact
cannot be estimated at this time. While construction contracts could be substantial, they
would probably be relatively small in comparison to other construction activities in the

metropolitan area.

Positive Impacts of Improved Quality of Life in Attracting and Retaining Businesses.
Preserving and enhancing the environmental and recreational value of natural and cultural
resources contributes to quality of life in the Twin Cities area. The importance of quality of
life in an area is cited as a major factor in business location decisions. The proposal would
enhance quality of life in the Twin Cities area, and therefore can be expected to have a
positive economic impact without substantially reducing the opportunity for economic

activity.

Preservation of Economic Resources. The proposed comprehensive plan has a basic concept,
which is rooted in the MNRRA legislation, to preserve existing economic resources in the
corridor. Existing businesses and industries would be minimally affected by the proposal
because the land use and land acquisition policies are aimed primarily at new development
and at mostly undeveloped land. The river-related land use policy would help protect a very
limited resource — about 150 acres of undeveloped riverfront property zoned for commercial
and industrial use — for those businesses and industries that most need access to the river,
such as barge terminals, marinas, etc. In that sense it would protect a rare resource from uses
that could be located elsewhere in the corridor or metropolitan area. Existing businesses in
the MNRRA corridor would be minimally affected by regulations that would deprive an
owner, temporarily or permanently, of essentially all use and enjoyment of the land. New
land use restrictions would permit alternative uses of the land and would allow useful

development within reasonable business expectations.

Cumulative Effects

In analyzing cumulative effects, other agency plans for the corridor were reviewed for
consistency. No major conflicts with the proposal were identified. There are no anticipated
major adverse cumulative impacts when this proposal is assessed as an addition to other
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proposals for the corridor. The cumulative adverse effects on corridor resources that result
from many individual projects being developed over time would be minimized. The National
Park Service would continue to expand and improve its monitoring program to consider
cumulative impacts. There would be a positive cumulative im
management — the combination over time of funds,

Cooperative management should reduce the extent and ma
in the long term.

pact from cooperative
staff, and operations/services.
gnitude of resource use conflicts

The only foreseeable irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources would be for the
construction of the St. Paul visitor center on Harriet Island. The resources affected would be
in a disturbed environment adjacent to areas used for warehousing and light industry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)

Under this alternative there would be no comprehensive management plan for the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area. Implementation of other plans and programs would
occur and growth and development would continue in the corridor; change would take place
without oversight from the National Park Service or the commission. It is possible under this
alternative that there would be insufficient justification for continued NPS involvement, and
Congress could choose to deauthorize the area and remove it from the national park system.

Impacts to Natural Resources

Geology/Mineral Resources, Physiography, Soils. Impacts of development on soils would
continue under current state and local authorities without a coordinated management
program. There would be no additional efforts resulting from a comprehensive plan for
MNRRA. Shoreline bank erosion would continue, resulting in greater sedimentation and
degraded habitat for aquatic resources. Development on steep slopes and bluff lines would
continue, which is regulated to varying degrees in different communities and results in

greater soil loss from erosion and reduction and degradation of habitat. The actual amount
of impact can not be estimated at this time.

Any development on prime and unique farmlands would result in the irretrievable loss of
these lands.

Vegetation. Vegetation in the corridor would continue to be affected under current state and
local programs, which vary in their degree of protection for corridor lands. There would be

no coordinated effort for a revegetation program in the corridor, and existing revegetation
programs would continue in their present format.

Fish and Wildlife. Lack of a coordinated approach to increasing recreational use of the river
corridor has the potential for overall increased pressure on plants and animals and their
habitats. As use of the main river channel increases, there would be some additional
disturbance of vegetation and wildlife on the shoreline. Fish, mussels, and other wildlife
living in the river would continue to be negatively impacted by siltation from accelerated
bank erosion and resuspension of bottom sediments, both of which are caused by recreational
use of the shore and increased boat wakes. General recreation impacts to fish and wildlife
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Impacts to Cultural Resources

f}:agmented preservatiqn efforts would continue with a greater likelihood than the proposal
at only a few properties would be maintained while others were lost. d
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Impacts to Visitor Use

Recreatlor.lal use of the gorridor would increase somewhat, primarily due to population
}nireases in the metropoh.tan region and the continuing activities of existing state and local
interpretation and recreation programs. This increase could be reflected both in resident and
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Impacts to the Economic Environment
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& o s ourism would be expected beyond that drawn by a notation on the NPS
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The no-action alternative would place no additional restrictions on the location or expansion
of existing economic activities. Inconsistent enforcement would benefit those businesses that

choose not to comply with existing restrictions.

With no additional protected open space (beyond existing local plans) there would be no
additional enhancement to land values related to open space protection.

No additional facilities would be built and there would be no infusion of additional
construction or maintenance money due to the corridor.

Limited riverfront property would not be preserved for uses that need the land most, such
as barge terminals and marinas.

Cumulative Effects

Because the corridor would not have a comprehensive plan, coordination would be more
difficult and adverse cumulative impacts would be more likely.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B

Impacts to Natural Resources

Under alternative B the National Park Service would take a more direct role in the
management and protection of most publicly owned park resources. There would be
additional beneficial effects on natural resources from greater single-agency management
versus the proposal’s multiagency management approach. To fully achieve NPS management
objectives under this alternative, virtually all interests in open space land need to be in public
ownership and transfers of public lands in the corridor to the National Park Service would
be maximized. There would be a concomitant need to increase staff and funding levels to
accommodate a more ambitious natural resource management program.

An active land acquisition program would increase protection of threatened resources, views,
and sites, benefiting fish and wildlife and their habitat.

Stricter enforcement of development criteria, control of water use activities, and limited visitor
recreational activities would provide added protection to natural resources, potentially
resulting in further increases in the abundance and diversity of fish and wildlife.

The 300-foot riverfront protection zone, consisting of about 8,500 acres, would have a greater
positive effect on wildlife habitat, a pollution buffering effect of wetlands, a continuous trail
network adjacent to the river, and a restored shoreline area.

Geology/Mineral Resources, Physiography, Soils. Shoreline bank erosion would be reduced
to a greater degree than in the other alternatives. There would be less disturbance in the
approximately 1,300-acre shoreline protection area as a result of the more aggressive shoreline
protection and revegetation program. There would be reduced sediment loads and improved
aquatic habitat. The increased protection of up to 5,500 acres of steep slopes and more
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restrictive protection for bluff lines would result in reduced soil loss from erosion and
increase habitat value as compared to the other alternatives.

Vegetation. An extensive vegetation restoration
a nearly natural shoreline along the approximat

greater efforts would be made to provide vegetation in the 300-foot wide riverfront zone.

Attempts would be made to restore locally extinct and extirpated species that in turn would
increase biological diversity in the corridor.

program would be implemented to establish
ely 275 miles of shoreline in the corridor, and

Fish and Wildlife,
would be analyzed
the quality of habi
programs would be
One attainable goal
suspended toxins in
extensively inventorie
Resources and the Fis
corridor. Access to cri
wildlife habitat.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The habitat for fish and wildlife
and monitored more rigorously than in the other alternatives to determine
tat in the corridor. Once habitat quality is determined, more intensive
developed to ensure maintenance of habitat at the highest attainable level.
would be removal of all fish consumption advisories by reduction of
sediment loads. Threatened and endangered species would be more
d and closely monitored in cooperation with the Department of Natural
h and Wildlife Service to determine the extent of critical habitat in the
tical habitat areas would be limited, which would preserve the areas for

Water Quality. The stricter pollution prevention measures under this alternative would result
in greater attainment of improved water quality and fishable and swimmable waters. Efforts

would also be undertaken to maintain a more consistent water quality standard at all points
in the corridor.

Floodplains and Wetlands. This alternati
27,000 acres of floodplains and 21,500
development of boat-launching and takeout
that are in the 100-year floodplain. The
of this type are compatible uses of flo
access to certain recreational activities
to the water. These actions are exce

ve would strongly discourage alterations of the
acres of wetlands in the corridor; however,
facilities might be at least partially sited in areas
National Park Service has determined that activities
odplains. The intent of these facilities is to provide
that cannot be accomplished without their proximity

pted from compliance with Executive Order 11988,
"Floodplain Management." These facilities should not displace appreciable quantities of water

or enlarge the floodplain. Trails in the floodplain could be located elsewhere, but that would
not provide the same experience that is available near the river.

All wetlands in the corridor would be more 1
wetland protection emphasis in this alterna
be restored to the greatest extent possible,
all the alternatives. The extent of wetlan

quantified at this time. Additional wetland protection would assist in improving water quality
by providing a greater natural filtration system of water before it enters the river’s mainstem.

ikely to be preserved under the more aggressive
tive. Areas that were historical wetlands would
resulting in the greatest level of wetland area of
d protection under this alternative can not be

Air Quality, Noise and Visual Quality. The impacts to air quality would be similar to the
proposal. There would be some increased effort to maintain and improve air quality under

this alternative beyond those in the proposal, but improvements in air quality can not be
quantified in this document.
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Impacts to Visitor Use
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Resource impacts would increase with increased use and decrease with increased
stewardship; there could be a balance between these influences. Increases in demand for
commercial recreation services and products would also increase.

The increased priority for resource protection would reduce some opportunities for active
recreation, particularly those requiring developments such as trails, marinas, etc. On the other

hand, the greater effort to acquire open space would encourage more purely resource-based
activities such as hiking and birding.

Under this alternative, the National Park Service would operate the four interpretive centers
and may not be able to assist associated facilities with interpretive media to the same degree
as in the proposal. This would potentially restrict the effectiveness of partnerships in
coordinating and delivering quality interpretation and recreation services in the corridor.

Impacts to the Economic Environment

The impacts of alternative B to the regional economy are generally the same as the proposal
with some increases as explained below.

There would be a minimal amount of land acquisition by the National Park Service or local
governmental bodies in order to prevent other economic uses of land in the corridor. The
resource preservation emphasis in this alternative is somewhat more likely than the proposal
to encourage set-asides and restrictions on the location or expansion of existing economic
activities and would place a greater emphasis on relocating existing inconsistent uses outside
the riverfront area. From a corridorwide perspective, there is considerable land available for
expansion of economic activities. However, from the perspective of individual municipalities,
which often must compete with other governmental jurisdictions for economic development,
loss of local expansion opportunities could theoretically have an impact on the tax base. With
the implementation of a 8,500-acre 300-foot-wide zone adjacent to the river, all undeveloped
land in the zone would be available only for development that requires a riverfront location.
This would restrict economic activities more than the proposal or the other alternatives,
although much of the corridor would still be available for other activities. Increased protection
of all wetlands and floodplains in this alternative would diminish development opportunities

somewhat. The actual amount of impact on business in the corridor cannot be predicted at
this time.

Under this alternative, more land would be removed from the tax roles for open space than
in the proposal; however, some of this loss would be offset by payments in lieu of taxes due
to the increased NPS land ownership in the corridor. The overall impact on the local tax base
can not be predicted, but as in the proposal, it would be relatively minor when compared to
the tax base in the metropolitan area. Small communities would be more affected than large
cities, with the greatest impacts being felt by townships in the lower river where the potential
for increasing the property tax base is very limited.

The expansion of barge fleeting would be limited to existing fleeting areas under this
alternative, potentially adding to the cost of shipping grain and other commodities to and
from the Twin Cities area. Growth that would result in such pressure was not forecast until
the mid to late 1990s, but with slow recovery in commodity shipments, it is uncertain when,
if ever, real limits would be placed on fleeting. Commercial navigation would continue as an
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important economic activity in the MNRRA corridor, without suffering greatly 'frorg
additional costs or regulation. Far greater impacts can be 'expected from continue
competition with other transportation modes, espemally rail, .and from changes in
international market conditions, which affect bulk shipments of grains.

Cumulative Effects

As in the proposal, cumulative impacts would be minimized, apd there may be more
beneficial effects than in the proposal because a greater emphasis would be placed on
resource protection in alternative B.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Impacts to Natural Resources

Under alternative C the National Park Service would play a redu(?ed. role in the management
of the corridor, so natural resource protection might be a lower priority than qther com}igtlrl;g
(economic) resources. Resource protection, including. pollution prevention, cviv;)fu " te
encouraged by as yet undefined incentives and economic opportunities, so it is difficu t'oﬁ
predict specific impacts to natural resources. Economic factors dr1v1pg resource pr(eiser\ia i .
would result in more disjunct resource preservation programs, which would be develope
on a more site-specific or community-specific basis.

The most probable effects of this alternative would be less undisturbed‘land, less habitat
preservation, and less consistent protection of riverfronts, shorelines, blgff l'mes or slopes. The
full impact on these important resources is difficult to determine at this time.

Geology/Mineral Resources, Physiography, and Soils. More land in the I\I/INRRtA C(;grn;lr?;
would be developed for economic activities than under Fhe proposal or alternative B, <
there would be an increased potential for impacts to 501.15. I.ncrease'd develqpmgnt wou

require measures to minimize soil erosion and sedimentation in the river and its tributaries.

Any development on prime and unique farmlands would result in the irretrievable loss of
these lands.

Fish and Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species'. Growth in cqmmermal, 1ndustr1ali
and/or recreational activity could affect sensitive specie§ in two ways. First, resources lot(?at-e
at or near the proposed development might be directly 1mpac'ted by any s.ubsequent ac 1V1ty;
such as construction. Second, the additional related traffic on the river cc?u}d 1mpa1cd
threatened and endangered species and their habitat. Increasec:.I boatlr}g actugty }\:vog 1
magnify the recognizable negative effects of boat wake erosion, noise, lan ltp yst1‘cae
disturbances. The impacts to these resources would be greater thap thg proposal or a Frr;\a 1Vd
B, but the difference would probably be minor relative to existing impacts to the fish an
wildlife resources in the river corridor.

Floodplains and Wetlands. Under this alternative the impacts to floodplains and wetlands

would be similar to the proposal, but with the reduced emphasis on resource protection, thecrle
might be some additional impacts to floodplains and wetlands, and fewer acres of wetlands
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would be restored. The actual amount of impact cannot be estimated, but would probably be
relatively minor due to the existing local, state, and federal programs to protect these

resources, especially wetlands, which are a very high priority for protection under existing
regulations.

Water Quality. Some additional adverse effects on water resources could result from greater
development and resource-use activities in this alternative, including runoff from
impermeable surfaces and chemical runoff from fertilizers. Adverse impacts could be

mitigated by better construction techniques and farming practices. Water quality could be
affected by runoff from increased mining in the recreation area.

Recreational boating activities would continue to have a minor impact on water quality, cause
minor increases in erosion along shorelines, resuspend some sediments, degrade wildlife and
fisheries habitat somewhat, and have other minor impacts to the riverine environment,
especially when compared to other activities in the river corridor.

Air Quality, Noise, and Visual Quality. In a manner similar to the no-action alternative,
increased levels of commercial, industrial, and recreational activities would adversely affect
air quality in the corridor. Noise levels along the corridor would remain high and could
increase. The amount of increased impact cannot be estimated at this time. However, these
impacts would probably not be major, especially when compared to existing levels air
pollution, noise, and visual intrusions in the metropolitan area.

Impacts to Cultural Resources

As in the proposal, increased interpretation and preservation information could result in the
saving of resources that are currently being lost.

Flexibility in shoreline treatment based on economic emphasis in areas with historic districts

or historic properties would result in less preservation of these properties than in the proposal
or alternative B.

Rehabilitation of historic properties would effectively preserve them; however, the limited
amount of funding available in comparison to the need for rehabilitation could result in the
loss of some properties that are on the lower end of priority lists. This loss would be greater
than in the proposal or alternative B.

Policies resulting from the plan’s implementation could discourage some businesses (i.e.
manufacturing) from using historic properties in the corridor, but this would be less than in

the proposal or alternative B. Other businesses (e.g., service) would be attracted by such
policies.

The change in the historic use of properties could impact interpretation as well as result in
the gradual degradation of historic properties as new uses supersede historic ones.

In the site or sites selected for interpretive and administrative facilities, the construction of
walkways, parking areas, and buildings could disturb unknown archeological resources. A
more complete analysis of impacts would be made upon completion of a site-specific
archeological survey. This would be the same as in the proposal and alternative B.
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If a new building is constructed in a historic area, it would add to the structural density of
the area. Construction of contemporary structures could alter and impact the visual chgractgr
of the cultural landscape. It is more likely that resource degradation would take place in this
alternative due to the reduced emphasis on resource protection.

Impacts to Visitor Use

Recreational use of the corridor would increase under this alternative and could be greater
than under the proposal or alternative B. There would be more extensive opportunities for
commercial recreational development and greater levels of public recreational .develo.pment
and use depending on the levels of funding provided for local recreation facility projects.

In the absence of new programs and facilities, awareness of and concern for environmeptal
protection would increase only if environmental problems became worse. Levels of vandalism
and depreciative behavior would probably stay about the same.

Increased economic activity with fewer guidelines would cause impacts to recreational
resources. Recreational activity could cause increased crowding and visual impacts.

There would be some increased demand for commercial services and products. Services such
as equipment rentals, boat rides, food, and lodging would be provided by the private sector.

Impacts to the Economic Environment

The impacts of alternative C to the regional economy are generally similar to the proposal,
such as increased tourism due to corridor resource preservation and enhancement. ThEI:e
would be increases in land values proximal to protected open space (although‘less lanc:! is
expected to be acquired for open space under this alternative). Thg emphasis on active
recreation and tourism promotion could increase visitation to the corridor by peopl'e outside
the local economy, which would create greater economic gains to the metrop'ohtan area.
Tourism increases (and thus economic input) could be greater under this alternative tha}n the
proposal, resulting in higher levels of economic income than under any other alternative.

As compared to the proposal, which allows only river-related and enhancing development
for new uses in the 8,500-acre riverfront zone (within 300-feet of the river), there wogld be
less impact to business in the corridor. No additional restrictions would be applied in Fhe
riverfront area, and the broadest range of developments could occur, similar to the no-action
alternative A. The adverse economic impacts in this alternative would be less than the
proposal and alternative B, which is even more restrictive in the riverfront. area. However,
none of the alternatives would cause major adverse impacts to the metropolitan economy. In
alternative C scarce riverfront property zoned for commercial and ipdustrial uses .V\.’Ol,lld
occupy sites that should be preserved for river-related uses, diminishing tbe avallabxht.y of
an economic resource for businesses that need it most, such as barge terminals or marinas.
Currently there are only about 150 acres of undeveloped land zoned for industrial use within
300 feet of the river in the MNRRA corridor.

Inconsistent businesses could be replaced subject to the same circumstances as the prqposal.
However, there would be no restrictions on the kinds of economic activities considered
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c'ons.istent with a riverfront location in the MNRRA corridor. This, combined with the
likelihood of less land protected in open space, would result in a greater opportunity for

business expansion. However, any expansion in the corridor would be influenced far more
by market conditions than by the MNRRA plan.

With fewer enV'ironmental restrictions and more liberal land use requirements, there should
be fewer costs imposed upon some businesses than in the proposal or alternative B. These

costs cannot ‘be estimated at this time but would be relatively minor compared to existing
costs for business location decisions.

Greater coqsideration would be given to the need for expanded barge fleeting space if such
need arose in t}.\e future. Therefore, this alternative would have less potential adverse impacts
to the towing industry than the proposal or alternative B. However, the future growth in

fleeting needs is uncertain at this time, and existing areas may be sufficient to handle growth
in the next 10-15 years.

Cumulative Effects

Cumula'tive impacts would be greater than in the proposal or in alternative B because in this
alternative cumulative impacts would be less of a concern to managing agencies. They would
be le:‘ss than in alternative A (no action) because there would be a comprehensive plan for the
corridor and a more extensive tracking program for impacts to the corridor than at present.

178

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

This draft comprehensive management plan is the product of an extensive public involvement
effort undertaken by the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park
Service. The 22-member commission includes representatives from several federal, state, and
local agencies, and the general public of the area. The commission held more than 10 public
meetings during the last three years, and members of public were provided with
opportunities to speak at each one. Many people spoke. In addition, National Park Service
personnel worked extensively with other interested parties through informal meetings and
telephone contacts.

Work groups and subset focus groups were formed early in the process to assist the
commission and National Park Service planning team in developing vision statements,
gathering data, and reviewing preliminary alternatives. About 180 people from state and local
agencies, businesses, and organizations participated in these groups. See appendix D for a list
of agencies and organizations that participated in work groups. ‘

As a result of these meetings, draft purpose and vision statements were issued for public
review in a project newsletter in October 1991. A postage-free response form was included
in the newsletter to facilitate public response. The vision statements contained in this
document received strong public support. They are a result of that input and subsequent
comments on later newsletters. The results of these and other newsletter response forms are
contained in summary reports on file at park headquarters.

Conceptual alternatives grounded in these visions were developed for public review based
partially on input received. They were issued for public review in a second newsletter
published in March 1992. A postage-free response form was also included in that newsletter
to facilitate public feedback. A special round of meetings was held with local government
representatives from communities in the corridor during that period. The resource protection
alternative and the alternative emphasizing a wide range of uses and activities in the corridor
were almost equally supported. There was little enthusiasm for the alternative emphasizing
economic development. Among the management options there was a clear preference for the
alternative that emphasized equal responsibility among the partners. One of the most distinct
preferences was for strengthened pollution control. Another was a clear preference for a
variety of visitor activities and access.

The University of Minnesota conducted a resident survey of attitudes about the river in 1992
that was used to help prepare the proposed plan.

A "notice of intent" to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) was published in the
Federal Register on July 14, 1992, and public input was solicited on EIS issues throughout the
remainder of the year.

A preliminary proposed action was developed and issued for public review in a third
newsletter published in September 1992. Again a response form was provided. A series of
three public open house meetings was held to further define issues and alternatives in this
draft plan/EIS.
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NPS personnel and commission members have also held numerous additional meetings, one-
on-one consultations, and telephone discussions with corridor communities, agencies,
businesses, environmental groups, other interested organizations and individuals to seek
advice, coordinate efforts, and help prepare this document. This extensive program to work
with others in the area will continue through the planning process and after plan approval.

The commission and the National Park Service are sincerely grateful to everyone who
contributed to make this a better plan.

LEGAL COMPLIANCE STATUS
National Environmental Policy Act

This draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) was prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations and guidelines. As stated above,
a notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement was published in the Federal
Register in July 1992. A Federal Register notice will be published announcing the availability
of this document, and public meetings will be held during the public comment period.
Following public review of this draft, the National Park Service will work with the

commission to address comments and develop a final environmental impact statement and
a record of decision.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act

Because the corridor includes species listed on the federal endangered and threatened species
list, the National Park Service has been informally consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Lists of species were obtained from the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources. Species locations were entered in the GIS data base.
Policies were developed to protect species and data were used in the analysis of alternative
interpretive facility sites. The Fish and Wildlife Service regional director sits on the
commission and all project documents were reviewed by his staff. This draft is intended to
further facilitate informal consultation under section 7. If it is later determined that actions
under this plan could have significant adverse effects on a federally listed species, formal
consultation would be initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

E.O. 11988 Floodplains and E.O. 11990 Wetlands Compliance

The MNRRA corridor includes extensive areas of floodplains and wetlands, and NPS activities
are subject to executive orders protecting these areas. Available data were obtained from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, and floodplain boundaries were entered in the GIS
data base. Wetland information was collected from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and also
entered into the GIS data base. The proposed NPS visitor center at Harriet Island would be
outside the 100- and 500-year floodplains and the site is not classified as wetlands. No other
construction is proposed by the National Park Service that might adversely affect floodplain
or wetland values. Policies were developed to protect floodplains and wetlands and the data
were used in the analysis of alternative interpretive facility sites.
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Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

The National Park Service has a basic responsibility to seek preservation and protection for
significant cultural resources within the boundaries of units of the national park system. The
National Park Service also supports the secretary of the interior’s guidelines as they relafe to
adaptation of historic resources. Because the corridor includes buildings and di.StI'lCtS. listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, the National Park Service is consulting Wl'th thg
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the Minnesota 'State H}storxc
Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to the programmatic agreement, including a review of
the task directive and project newsletters. Available data on cultural resources were gathered
and sites mapped in the GIS data base. Policies were developed to protect cultural resources
and the data were used in the analysis of alternative interpretive facility sites. The state
historic preservation officer is a member of the commission and she or a representative of .the
Minnesota Historical Society has attended all commission meetings and commented on project
documents. This draft environmental impact statement is intended to facilitate further
consultation under section 106.

Following is a tentative list of actions contained in the proposed action and a notation as to
need for additional SHPO/ACHP review after this plan becomes final.

(1) The most significant NPS action proposed in this plan that could potentially affect
resources on the national register is the proposal to acquire land and build and manage a new
interpretive center/headquarters facility in St Paul. The proposed site at He.irrlet Island dpes
not contain any known cultural resources, but it would be surveyed for possible archeolog}cal
resources prior to facility construction. This project would not require SHPO/ACHP review
after the plan is finalized, except as might be required under existing procedures during
follow-up planning and site surveys.

(2) The cooperative interpretive facility in Minneapolis would involve adaptive use of a
historic structure. A final site has not yet been selected. SHPO/ACHP review would be
required when a site is selected and enough is known about the adaptive use to facilitfate
review. If possible this will be done prior to completion of the plan and .the consultation
documented. If not, additional consultation will occur after the comprehensive management
plan is completed.

(3) The cooperative interpretive facility at the Coon Rapids dam area would use existing
relatively new facilities and would not impact cultural resources. No further.SHPO/ ACHP
review would be required for this proposal. NPS involvement would be limited to staffing
and exhibits.

(4) The proposed site for the cooperative interpretive facility in Hastings i§ the old
courthouse, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, but the National Park
Service would occupy existing space and this proposal should not have any affgcts on the
building. NPS involvement would be limited to staffing and exhibits. If this facility has the
potential to impact cultural resources, additional SHPO/ACHP review would be sought.

(5) The follow-up interpretive plan developed for the corridor will §pecif}{ additiongl gxhibits
and programs that would be provided by the National Park Service. This plan will mclpde
involvement by the State Historic Preservation Office. If additional cultural resources might
be affected, concurrent SHPO/ACHP review would be sought at that time.
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(6) Land and water use management and pollution control activities in the corridor would
continue to be the responsibility of local governments and other state and federal agencies.
The National Park Service would not have a permitting authority and therefore these
activities would not require SHPO/ACHP review in addition to their current responsibilities.

(7) The National Park Service (acting for the secretary of the interior) has authority in the
MNRRA legislation to give grants for state or local land acquisition and development
consistent with the plan. It is uncertain how much funding may be available for this program,
and specific projects are not listed in the plan. Any grants that could affect cultural resources
would be subject to additional SHPO/ACHP review.

During public review of the draft, additional consultation will take place between the
National Park Service and the Minnesota Historic Preservation Officer and Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation to determine what additional 106 compliance will be needed from
actions resulting from this plan. The final plan will contain a list of projects similar to the
above, including compliance requirements as agreed to by the National Park Service and
Minnesota Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council.
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LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THE DEIS
WILL BE SENT

There are over 1500 entries on the mailing list for this project. All persons on the mailing list
will be given an opportunity to receive the document. The National Park Service is circulating
the draft to the following agencies and organizations. A complete listing of individuals
receiving the document is available at park headquarters.

County Government

Anoka County
Dakota County
Hennepin County
Ramsey County
Washington County

Local Government

City of Anoka

City of Brooklyn Center
City of Brooklyn Park

City of Champlin

City of Coon Rapids

City of Cottage Grove

City of Dayton

City of Fridley

City of Hastings

City of Inver Grove Heights
City of Lilydale

City of Maplewood

City of Mendota

City of Mendota Heights
City of Minneapolis

City of Newport

City of Ramsey

City of Rosemount

City of South St. Paul

City of St. Paul

City of St. Paul Park
Denmark Township

Grey Cloud Island Township
Minneapolis Parks & Recreation Board
Nininger Township
Ravenna Township

State Government
Board of Water & Soil Resources

Department of Natural Resources
Department of Trade & Economic Development
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Department of Transportation
Environmental Quality Board
Minnesota Army/Air National Guard
Minnesota Historical Society
Minnesota House of Representatives
Pollution Control Agency

State Planning Agency

University of Minnesota

Regional Government

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Parks & Open/Commission
Metropolitan Mosquito Control District
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission
Minnesota/Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission
Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District

Federal Government

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Department of Commerce
Department of Energy
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Department of Health and Human Services
Federal Emergency Management Agency
General Services Administration
Small Business Administration
Department of Housing and urban Development
Department of the Army
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Department of the Interior
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bureau of Indian Affair
Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Geological Survey
Bureau of Mines
Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
U.S. Coast Guard
U.S. Maritime Administration
Department of Veterans Affairs
VA Medical Center
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis
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LIST OF PREPARERS
MISSISSIPPI RIVER COORDINATING COMMISSION

Peter L. Gove, Chairman, general public
. Mary E. Anderson, Metropolitan Council
‘ Nina Archabal, Minnesota Historical Society
f Shirley Bonine, local governments
! Don Castleberry, National Park Service
| Richard Craig, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
[ Robert Dunn, Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
Sally Evert, local governments
Shirley Hunt, general public
Barbara Ann Johnson, Metropolitan Parks & Open Space Commission
Nonie Kisch, general public
Richard Lambert, commercial navigation
Naomi Loper, City of Minneapolis
Sam Marler, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ronald Nargang, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
William Nee, local governments
M. William Newstrand, Minnesota Department of Transportation
Sandra L. Pappas, City of St. Paul
Judy Schotzko, general public
Dennis Schulstad, City of Minneapolis
Dave Thune, City of Saint Paul
John Weaver, local governments

Former Commissioners:

Tom Dimond, City of St. Paul

Jack Ditmore, Environmental Quality Board
James Gritman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Jude Patin, Corps of Engineers

* Dottie Rietow, Metropolitan Council

William Saed, local governments

Erika Sitz, general public

LuAnn Stoffel, local governments

Mary Vogel, general public

Kathleen Wallace, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

——

PLANNING TEAM (Document Preparers)
1 Denver Service Center

Ric Alesch, Supervisory Planner/Project Manager, Denver Service Center, National Park
Service. B.S. Natural Resource Management with an emphasis in park planning and
development. M.S. Urban & Regional Planning with emphasis in land use and resource
planning. Experience includes 18 years preparing planning documents at the federal, state,

An B b an

185

|
I R+ T




and local level, including 3 years as a citizen planning commissioner. NPS experience includes
work on general management plans, development concept plans, cultural landscape reports,
road systems evaluations, new area studies, trail plans, wilderness reviews, special studies,
and related environmental documents.

Marilyn Habgood, Landscape Architect/Community Planner, Denver Service Center, National
Park Service. B.A. Sociology/Psychology. M.A. Landscape Architecture and Urban Design.
Experience includes 17 years planning and design for cities of Denver, Lakewood, Colorado
Springs, and Wheatridge, Colorado, and two years with NPS working primarily on
Mississippi River projects.

John Hoesterey, Planner/Geographer, Denver Service Center, National Park Service. M.A. in
Geography with emphasis in regional planning and economics. Experience includes 11 years
of planning, economics, and market, visitation, and regional analysis, and five years project
management experience.

Carrie Maldonado, Planning Technician, Denver Service Center, National Park Service. B.S.
(Pending) Land Resources with emphasis in GIS. Experience includes planning and
participation in projects such as Niobrara/Missouri, Indiana Dunes, Pecos, Arches, and the
Mississippi River Corridor.

John Paige, Historian/Cultural Resources Planner, Denver Service Center, National Park
Service. B.A. in History with emphasis in American/Western history. M.A. History with
emphasis in Twentieth Century American History. Experience includes historian and planner
for twenty years for the Denver Service Center and in Wyoming.

Miki Stuebe, Landscape Architect/GIS Specialist, Denver Service Center, National Park
Service. B.A. in Biology. M.S. in Biology-Ecology. M.L.A. Landscape Architecture with
emphasis in Land Resource Planning and Geographic Information Systems. Experience
includes five years as designer, GIS specialist, researcher, and planner.

Sandy Vana-Miller, Natural Resource Specialist, Denver Service Center, National Park Service.
B.S. in Ecology, Ethology, and Evolution. M.S. Wildlife Biology and Ornithology. Experience
includes two years as a resource specialist, and ten years as a technician and scientist for
various agencies and states.

Sam Vaughn, Interpretive Planner, Harper’s Ferry Center/Denver Service Center, National
Park Service. B.A. Anthropology. M.A. in Public and Environmental Affairs. Experience
includes 15 years in interpretation and environmental education at a variety of NPS areas,
two years as interpretive specialist in the National Capitol Regional Office, and 2% years as
interpretive planner for Harper’s Ferry Center.

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

R. Michael Madell, Chief, Division of Planning and Resource Management, Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area, National Park Service. B.S. Environmental
Studies/Geography. M.A. Recreation, Parks, & Leisure Studies. Experience includes fourteen
years in parks and outdoor recreation. Previously served as Planner-Socioeconomic Specialist
for the National Park Service, Denver Service Center. Also has held positions with the
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Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District and the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources.

Ron Erickson, Chief, Division of Interpretation and Visitor Services, Mississippi National River
and Recreation Area, National Park Service. B.S. Recreation Resource Management. Experience
includes sixteen years with the NPS. Previous assignments have been at the St. Croix National
Scenic River, Voyageurs National Park, and Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore. Also worked
for the U.S. Forest Service and the Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District.

Susan Overson, Landscape Architect, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area,
National Park Service. B.S. Natural Resources/Environmental Education. M.L.A. Landscape
Architecture. Previous experience as Landscape Architect for National Park Service, Denver
Service Center. Past experiences include Research Analyst (natural resources issues) for the
National Conference of State Legislators and positions with Keep Colorado Beautiful, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and Seagrant.

Jeff Smyser, Planning Intern, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, National Park
Service. B.A. English. M.P. (pending) Land Use. Currently a graduate student at the Hubert
H. Humphrey Institute for Public Affairs. Has held internships in city planning with the City
of South St. Paul and community planning with the Minnesota Extension Service.

MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

Norm Reigle, Former Superintendent, MNRRA

Al Hutchings, Chief of Planning and Environmental Quality, Midwest Regional Office, NPS
Dave Given, Associate Regional Director, Planning & Resource Preservation, MWRO, NPS
Nancy Duncan, GIS Specialist, MNRRA

Steve Johnson, MNDNR

Lou Kowalski, Corps of Engineers

Tom Larson, USF&WS

Pat Davies, MN Environmental Quality Board

Dick Thompson, Metropolitan Council

Betsy Doermann, Minnesota Historical Society

Tom Trefethen, City of Minneapolis

Brian Carlstrom, Natural Resource Specialist, Denver Service Center

Dave Lime, University of Minnesota (UM)

Christine Clements, UM

Roger Miller, UM

Jerry Fruin, UM

Staff of the UM, Center for Urban and Regional Affairs

PUBLICATION SERVICES

Kathy Dimont, Writer/Editor, Denver Service Center
Glenda Heronema, Visual Information Specialist, Denver Service Center
Anne Shewell, Visual Information Specialist, Denver Service Center
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APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION

PUBLIC LAW 100-696—NOV. 18, 1988 102 STAT. 4599

TITLE VII—MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND Minnestoa
RECREATION AREA Water

[Tistoric

=~ o . o vreservaunn
Subtitle A—Mississipp1 National River and Recreation Area

FINDINGCS AND PURPOSES

Sec. “01. ta) FinDINGS.—The Congress finds that: 6 USC vz

1) The Mississiopi River Corndor within the Saint Paul-
Minneapolis Metropolitan Area represents a nationally signiii-
cant historical. recreational. scenic. cultural. natural. economac.
1na scienufic resource.

2! There 1s a nauional interest in the preservation. protection
ana ennhancement ot these resources !or the benerit ur :he
neooie ot the Unitea States.

") State and loca: planning efforts along the River Corridor
orovide a uniaue foundation for coordinaung Federal. State.
ana locai nlanning ana management processes.

1) Existuing reaeral agency programs lack sutficient cooraina-
t:on and tfinanciai participation with State and local planning
ana regulatory authorities to provide for adequate and com-
prenensive resource management and economic deveiooment
consistent with the protection of the Mississippi River Cor-
ridor s nationaily significant resources, and the public use ana
enjovment of the area.

5 The preservation. enhancement, enjovrnent, and utiliza-
tion of the nationaily significant resources of the Mississippi
River Cornidor can be accompiished by a cooperative Federal.
State. and local comprehensive planning and management
etfort.

(b) PUrPosEs.—The purposes of this subtitle are:
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102 STAT. 4600

16 USC 460zz-1.

Public
intormation.
District ot
Columpia
Federal

ter.
publication

5 USC 4hbzz-2

=1

(1) To protect. preserve and enhance_the significant values of
the waters and land of the Mississippi River Corridor within the
Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan Area.

(2) To_encourage adequate coordination of all governmental

rogr ting the land and water resources of the Mis-
sl 1 River 3 A€

(3) To provide a manggemena framework to &ssgt the State of
Minnesota and its units o government in the development
wmm“w
grams for the Mississippi River Corridor in order to assure

“orderly public and private development in the area consistent
with the findi i itle.

ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA

Sec. 702. (a) EsTaBLISHMENT.—There is hereby established the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (hereinafter in this
title referred to as the “‘Area’) which shall consist of the State
designated Mississi itical Are 1

the Mississipp1 River and adjacent lands generally within the Saint
Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan Area. as depicted on the map enu-
tled Mississippi National River and Recreation Area numbered MI-
NRA/80.000 and dated April 1987. The map shall be on file and
avalable for public inspection in the offices of the Department of
the Interior in Washington. District of Columbia. and in the offices
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area in Saint Paul.
Minnesota. » _

(b) BouNDARIES.—The Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Secretary’) shall publish in the Federal Register.
as soon as practicable after the enactment of this title a detailea
description and map of the boundaries established under subsec-
tion al.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER COORDINATING COMMISSION

Sec. 703. (a) EstaBLisHMENT.—There is hereby established a Mis-
sissippi River Coordinating Commission whose purpose shall be to
assist Federai. State. and local authorities in the development ana
impiementation of an integrated resource management plan ior
-hose lands and waters as specified in section 702. The Commission
<nall consist of the following 22 members appointed by the Secretary
of the Interior: ] ‘

(1) The Director of the National Park Service. or his designee.

(2) The Chief of the Corps of Engineers. or his designee.

(3) The Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, or nis
designee. _

(4) Three individuals. from recommendations by the Governor
of Minnesota. to represent the Minnesota Department of Natu-
ral Resources. Department of Transportation, and Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board. ) ) ,

(5) One individual, to represent the Minnesota Historical
Society. .

(6) One individual. to represent the Metropolitan Council of
the Twin Cities Area. _ '

(7) Four elected officials, to represent the cities of Saint Paul
and Minneapolis.
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(8) Four elected officials, from recommendations by the Gov-
ernor of Minnesota. to represent the interests of the other
affected municipalities and counties.

(9) One individuaj: to represent the Metropolitan Parks and
Open Spaces Commuission.

(10) One individual. from recommendations by the Governor
of Minnesota, to represent the interests of commercial
navigation.

(11) Four 1ndividuals. from recommendations by the Governor
of Minnesota. to be chosen from the general public.

(b) TERmMs.— 1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3)
members (other than ex officio members) shail be appointed for
terms of three vears.

(2) Of the members first appointed—

(A) Under paragraoh (4) of subsection (a):

(1) One shall be appointed for a term of one year.
(i1) One shail be appointed for a term of two years.

‘B) Under paragraphs (7) and (8) of subsection (a), one shall be
appointed for a term of one year.

(C) Under paragrapn (11) of subsection (a):

(1) One shall be appointed for a term of one year.
(i1) One shall be appointed for a term of two years.
(i) One shall be appointed for a term of four years.

(3) Any memper appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before the
expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed only for the remainder of such term. A member may
S?f[ve after the expiration of his term until his successor has taken
office.

ic) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Commission shall serve with-
out pay. While away from their homes or regular places of business
in the performance of services for the Commission. members of the
Commission shail be ailowed travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence. in the same manner as persons employed inter-
mittently in Government service are allowed expenses under section
3703 of title 5 of the United States Code.

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the Commission shall be
appointed by the Secretary from among the members of the
Commission nominatea by the Governor of Minnesota to serve for a
term ot three vears.

'e) QUORLM.—Tweive members of the Commission shall constitute
a quorum.

) MEeTINGS.—The Commission shall meet at the call of the
Chairman or a majority of its members.

(g) DEVELOPMENT OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS.—As a coordinator
and aavisory organization. the Commission shall assist the Sec-
retary, the State or Minnesota and local units of government.
endeavoring -0 use exisung Federal. State. regional. and local plans
ana programs where consistent with the intent and goals of this
subuitie. in deveioping the rollowing:

(1) Policies and programs for the preservation and enhance-
ment of the environmental values of the Area.

(2) Policies and programs for enhanced public outdoor recre-
ation opportunities in the Area.

(3) Policies and programs for the conservation and protection

of the scenic, historicai. cuitural. natural and scientific values of
the Area.
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(4) Policies and programs for the commercial utilization of the
Area and its related natural resources. consistent with the
protection of the values for which the Area is established as the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

‘N STAFF.—The Secretary shall provide the Commission with such
staff and technical assistance as the Secretary, after consultation
with the Commission. considers appropriate to enable the Commus-
sion to carry out its duties. Upon request of the Secretary, any
Federal agency may provide information. personnel. property. and
services on a reimbursable basis, to the Coinmission to assist in
carrving out its duties under this subtitle. The Secretary may accept
the services of personnel getailed from the State of Minnesota or
any political subdivision of the State and may reimburse the State
or such political subdivision for such services. The Commission mav
procure temporary and intermittent services under section 3109(b)
of title 5 of the United States Code.

1) PLAN.—Within 3 years after enactment of this Act. the
Commission shall submit to the Secretary and the Governor of
Minnesota a comprehensive plan for land and water use measures
for the area to be deveioped and implemented by the responsibie
Federal agencies, the State of Minnesota, and local political subdivi-
sions. The plan shail endeavor to use exisiing Federal. State. re-
gional. and local plans and where consistent with the intent and
goals of this subtitle shall coordinate those plans to present a unified
comprehensive plan for the Area. The plan shall include but not be
limited to each of the following:

(1) A program for management of existing and future land
and water use which—

(A) considers and details the applicazion of a variety of
land and water protection and management techniques:

(B) includes a policy statement for the use of Feaeral.
State. and local regulatory responsibilities to manage iana
and water resources in a manner consistent with the pur-
poses of this subtitle: and

(C) recognizes existing economic activities within the area
and provides for the management of such activities. inciuc-
ing barge transportation and fleeting and those 1ndigenous
inaustries and commercial and residential deveiooments

which are consistent with the findings and purposes ot this
subttle.

(2) A program providing for coordinated implementation and
administration ot the plan with proposed assignment of resoon-
sibilities to the appropriate governmental unit at the Federal.
State. regional ana local levels. including each of the following:

(A) Ways 1n which local. regional. State. and Federal
policies ana permits may better be coordinated to the goals
and poiicies of this subtitle. )

~_  (B) A financial plan to provide and support the public
improvements and services recommended in the plan: and a
mechanism for coordinating local. regional. State, and Fed-
eral planning to promote the purposes of this subtitle.
C) How the goals and policies of the management plan
_will be compauble with the existing channel maintenance_

> .nmm&MﬁFSMand the existing Fegeral.
State. regional. and local programs and goais on the Min-

nesota and Saint Croix Rivers.

L
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(D) The provisions of the Clean Water Avc/t d
g::r,xklzg :Vater Act (titkl.e X1V of the Public H::lthtgir%:g:
whnich pertain to the surfa i
(3)N:uonaclj River and Recreation ;:e:.awrs ot the Misnmipn:
coordinatipd and consistency component i !
tl;ficways n b:shltc: local. State, and Federal p:o}:::m?t:rlalj
1es '
gubmle.may t be coordinated to promote the purposes of this
(4) A program for the coordination and consolidati
I at
extent feasible, of permits that may be required b;'onl:‘e?e::le

State. and local agencies h Jurisdicti
e . aving jurisdiction i
waters within the Area. - BN

(j) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—

(1) In developing the plan the Commission sh
all consult o
regular basis with appropriate officials of any local governm:nat

or Federal or State agency which has j i
) as jurnisdiction ov
waters within the Area. : er lands and

'Z)Mnuh:.m.rﬁhe Commiss:
_ on shall consuit with
interested conservation. business '
T . professional and citizen
13) In deveioping the plan the Commi
_ mission shall cond
public hearings within the Area. and at such other placesuz(\:st
glea_v be ap;})‘rognate. for the purposes of providing interested
rsons with the opportunity to testf
k)usze D e b opporti y ify with respect to matters
( PPROVAL OF PLAN.—The Commission shall subm
) ; it the plan t
gwe Secretary and the Governor of Minnesota. for their revnesv.a%hg
overnor shall act on the plan within 90 days and shall submit the
pian to the Secretary along with any recommendations. The Sec-
:::/?er;: shallhapprove or disapprove the plan within 90 days. In
in 3 .
followm; the plan the Secretary shall consider each of the
<.1)) The adequacy of public participation.
OI‘;_I.CZa:l%sssurances of pilan implementation ‘rom State and local

(3) The adequacy of regul '
. atory and financial tools tha
piace to impiement the pian. GALEAR
l'-h Plan provisions tor continuing oversight of the plan im-
i 'kp e{mentanc'm by the Secretary and the Governor of Minnesota.
mé..e secretarv aisapproves the plan. he shall. within 60 davs atter
w aate or sucn aisapproval aavise the Governor and Commission in
._ormm'g or the reasons thereror. together with his recommenaations
ior revision. The Commission shail within 90 days of receipt of sucn
Ir»xouce o1 qxsapp:oval revise and resubmit the pian to the Governor
or' nis review. Following his review. the Governor shall submit the
fg\exsgeo pian. together 1\Imh any recommenaations he may have. to
the cecretary wno shall approve or di IS 14 hi
ge.oen P lsapprove the revision within
"l) I.::};rznjm PROGRAM.—Prior to the adoption of the Commission's
plan. the Secretary and the Commission shall monitor all land and
water use acuvities within the Area to ensure that said activities
gre‘ in keeping with the purposes of this subtitle. and shall advise
mneumcg?perlatte with the appropriate Federal. State. and local govern-
entities 10 minimize adverse 1mpacts '
) to ont
the Area is established. : il clai
ré‘zm, Co»;msaqn Rsvu:w;—'{’he Commission shall assist the Sec-
ary and the Governor ot Minnesota in reviewing and monitoring

o
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Contracts.
State ana local
governments
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section 703. Additionally the Secretary shall in consultation
with the State and its political subdivisions determine the
adequacy of entorcement of such plans. laws. and ordinances.
including review of building permits and zoning variances
granted by local governments. and amendments to local laws
and ordinances. The Secretary shall enter into agreements with
the State or 1ts political subdivisions to provide. on behalf of the
Secretary, professional services necessary for the review of such
local plans. laws. and ordinances. and of amendments thereto
and variances theretrom. and for the monitoring or the enforce-
ment thereof by local governments having jurisdiction over any
areas to which the management plan applies.

2) Purpose.—The purpose of review under paragraph (1)
shail be to determine the degree to which actions oy local
governments are compatible with the purposes of this title
Following the approval of the plan under section 703 ana after a
reasonable period of time has elapsed. upon a finding by the
Secretary that such plans. laws and ordinances are nonexistent.
are otherwise not in contormance with the plan or are not being
entorced in a manner consistent with the plan. ana it the
Secretary detemines that there is no feasible alternative avail-
able to prevent uses which would be substantially incompatible
with the plan, the Secretary may exercise the authority avail-
able to him under the provisions of paragraph (3).

(3) ENFORCEMENT.—In those sections of the Area where local
plans. laws and ordinances. or amendments thereto or variances
theretrom are found by the Secretary not to be in conformance
with the plan approved pursuant to section 703. or are not being
entorced in a manner consistent with the plan. the Secretary
shail noufy the local government authonity concerned. The
Secretarv may withhold from the local government authority
concerned or. require rexmbursement of. (A) Federal funds made
available for implementation of the plan. or (B) any grant unaer
section 706(a) if the local plan, law. ordinance. amendment. or
variance is not modified to conform with the plan and enforced
in such manner as will carry out the purposes of this subtitle. If
the State has not initiated. within a 60-day period. sucn judicial
or other action as necessary to ensure conforrmity with the pian.
ana if noncompliance with the plan or failure to entorce the
plan conuinues arter the end of such 60-day period. the Sec-
retarv may acquire, subject to appropriations. land or interests
in land under this subsection without the consent of the owner
thereot. Land and interests in land acquired pursuant to this
supsection shall be restricted to the geographical area of the
locai government unit failing to contorm with the plan ana
shail be limited to those lands cleariy and directly required. in
the judgment of the Secretary, for the protection of the Area in
a manner compatible with the plan.

(e) RETENTION BY OWNER OF USE AND OccupaNcy.—The Secretary
may permit the owner or owners of any improved residential prop-
erty acquired by the Secretary under this subtitle to retain a right of
use and occupancy of the property for noncommerical residential
uses not incompatible with the plan approved under section ©03. The
provisions of subsection (c), (d). and (e) of section 102 of the Act of
August 15, 1978 (16 U.S.C. 460ii-1) shall apply to the retention ot
such rights. except that for purposes of this subtitle. the gpplxcable
date shall be January 1, 1987 in lieu of January l. 1975 and the
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purposes of this subtitle shall be substituted for the purposes
ferred to in section 102(d) of such Act. P re—

STATE AND U)CQI:.ASXSTANC! AND JURISDICTION

_ Sec. 706. (a) GRaNTS.—Upon approval of the plan under section
:03, the Secretary is authonized to make grants to the State of
Minnesota. or its poiitical subdivisions, to cover not more than 30
percent of the cost of acquisition and development within the Area
of lands and waters or interests therein in a manner consistent with
the purposes of this subtitle.

tb) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary is authorized to
enter into cooperative agreements with the State of Minnesota or
?:y p;:)lmcal s;xbd.wi‘sjnqn thereof pursuant to which he may assist in

e planning for and interpretati - 1
e wuhmgthe i rp on of non-Federal publicly owned
~ (e) TECHNICAL AsSISTANCE.—To enable the State of Minnesota and
1ts political subdivisions to develop and implement programs
compatible with the plan, the Secretary shall provide such technicai
assistance to the State and its political subdivisions as he deems
appropriate.

(d) STATE AND LocaL JurispicTiION.—Nothing in this subtitle shall
diminish. enlarge, or modify any right of the State of Minnesota or
any pol;tlcaj subdivision thereof, to exercise civil and criminal
Junisdiction or to carry out State fish and wildlife laws, rules, and
regulations within the Area, or to tax persons, corporations, 'fran-
;h;::s. or private property on the lands and waters included in the

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 707. There is authorized to be appropriated such sums as may
be necessary to carry out this subtitle. -

Subtitle B—Tri-Rivers Management
TRI-RIVERS MANAGEMENT BOARD

 Sec. 71l ‘a) FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVES.—In furtherance of the
‘ntedratea management of those portions of the Mississiopi, Saint
Croix. ana Minnesota Rivers within the Saint Paul-Minneapois
Metroooiitan Area. the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of the Army are authorized and directed to appoint representatives
to a T{X,-vaexs Management Board (hereinafter referred to as the

Boara™), or any similar organization, which may be established oy
the State of Minnesota to assist in the development and im-
plementation of consistent and coordinated land use planning and
management policy for such portions of such rivers.

(b) PERSONNEL —Upon request of the Board, the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of the Army may detail, on a reimburs-
able basis, any personnel to the Board. '

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is hereby au-

thorized to carry out the purposes of this subtitle the sum of

$100.000 annually; except that the Federal ¢ ibuti
A ontribut
;i;aalldnol exceed one-third of the annual opelra‘:i:xogn zzstgeosfo?l:
rd.
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APPENDIX B: GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM

Geographic information systems (GIS) are computer tools used to store, retrieve, display, and
manipulate spacial resource information. In a geographic information system, resource
information is organized by resource type into "map layers". A typical GIS database might
include map layers of roads, slopes, land use, and political boundaries. Geographic
information systems can be used to rapidly and efficiently overlay different types of resource
information (map layers) to identify and measure areas with certain resource conditions.

A GIS database of resource information was created to aid in the Mississippi National River
and Recreation Area planning effort and serve as a monitoring tool following completion of
the plan. Information was gathered from a variety of sources, including regional, state, and
national agencies, and existing maps and documents. The Metropolitan Council, Minnesota
Department of Transportation, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, and State
Historic Preservation Office contributed information for entire map layers to the MNRRA GIS
database. Many other individuals volunteered their time and expertise to contribute more
specific information to the database. Some of the ways the geographic information system was
used in the planning effort are described below.

Areas along the river with significant interpretive potential were identified by looking for
"clusters" of interesting resources having good access. To do this, cultural resources were
superimposed with special plant communities, threatened and endangered species, parks,
trails, roads, and river access sites.

Potential open space opportunities were identified. First, map layers of landcover, parks, and
the MNRRA boundary were overlaid. Large areas of forested or shrubby lands within the
boundary that are not currently parks or proposed for parks were located. The GIS was then
used to determine the municipality where these lands lie. Potential park acquisition
opportunities were then refined with input from affected municipalities.

The GIS was also used to study the structure or "framework" of the river corridor. Barriers
to river access such as major roads, railroads, steep slopes, and industrial areas were
identified. The visual character of the river was revealed by studying the concentrations of
barge terminals and fleeting areas, marinas, cultural resources, and riverside terrain and
vegetation. Connections across the river (indicated by bridges and mirrored land uses) and
along the river (indicated by trails, parkland, and minor riverside roads) were identified.
Areas within the boundary that might be expected to convert to urban uses were identified.
To do this, proposed (zoned) land use was superimposed over existing land use. The GIS was
also used to compare the overall existing land use composition of the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area with proposed (zoned) land use.

Possible effects of proposed policies or actions on resources were identified with the GIS.
Interpretive facility placement and park acquisition opportunities were considered with
respect to potential natural (floodplain, wetland, steep slope, threatened and endangered
species), cultural, and economic resource impacts, so that measures to avoid or mitigate
adverse impacts could be taken. Consideration of land use regulations (such as the prohibition
against developing the river bluff face) included using the GIS to locate and measure the
lands they would affect.
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THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM DATABASE

General Resource Information:
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area boundary

Source: U.S. Federal Register legal description, mapped by the National Park Service Midwest
Regional Office Cartographic Branch

County boundaries
Source: U. S. Geological Survey Maps (1:24,000 scale)

Municipal boundaries
Source: Minnesota Department of Transportation (1:24,000 scale, 1990 data)

Roads
Source: U. S. Geological Survey (1:100,000 scale, 1985 data)

Hydrology
Source: U. S. Geological Survey (1:100,000 scale, 1985 data)

Railroads
Source: U. S. Geological Survey (1:100,000 scale, 1985 data)

Elevation (topography)
Source: processed satellite imagery (1:24,000 scale, 1989 data)

Slope
Source: derived from elevation data

Aspect
Source: derived from elevation data

Parks and Recreation:

Parks and open space
Sources: regional and local maps, documents (date and original scale vary)

Trails
Sources: regional and local maps, documents (date and original scale vary)

River access (marinas, launch ramps, designated carry-in sites)sources: Cumulative Impacts
Analysis of Proposed Recreational Marina Expansions, Metro Area Rivers Guide (1990), Public
Boat Launch Guide (1991), Department of Natural Resources

Great River Road
Source: Minnesota Department of Transportation map (no date, scale varies)
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Land Use:

Municipal zoning
Sources: municipal zoning plans (date and original scale vary)

Critical area districts (approximate)
Source: Minnesota Executive Order No. 79-19 (Critical Area Legislation)

Land cover
Source: processed satellite imagery (date: 1988)

Land use
Source: Metropolitan Council (1:9600 scale, 1990 data)

Utilities
Source: Metropolitan Council synthesis of a variety of sources (date: 1991)

Cultural Resources:

Cultural resources
Source: Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (1:24,000 scale, 1991 data)

Natural Resources:

Threatened and endangered species
Source: Minnesota Dept. Natural Resources, National Heritage Program (date: 1991)

Special plant communities
Source: Minnesota Dept. Natural Resources, National Heritage Program (date: 1991)

100-yr. floodplain
Source: FEMA Federal Insurance Rate maps (date and original scale vary)

Wetlands
Source: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory (1:24,000 scale, 1991-1992
data)

Barge-Related Facilities:

Nine-foot navigable channel
Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers navigation charts (1:36,000 scale, 1989 data)

Barge terminal and service areas
Source: Minnesota’s River Terminals, Minnesota Dept. of Transportation, Ports and
Waterways Section, (date: 1991)

Barge fleeting areas

Source: Barge Fleeting Study, Metropolitan Council (1981); St. Paul Port Authority (1990),
individual industry representatives (1991)
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APPENDIX C: SAMPLE DESIGN GUIDELINES

INTRODUCTION

A set of sample design guidelines are contained in this appendix. There is some repetition
with the policies in the plan. Guidelines below that are also found in the body of this
document are considered part of the plan for compliance purposes. Other more detailed
guidelines are included for illustrative purposes only to provide examples of how the policies

could be applied to achieve the visions in the plan. The National Park Service, Metropolitan
Council, and Department of Natural Resources would work with communities in the corridor
to improve the guidelines and apply them to local conditions. The Department of Natural
Resources and the National Park Service would also provide technical assistance to
communities wishing to apply these on a site-specific basis.

The comprehensive management plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
affirms that many of the resources of the Mississippi River corridor are nationally significant.
Many aspects of the river are important, but a priority has been placed on preservation of
visual character. Archeological resources, historic structures and sites, and key natural
resources (the bluffs, shoreline, floodplain, vegetation, wetlands, and the water), and the
views to and from the river provide this character.

Although the majority of the corridor is developed, much of the land near the river appears
natural. Many Twin Cities area residents feel that this natural appearance contributes to the
quality of their lives. For this reason, development should fit into this open appearance and
respect the resources around it. Downtown areas should continue to reflect their urban
character with more "hard" treatments of plazas, promenades, steps to the river, etc. The goal
is to provide continuous landscaped open space in the city center while respecting both the
new and historic urban framework.

The following sample design guidelines are intended to protect resources while allowing
sensitive, carefully planned, and coordinated development. The guidelines are intended to be
flexible and provide options for achieving the goal. On the other hand, some guidelines are
so important to resource protection that they would be incorporated into local zoning
ordinances; these are marked with an asterisk (*). The guidelines are based on work done
previously by the various cities in the corridor for the critical area programs, augmented by
policies from the MNRRA plan. The guidelines below generally concentrate on the riverfront
area (300 feet back from the shore), the bluff preservation area, historic areas, and sensitive
natural areas.

When working on projects involving cultural resources these guidelines should be used in
conjunction with the Secretary’s Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation.

RESOURCES
General Concepts:

* More uniform approaches to protecting bluffs, shorelines, wetlands, historic buildings, and
other sensitive areas in the corridor should be used.
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in
e The architectural statements in downtown areas should be enhanced throu%irlﬁllciisz?f};ongt
and shoreline improvements to improve the visual appeal of the downtown

areas.

intained
e The bluffs, slopes, shoreline, vegetation, and other natural features should be maintai
in a natural state.

e Development should be clustered to protect and enhance natural resources.

Shoreline Area

i while

Development can fit near the shoreline if properly located,l.desigsic;,r re:)r:sl jzgeeigfige i
intaining a relatively natural appearance alpng the shore ine. A
e h E line would aid in slope stabilization, help improve water quality, a .
ey Sl oo arance of the river. In downtowns and historic districts, the lapdscape arll1

;}fg:;u;iv?ﬁ)ﬂinent would also be improved with the addition of vegetation and the

preservation of the natural areas still in existence.

i ear
e New or substantially redesigned developments (outside downtown areas) should app
unobtrusive from the river

it 1 in a
e Development should be designed and located to fit its context, whether downtown,
natural area, or in an historic area.

it exi tored
e The natural appearance of the shoreline should be preserved where it exists and res

by providing vegetative screening.

o - 13 Be
o Attractive developments should be ensured and the historic building scale shou
maintained in historic districts.

2 A os.
« New development should avoid degradation or demolition of significant cultural resourc

pment should be unobtrusive as seen

is desired, develo ' ve as s
e ove ’ ntowns and in some historic districts.

from the water and the opposite shore except in the dow
 New development should be designed to maintain views of the river.

d to
eDevelopment should be clustered to give the appearance of more open space an

preserve resources.

e A 40-foot vegetated strip should be maintained along the sho.rel'me.n tl;stivle;
vegetation should be preserved for a natural appearance and for erosion co :

g g
/2

; o : tod
treatment might be different, but the intent of providing substantial vegeta
screening should be met.

e Structures should be placed behind the 100-foot setback lin.e.* In naftllrfallfisrtist;etg)
to 100 feet from the shoreline should remain relatively undisturbed. i :
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landscape using native plant materials. Minimize bluegrass in this area. Retain mature
trees. Small view windows to the river may be left open, or selectively pruned.

* In natural or open areas, development should be designed to be unobtrusive

through building placement, material colors, vegetative screening, height, scale, and
mass.

¢ In historic areas, development should be designed to fit the historic context, the
street pattern, the streetscape, and the fabric created by the historic buildings. The

historic landscape should be respected, while also providing a vegetated shoreline
along the river (see Architectural Guidelines).

* Native plant materials, including trees, shrubs, and ground cover, should be used
for erosion control (see plant list). If rip-rap is used, it should not be mortared and
should be planted using native plant materials. Use of structural methods is justified

only when there is a major threat to property and all nonstructural methods have been
exhausted.*

* Adequate erosion control, vegetation retention, and materials that blend into the
surroundings should be incorporated in designs for stairs and ramps to the river

* Access to the river should not be reduced by new development. Where there is the

possibility of trail connections along the river, to other trails, or to linear open space,
trail connections should be provided.*

Vegetation

Vegetation provides shade, bank stabilization, erosion control, wildlife habitat, aquifer
recharge, and water filtration. It also minimizes the visual impact of development, frames
views, and provides pleasure. Vegetation should be maintained and enhanced to provide a

natural appearance, passageways for wildlife movement, and natural screening for
development.

* Removal of vegetation is discouraged, particularly along the shoreline, bluff face, in
wetlands, and on floodplains. Clearcutting is not appropriate in the corridor.* Plant materials
native to the river valley should be used in replanting.

* Cutting of trees of over 4-inch caliper is strongly discouraged.

* Vegetation removal is only appropriate in the area of the building envelope, driveways, and
accessory parking areas and only if the cutting maintains a continuous natural cover *

* Grading should preserve the root aeration zone and stability of existing trees. It should

provide an adequate watering area equal to at least 50% of the crown area. Fencing should
be used to ensure this.*

* Vegetation may be selectively pruned to improve views of the river and to open key scenic
vistas, but the pruning should not alter the character or massing of the vegetation.

* For a natural appearance, pollution control and conservation of water, large areas of
bluegrass should be avoided.
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Bluffs

One of the most significant elements of the scenic beauty of the corridor is the line of bluffs
above the river. Whether vegetated or a exposed limestone, the bluffs are an important visual
resource that set the Twin Cities off from other areas. Development can take advantage of the
bluff location while respecting the character of the bluff. The natural appearance of the bluffs
should be maintained while allowing sensitive development on the top of bluffs.

Development should be on the top of the bluff, preserving the bluff face and a narrow area
behind the bluff line. Disturbance of the bluff face by grading, road building, construction,
or tree cutting is not appropriate.* Tracts of undisturbed land are vital to the health of the
bluffs. To protect these lands, clustered development is often preferable to large-lot zoning.

¢ The line that marks the top of the 12% or greater slope (bluff line) should not be altered by
adding fill, nor excavated so that the bluff line moves closer to the river.*

e An area 40 feet back from the bluff line should remain undisturbed, retaining present
vegetation and revegetating using native plant materials.*

e All buildings should be placed behind the 40-foot line, with structures over 25 feet set back
an additional 60 feet.

e Only minimal disturbance, such as landscaping, play areas, or patios is appropriate within

40 feet of the bluff line. If vegetation is present, it should be maintained.” Road construction
is not appropriate except for bridge approaches.”

SITE DEVELOPMENT DETAILS

e Developments should be attractive and relate to the context, particularly in historic and
natural areas. Development should work with site characteristics and should be located to
minimize visual and natural impacts.

e Structures should be sited to blend with the land; site alteration and vegetation removal
should be minimized.

o Larger developments should be clustered to take advantage of site amenities and to protect
resources.

¢ Development not to be seen should be screened from the river.
e Projects should avoid degradation or demolition of significant cultural resources.

e New development should continue the vegetated appearance of the corridor as viewed
from the river and shoreline areas.

e Development should be located away from slopes, ravines, ridgelines, wetlands, streams,
and high points.
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Preservation areas:

The following are areas of minimal disturbance:
* the area between the 40- i i
feeil? foot shoreline preservation area and the setback line (100

® ravines*
* floodplains*

* wooded areas outside of the building footprint, driveways, and parking areas*

The following are areas of no disturbance:

* wetlands*

* slopes over 12%*
* bluff faces*

* the area 40 feet back from the river*
* the area 40 feet back from the bluff line*

Parking

* Nonaccessory parking is discouraged in the area 300 feet back from the river.*

e Th , .
€ amount of parking provided should be limited to that necessary to serve the need

* Several small parking lots are

referable t .. )
preferred to long straight 1o, p 0 one large one. Curvilinear parking areas are

Building Setbacks

* 100 feet from the ordinar

hieh . I
area 100-300 feet back fro y high water line (plus additional setbacks for tall buildings in the

m the shore - see architectural guidelines below).*

* 40 feet from the bluff line

lus additi -
architectural guidelines).* (plus additional setback of 60 feet for buildings over 25 feet — see

Accessory Parking

* 100 feet from the ordinary high water line and 40 feet from bluff line.*

* Signs 100 feet from the shoreline and bluff line.*
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Erosion Control
Erosion and sedimentation should be minimized by:
e Development suited to the site, soil conditions, and existing drainage patterns.”

e New development would not increase water runoff rates or decrease the absorption rate
of storm water.”

e Natural erosion control devices should be used rather than structural devices such as
culverts, ditches, and walls.*

e Adequate erosion control measures should be maintained before, during, and after
construction to ensure that soil loss does not degrade adjacent water. Methods to trap

sediments should be used.*

e The quality of surface water runoff and water that infiltrates the water table or aquifer
should be as high after development as it was before.*

e Erosion control measures should make maximum use of natural vegetation.*

¢ Fill should be stabilized with plant material, and in no instance should fill exceed 4:1 slope.*
e Wetlands and other water bodies should not be used as sediment traps.*

e Detention ponds should be used for temporary water storage whenever feasible.*

« Walls should be no higher than 5 feet and should be constructed of wood or natural stone.
If walls are terraced, the space between the terraces should be at least 15 feet and heavily

planted.*

e In the design of drainage facilities, consideration should be given to aquifer recharge,
particularly by use of porous materials for parking lots and drainage facilities.

ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES

An architectural approach that allows buildings to blend with and complement their
surroundings should be used. Development should fit the context, whether natural, historic,
or urban. In natural areas buildings should be unobtrusive.

e Make new or substantially redesigned developments (outside downtown areas) appear
unobtrusive from the river

« Ensure attractive developments throughout the corridor and maintain the historic building
scale

¢ Locate and design buildings so that they do not loom over the river
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* Minimize the overall size of the structure a

development low profile near the river nd the elevation facing the river; keep

* Break up building mass usi
: using methods such as broke i i
back of upper stories, etc; minimize mass near the rivern planes, R #RPIng

¢ Use simple forms

¢ In historic areas, such as downtown Minnea
and fenestration of the buildin
buildings

polis, St. Paul, and Hastin i
olis ! gs, the seale, roofl
g should be similar to and compatible with surroundlirrlg

U . .
se materials that blend with the setting; avoid the use of reflective materials

* Use suitable colors; subtle
: ’ , subdued colo
appropriate near the river rs are best — br

ight colors are generally not
* Buildings in the riverfront area i

which
A follow o & éighltz: must be set back at least 100 fegt from the river)
25 feet within 200 feet of the river
40 feet within 300 feet of the river

® Buildings in the bluff

reservati i
should not exceed 25 fep rvation area (which must be set 40 feet back from the bluff line)

et, with an additional 60 feet of setback for buildings over 125 feet

BRIDGES, POWERLINES, AND ROADS

e The vi . -
isual impact of utility structures should be minimized in the riverfront area

* Bridges should be desi . .
gned using archit
character of other bridges in the CO%rid ocr itectural treatm

Avenue, Robert Street, and High bridges)

ents consistent with the histori
c
(e.g., the Lake Street, Ford Parkway, Hennepin

Guideline

® Construction of new roads and utilities should

within 100 feet of the bluff line, and on the bluffbe avoided within 300 feet of the shoreline,

face.*

® Roads within 300 feet of the river should be li

‘3 : mit i i
providing recreational access to the river using the folllcj\?intgo- scenic drives and parkways

*Desi
gn to be as narrow and as unobtrusive as possible*

*Minimize cut and fill and disturbance of vegetation

*Desi i ili i
gn with a curvilinear alignment and to emphasize views
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eLocate on slopes less than 12% grade*

e Natural vegetation should be allowed to grow in utility and road rights-of-way. Where
natural vegetation has been removed, it should be replaced with native vegetation. Herbicide
use should be avoided.*

« Where vegetation is lacking, landscapes should be designed and planted appropriate to the
setting.

e Bridges should be designed with sensitive architectural treatments consistent with the
historic character of other bridges in the corridor (e.g., the Lake Street, Ford Parkway,
Hennepin Avenue, Robert Street, and High bridges). New or renovated bridges should
include the traditional arches as an integral part of the design. Whenever possible, historic
bridges should be renovated, rather than replaced.

e Utility lines should be placed underground.

TIPS FOR HOMEOWNERS

(This is a sample only.) In addition to meeting the guidelines that incorporate the policies of
the MNRRA plan and DNR shoreland rules, there are local zoning ordinances with certain
requirements. When there is a question or conflict between requirements or jurisdictions, the
law states that the most restrictive applies. Impact to state-regulated wetlands or floodplains
should be approved in advance by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Other
wetlands are regulated under the state Wetlands Conservation Act of 1991; landowners
should consult with the Board of Water and Soil Resources for potential impact on these

wetlands.

Bluffs

Constructing homes in harmony with the bluff lands protects the environment and preserves
scenic beauty. By locating homes away from the bluff edge and below treeline, views of the
bluffs remain unspoiled. A strip of undisturbed forest along the bluff line minimizes potential
runoff and erosion while providing wildlife habitat.

Vegetation

Retaining or restoring the natural vegetation is of benefit to landowners and the environment.
Natural vegetation holds the soil and lessens the need for any other erosion control. It also
attracts wildlife and provides a natural appearance from the river. Views of the river are
usually improved if filtered or framed by vegetation, so only enough vegetation should be
pruned to provide view windows from the house to the river. If the land is bare, native plants

should be used in revegetation.
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Runoff

The ability of the ground to absorb rainwater (

before it runs off i
i | an
or carries nutrients and other materials into t T pEESIEm

he river) can be increased by:

* installing gravel trenches alon

drivew i
o b e g ays and patios to collect water and allow it

* maintaining natural plant materials along the shoreline

TP g
minimizing bluegrass because it is relativ

[ ely impervi i
chemicals that run off into the river and caus olluion o ter and requires

e pollution
. : : :
planting new native vegetation and allowing existing shrubs and trees to remain

g
’ 7 7 7
g 4 I g ‘¢ I

Architecture

Building a structure that fits into the landscape and is not highly visible near the river is

preferable to making an highly visible archi
itectural statement. The i ideli
above suggest ways for homes to fit into the river setting. SIS st

Lots

Lots should be large enough and shaped to accommodate the intended structure. They should
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APPENDIX D: WORKGROUPS

Listed are organizations & agencies that participated in workgroups (with one or more

persons participating).

In the early phases of the planning effort work groups of local experts were formed to advise
the commission and National Park Service on certain matters. Focus groups were subgroups

of the work groups formed to gather data.

Business and Industry

3M

American Iron & Supply
Burlington Northern Railroad
Capitol Barge Service

Cargo Carriers, Inc.

Dakota Barge Service

Ford Motor Company

J.L. Shiely Company

John Gorman, Inc.

Northern States Power

R.E.D. Marine Service

River Fleets

Riverway Company

Soo Line Railroad

Upper Mississippi Waterway Association
Upper River Services :
Willie’s Hidden Harbor Marina

University of Minnesota (departments)

Architecture

Bell Museum of Natural History
Forest Resources

Landscape Architecture

Plant Biology

Recreation, Parks, & Leisure Studies
Tourism Center

Wildlife

State Government

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Trade & Economic Development

Department of Transportation
Minnesota Army/Air National Guard
Minnesota Historical Society
Minnesota House of Representatives
Pollution Control Agency
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Local/County/Regional governments

Anoka County

City of Anoka

City of Brooklyn Park

City of Cottage Grove

City of Fridley

City of Hastings

City of Inver Grove Heights

City of Minneapolis

City of South St. Paul

City of St. Paul

Dakota County

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Waste Control Commission
Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission
Ramsey County

Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District
Washington County

Federal Government

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Coast Guard
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Other Organizations

Center for Urban & Regional Affairs
Hastings Historic Preservation Commission
Mankato State University-Dept. of Recreation
Minnesota Indian Affairs Council

North Metro Convention & Visitors Bureau
River Environmental Action Project

Science Museum of Minnesota

St. Anthony Falls Heritage Board

St. Paul Downtown Development Council
Upper Midwest Museum of Trans.

Upper Miss River Basin Assoc




APPENDIX E: NINE-FOOT NAVIGATION CHANNEL MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Congress authorized the 9-foot navigation channel project with the Rivers and Harbors Act
(RHA) of 1930, which extended from the mouth of the Missouri River to Minneapolis,
Minnesota. The RHA of 1937 extended the northern reach to UMR to Mile 857.6. The St. Paul
Harbor and Small Boat Harbor were authorized by River and Harbors Committee Doc. 44,
64th Cong. 1st session and by House Doc. 547, 76th Cong., 3rd session, respectively. The
Hastings Harbor was authorized by House Doc. 559, 79th Cong., 2nd session. A 4-foot
navigation channel was authorized on the Minnesota River up to mile 25.6 by the RHA of
1892 and a 9-foot channel up to mile 14.7 with the RHA of 1958.

Channel maintenance plans designating placement sites and operating procedures have been
made through coordination with the River Resources Forum, and any maintenance dredging
required is coordinated with the interagency On-Site Inspection Team (OSIT). In the
metropolitan area, the OSIT includes members from the cities of St. Paul and Minneapolis as
well as the usual State and Federal agencies.

Dredging and dredged material placement is conducted in accordance with Sec. 404(b)(1)
guidelines of the Clean Water Act and National Environmental Policy Act. The Corps has a
general permit and memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources to cover all previously designated permanent and temporary placement
sites. Separate permits are required for those sites not previously designated and where
placement of material is below the ordinary high watermark as outlined in the MOU. The
state may also require a separate permit if they determine that placement at a site may result
in significant adverse impacts. The Corps has a long-term permit with the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency allowing the construction and operation of disposal facilities on the
Mississippi, Minnesota, and St. Croix Rivers. The permit established procedures for approval
of projects and outlines coordination that must take place between agencies. Certification is
required for any placement operations in the State where either material or effluent must be
discharged below the ordinary high watermark. Dredged material placement permits are
received from the landowners of the placement sites used and permits are also required in
accordance with the city of Minneapolis noise ordinance.

The city of Minneapolis is the local sponsor for the Upper St. Anthony Falls Pool navigation
project and provides the land necessary for dredged material placement. An agreement with
the city also designates placement site responsibilities in pool 1. The city of St. Paul is the
local sponsor of the St. Paul small boat harbor and provides land necessary for dredged
material placement. The Lower Minnesota River Watershed District is the local sponsor for
the 9-foot channel on the Minnesota River and has dredged material site placement
responsibilities..

Dredging is accomplished by the hydraulic dredges William A. Thompson and Dubuque and
by mechanical methods including the Corps derrick barge Hauser and Wade and similar
contractor dredging equipment. Most work above the St. Paul barge terminal is accomplished
by mechanical methods due to placement site restrictions. The exception is that the Dubuque
may be used to dredge at the turning basin at the head of navigation.

In the reach described above, there are nine permanent (P) and four temporary (T) placement
sites in the following locations: USAF Pool 9 865.6RM(P); Pool 1 - 853.2LM(P), 851.3-LM(T),
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and 849.5RM(ST); Pool 2 - 840.4RM(P), 836.8-RM(P), 824.1-LM(P), 823.8-RM(T), 822.8-RM(P),
821.3LM(T), 820.5-LM(P); Pool 3 - 815-RM(P). There are also several sites on the Minnesota
River that are within the MNRRA boundary.

Sediment contamination and water quality from dredging operations are a concern due to the
influence of the metropolitan area and the sediment characteristics. The sediment tends to be
finer grained, which bonds more easily with contaminants. The Corps conducts periodic
sediment sampling and analysis of historic dredging locations to document the sediment
quality. A404(b)(1) evaluation is prepared for any dredging with an effluent return or when
dredged material is placed below the ordinary high water mark. The evaluations are reviewed
by state and federal agencies.
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APPENDIX F: NATIONAL PARK SERVICE STAFFING NEEDS

Following is a table showing existing and proposed NPS staff for the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area, with a description of their primary duties. It is subject to change
based on the final role established for National Park Service and other partners in managing
the corridor as documented in the final comprehensive management plan and follow-up
implementing plans. It should be emphasized that this is a long-range staffing concept that
would take many years to implement. Support staff for the Mississippi River Coordinating
Commission are included in these positions. Other than one administrative clerk, these duties
are spread among several existing and proposed staff members.

STAFFING REQUIREMENTS (INCLUDING EXISTING STAFF)

Staff Total
MNRRA TOTALS Salary Benefits Support FTE Staff
(19929)" (est. 30%) (est. 25%)* Costs
ALL DIVISIONS $836,944 $250,847 $209,040 325  $1,296,829
! All salary figures are based on step 3 for the full performance level.
% Support includes required equipment, travel, training, and other miscellaneous items.
DIVISION OF MANAGEMENT & ADMINISTRATION
Staff
Position Grade Salary Benefits Support FTE

(1992%)! (est. 30%) (est. 25%)*

EXISTING AUTHORIZED STAFF

Superintendent GM-13 $46,210 $13,863 $11,553 1.0
Administrative Technician GS-05/06 21,027 6,308 5,258 1.0
Clerk Typist (Stay-in-School) GS-01 4,897 1,469 1,224 0.4°
ADDITIONS TO STAFF

Administrative Officer GS-07/09 $28,584 $8,575 $7,146 1.0
Maintenance Management Coordinator GS-09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
Administrative Clerk (MRCC) GS-05 9,433 2,830 2,358 0.5
Clerk Typist GS-04 16,862 5,059 4,216 1.0
DIVISION TOTALS $156,137 $46,679 $38,901 5.5

! All salary figures are based on step 3 for the full performance level.
2 Support includes required equipment, travel, training, and other miscellaneous items.
3 Positions filled under the Stay-in-School program do not count towards FTE statistics.

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Staff
Position Grade Salary Benefits Support FTE
(19929)' (est. 30%) (est. 25%)°

EXISTING AUTHORIZED STAFF

Division Chief, Outdoor Recreation Planner GS-123 $41,451 $12,435 $10,363 1.0
Cartographic Technician (GIS) GS-07/09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
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ADDITIONS TO STAFF

Community Planner GS-11 $34,585 $10,378 $ 8,646 1.0
Resource Management Specialist (Natural) GS-11 34,585 10,378 8,646 1.0
Community Planner/Landscape Architect GS-09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
Outdoor Recreation Planner GS-09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
Resource Management Specialist (Cultural) GS-09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
Grants Assistant GS-07 23,366 7,010 5,842 1.0
Planning Technician GS-05 18,866 5,660 4,717 1.0
DIVISION TOTALS $267,459 $80,161 $66,798 9.0

DIVISION OF INTERPRETATION AND VISITOR SERVICES

Position Staff

Grade Salary Benefits Support FTE
(1992$)' (est. 30%) (est. 25%)*

EXISTING AUTHORIZED STAFF
Division Chief, Park Ranger : GS-123 $41,451 $12,435 $10,363 1.0

ADDITIONS TO STAFF

Environmental Education Specialist GS-11 $34,585 $10,378 $8,646 1.0
Park Ranger (Volunteer Development) GS-09 28,584 8,575 7,146 1.0
Supervisory Park Rangers GS-09 57,168 17,150 14,292 2.0
Park Rangers (Environmental Education) GS-07 93,464 28,040 23,368 4.0
Clerk Typist (Scheduling) GS-05 18,866 5,660 4,717 1.0
Park Rangers (Interpretation) GS-05 75,464 22,640 18,868 4.0
Park Rangers (Interpretation) GS-04 33,724 10,117 8,431 2.0
‘ Park Rangers (Interpretation) GS-03 30,040 9,012 7,510 2.0
, ~ DIVISION TOTALS $413,346 $124,007 $103,341 18.0

:All salary figures are based on step 3 for the full performance level.
k. Support includes required equipment, travel, training, and other miscellaneous items.
-~ Position would receive a one grade increase over the existing level. Salary noted is for the higher grade level

i

i Following is a list of new positions organized by division.

- Division of Management and Administration

Administrative Officer — This position would be needed to coordinate budget tracking, personnel,
contracting, purchasing, and related administrative programs. These programs would become
mcrea§mgly complex as the area develops. This position would supervise and receive support from
3 the existing administrative technician position.

Maintenance Management Coordinator — This position would oversee contracting of maintenance services
1 for the St. Paul interpretive center and would coordinate internal maintenance programs such as cyclic
- and repair/rehabilitation for the center. The person would also be responsible for maintenance of the
- Park’s radio and alarm systems. The incumbent would provide consultation and technical assistance
.~ to corridor partners on road/trail design and other park construction, and would lead inspections of
g 'CODS'truction projects funded via the grants program. The position would also be responsible for the
~ area’s energy conservation and recycling programs.
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Administrative Clerk (Mississippi River Coordinating Commission) — This part-time position would provide
administrative support to the coordinating commission and assist the superintendent on commission
matters.

Clerk Typist — This position would provide general administrative support to all divisions, and would
staff the area’s communication center.

Division of Planning and Resource Management:

Community Planner - This position would coordinate National Park Service monitoring and review
programs. The incumbent would supervise the community planner/landscape architect and the
outdoor recreation planner. Responsibilities would include review of plans to ensure compliance with
the comprehensive management plan, assistance to local communities in updating plans to achieve
compliance, and helping communities identify projects for possible grant funding. The position would
coordinate NPS review of major proposals in the corridor.

Community Planner/Landscape Architect — This position would assist the community planner with the
activities outlined above. The incumbent would be the primary contact for assistance related to the
design guidelines and would provide technical design support to communities on park development
and construction projects.

Outdoor Recreation Planner — This position would assist the community planner with activities outlined
above. The incumbent would coordinate preparation of a visitor use management plan and would
establish a monitoring program to provide baseline data on recreational activities in the river corridor.

Resource Management Specialist (Natural) — This position would monitor natural resource issues in the
corridor and would coordinate the collection and distribution of pertinent data about natural resources.
The incumbent would provide technical assistance on natural resource management issues and would
help identify projects for possible grant funding. The incumbent would also coordinate NPS review
of pertinent permit applications and would establish a information clearinghouse for persons desiring
more information on river-related permits. The position would also be responsible for inspections and
reports on National Natural Landmarks assigned to the area for monitoring.

Resource Management Specialist (Cultural) — This position would monitor cultural resource issues in the
corridor and would coordinate the collection and distribution of pertinent data about cultural
resources. The incumbent would provide technical assistance on historic preservation and other issues
related to cultural resources and would help identify projects for possible grant funding. The position
would coordinate the area’s section 106 and section 110 programs and would be responsible for
inspections and reports on national historic landmarks assigned for monitoring.

Grants Assistance — The position would be responsible for coordinating and processing grant
applications (P.L. 100-696). The incumbent would provide assistance to communities in preparing grant
applications. The incumbent would help communities identify other possible sources of grant funding
to accomplish projects compatible with the management plan. The position would coordinate with
other park staff to develop a system for assessing grant applications.

Planning Technician — This position would provide technical support to all division personnel and
programs.

Division of Interpretation and Visitor Services
Environmental Education Specialist — Responsible for program development, educator training, and

quality control of environmental education program. Oversees scheduling of environmental education
programs.
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Park Ranger (Volunteer Development) — Develops volunteer programs in the corridor. Identifies
volunteer opportunities in coordination with other corridor agencies and organizations. Recruits, trains,
evaluates, and recognizes the contributions of volunteers.

Supervisory Park Rangers — Manages daily operations at a major interpretive facility and one satellite
facility.

Park Rangers (Environmental Education) — Presents environmental education programs on multiple
themes to a wide variety of audiences. Presents interpretive programs for the general public.

Clerk Typist (Scheduling) — Schedules programs for schools and the general public. Responsible for
mailing pre- and post-visit materials to schools.

Park Rangers (Interpretation) — Operate interpretive centers and provide on-site interpretive
programming.
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APPENDIX I: ADDITIONAL SOCIOECONOMIC DATA

PERCENTAGE OF RESIDENTS BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

TOTAL WHITE BLACK | AM IND ESK ASIAN PAC OTHER HISPAN
AL ISL

Minnesota 10.2 8.7 36.8 437 31.7 31.7 25.6
7-County Metro 8.1 56 37.1 406 323 238 194 |
Anoka County 5.3 49 40.3 23.4 7.3 16.7 9.6
Carver County 49 48 20.7 27.8 0 0 6.0
Dakota County 43 4.1 13.7 13.1 6.6 15.4 12.3
Hennepin County 9.2 6.1 38.0 473 27.0 23.1 20.2
Ramsey County 114 7.3 384 342 48.6 28.8 232
Scott County 4.1 3.9 241 12.8 16.7 211 18.6
Washington County 44 4.0 26.3 21.6 79 14.2 145

Source: ~ State Demographer’s Office and Metropolitan Council, estimates based on 1990 census

AVERAGE ANNUAL COVERED EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, CALENDAR YEAR 1990

Agriculture Transport, Finance,

Forestry Communic, Insurance,
Fishery | Construction Manufacturing Public Util Trade Real Estate Services Govt

Mining

Minnesota 25470 79772 397781 101175 520365 122358 512222 302362
TCMA 7400 47647 250884 69488 320107 94309 336210 156399
Anoka Co. 719 4368 19556 2472 22685 2384 14997 10124
Carver Co. 210 707 7242 733 2498 492 2762 2405
Dakota Co. 1293 4783 18890 6403 33223 5719 19836 12322
Henn Co. 3118 24797 120797 46835 184397 63902 210356 78250
Ramsey Co. 943 9520 72444 10302 61857 18901 75662 43958
Scott Co. 288 1519 3680 705 4825 421 4653 2377
Wash Co. 831 1954 8289 2040 10634 2497 7958 6990

The table shows "Covered Employment” from employers’ reports on the number of employees covered under the Minnesota Employment Services Act
(unemployment compensation).

Sources: Minnesota Department of Jobs & Training
Metropolitan Council
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PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE ANRUAL COVERED EMPLOAMENT LOCATED I8 THE Twin Crmms wan Eaci CounTy, 1990
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APPENDIX J: PERMITTING AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

The following table presents a partial inventory of regulatory responsibilities in the corridor. The table only summarizes the permits needed
for development. For example, solid waste disposal on non-NPS lands might involve an actual operating landfill or the site of a demolished
structure. A permit to discharge into the river might involve effluent from a wastewater treatment plant or material dredged from the river

bottom in order to construct a permanent dock. The table’s primary purpose is to illustrate the many agencies and levels involved in river

corridor regulation. As coordinating efforts proceed, this table might serve as the foundation upon which to build a more complete inventory.

INVENTORY OF REGULATORY PERMITS FOR ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR

AGENCY

Permits or Other Direct Regulatory Authority/Responsibility

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation

Provides comments to federal agencies on federally funded or permitted activities affecting historic resources under section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

The Corps of Engineers regulates work that could affect navigable waters, which are those bodies of water that have historically been used for
commercial navigation. The agency issues permits for the placement of structures, dredging, and filling in navigable waters under section 10,
Rivers & Harbors Act, 1899. The corps also regulates the discharge of dredged or other fill into all waters of the U.S. under section 404, Clean
Water Act. In addition, no section 404 permit may be issued by the Corps without a section 401 certification from the MN Pollution Control
Agency that the discharge of dredged or fill material will not violate state water quality standards.

National Park Service

The National Park Service has been given the responsibility to work with the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission to create a
comprehensive management plan for land and water use measures for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Actual
management or enforcement responsibilities will be addressed in the plan. The MNRRA act mandates that the National Park Service review
all federally funded or permitted activities in the corridor.

Federal Aviation
Administration

The federal Aviation Administration controls air traffic and regulates airport operations.

U.S. Coast Guard

The U.S. Coast Guard maintains the river channel buoy system and enforces safety standards, laws, and equipment vessels, barges, and
floating plants. USCG enforces some pollution control laws, sets bridge height standards, and inspects barges and recreational and
commercial vessels.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 mandates all federal agencies to consult with USFWS on permit and license applications.
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act mandates all federal agencies to consult with USFWS to ensure that actions will not jeopardize
endangered species. These responsibilities make the USFWS a significant player in MNRRA regulatory activities.

Department of Energy

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has jurisdiction over all nonfederal hydroelectric power facilities that are located on or use water
from a navigable stream, produce power that affects interstate or foreign commerce, are located on federal land, or use water impounded by a
federal dam. The commission must issue a license before any such facility can be built.

Environmental Protection
Agency

The Environmental Protection Agency establishes standards for water quality management, drinking water safety, solid and hazardous waste
disposal, toxic substance management, air quality control, and general environmental quality review. Most enforcement is delegated to the
states, although EPA retains oversight and may reinsert its authority if it determines a state is not doing an adequate job. In addition, EPA
may veto a Corps 404 permit if it deems necessary, and it may exercise the lead federal role for certain cases. In Minnesota the primary
enforcement role for water quality is filled by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

PO et il ST vl S RSt e & Ly

I AGENCY

Permits or Other Direct Regulatory Authority/Responsibility

State Agencies

Environmental Quality
Board

The Environmental Quality Board designates the routes for pipelines and transmission lines in the state and issues permits for their
construction. The agency also determines power plant sites and issues certificates of site compatibility. Any state critical areas (the Mississippi
River Corridor is the only active one) are recommended by EQB. The agency writes standards for local critical area plans and reviews and
approves all plans or amendments for compliance with the standards.

Department of Natural
Resources (DNR)

The department has responsibility for issuing permits for many activities. These include any appropriation of surface or underground water,
mining activities, and underground gas or liquid storage. The department issues licenses for utilities to cross state lands or waters. Most
broadly, a permit is required for any activity that changes the course, current, or cross section of state waters, which includes filling, .
excavating, or placement of structures, including dams. The department establishes standards for shoreline protection through its regulations
that must be adopted by local governments. The agency must approve local floodplain ordinances, which are mandatory by state law, and
also establishes zoning standards along state-designated wild and scenic rivers. The department also investigates fish kills and assesses
damages from polluters.

Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency

The pollution control agency has responsibility for ensuring compliance with state and federal standards for all discharges into the air, land,
or water. It exercises its regulatory authorities through an extensive list of permits as well as review processes.

Air quality is protected through general air quality permits (for point source emissions), indirect source permits (e.g., parking ramps), énd
open burning permits. Waste disposal is regulated through solid waste facility permits as well as through permits for hazardous material
regulating storage, disposal, and treatment. Before any activity can proceed that could result in discharge into navigable waters of the state,
the agency must issue a section 401 permit. Other permits include above-ground storage of liquids, a certificate of exemption for PCB users,
animal feedlots, the discharge of municipal and industrial waste into state waters, a river dredging certificate, and a state disposal system
permit for sanitary sewer systems. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for any point source that discharges
into waters of the U.S. is a federal permit, authority for which has been delegated to the agency. The agency also establishes standards for
noise emissions and for general air quality.

Board of Water and Soil
Resources

This board approves the establishment of special local tax districts, called watershed districts, which have regulatory authority over water
management.

Minnesota State historic
Preservation Office (SHPO)

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is responsible for preserving historic sites through nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places. The SHPO also comments on federally funded or permitted activities under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act. The SHPO is housed at the Minnesota Historical Society.
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AGENCY

Permits or Other Direct Regulatory Authority/Responsibility

Regional Agencies

Metropolitan Council

The Metropolitan Council was created by the state legislature to do long-range planning for the seven-county metropolitan area. The council
reviews projects for consistency with its development guide for regional systems (such as highways, transit, airports, sewers, and parks) and
can require changes in local comprehensive plans. A number of commissions have been created to formulate and implement policies for these
systems. Particularly relevant to lands in the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area are the Metropolitan Airports Commission,
Metropolitan Parks & Open Space Commission, and the Metropolitan Waste Control Commission.

The Metropolitan Airports Commission has broad authorities over airports in the Metropolitan Area. It controls the international airport that
abuts the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area near the confluence of the Minnesota River. Holman Field on the downtown St.
Paul riverfront is also subject to MAC authorities over flight patterns and airport management. Through the Metropolitan Council, the
airports commission is required to promulgate aircraft noise zones based on appropriate noise levels for each land use. Local governments are
then required to incorporate these standards into local controls. This is the only instance where Metropolitan Council land use measures must
be adopted by other bodies.

The Parks & Open Space Commission has no regulatory powers.

The Metropolitan Waste Control Commission is not a regulatory agency. However, the commission owns all waste treatment systems in the
metropolitan area and, through review, approval, and funding of local sewer management plans, serves in some ways as a de facto regulatory
body.

Counties, Cities and
Townships

There are 21 cities and four townships in the five Minnesota counties that encompass the MNRRA corridor. Local governments have broad
planning and regulatory control over development in the corridor. Each of these political entities have regulatory power over land and water
use through a variety of departments, agencies, commissions, etc. Minnesota state law gives these local governments primary authority over
land use regulation. Local governments are often responsible for enforcement of standards written by state and county level agencies or the
state legislature.




APFEMDIX K: INTERFRETIVE CONCEPT FOR HARRIET 1SLAMD CENTER

PFRELIMINARY FROGEAM PFOR INTERPRETIVE MEDLA AND ACTIVTIES
Gemeral Funstinss

The Harriet Eland Center wioald be desigred 1o provide interpeetatian, soscation, orientation, and
wisibor services.

Specific Functbons

« prawide focus and identity for the Mississippl National River and Recreatim Anes and the Matiseal
Park Service

* provide gompeehensive interpretation af sekctid (e
= arient visilers ie sescarces and recreational oppartunities thraughout the comidor and nearby aneis
* provide informaticn ard arizntation to other umits of the paticnal park sstem

» peovide a staging area for public and env I education

» inberpret camglex storics thaomigh interpeetive media and a varicty of pessnal programe
» provide security and environmental controls foe displaying ariginal objeds

= provide books and other educational prodits bar mle

Vigitar Experience Goals

Visitors b the Harriet Ialand inberpretive center would have the appartuniy e

o the imip W, B, value, beauty, and prardius of the Missisippi
Rivar

« learn alout recreatienal opportunities in and arourd the MRNRRS corridor

# learn specific and cervent information about the status and kealn of comidor nesouroes

» kearn information ared sloses related i interpretive themes.

& fimd experiences and opportunities that relase o visitor imeresssard backgrounds

* leam ba bl peotect and enhance the naharal and cultusal values of the MNERA comidor

Interpretive Themes

Al interpretive themes waubd be interpevied bo some degres ab Ehis conbes Howeves, themes 1, 5, 6,
7, and & would bo emphasized st this area bocause it is the primary MNRRA cener and pesources
nearby enhance thie abilsty o tell certain staries.



(1) International significance: The Mississippi is one of the world’s great rivers.
(2) History: Humans have had a 10,000-year relationship with the upper Mississippi.

(3) Stewardship: We must care for the Mississippi.
(4) The shaping of the river: Glacial and human forces have shaped the river.
(5) The working river: As a working river, the Mississippi’s influence extends far from its shoreline.

(§) Diversity: The MNRRA corridor includes a variety of organisms and ecosystems; improved
biological diversity is a goal. ,

(7) Interdependence: All living things (including humans) in the MNRRA corridor are interdependent.

.(8) Nat.ional Park System: The resources of the MNRRA corridor are nationally significant; the area
is a unit of the national park system.

Audience

The Harriet Island Center would serve many audiences:

neighborhood residents

downtown office workers

metropolitan area residents

out-of-state tourists and visitors
international visitors

school groups

community groups

recreationists (cyclists, hikers, boaters, etc.)
families, individuals, peer groups

first time visitors

return visitors

volunteers

seminar, workshop or junior ranger program participants
people waiting for the excursion boat

INTERPRETIVE CENTER CONCEPT

The l'ocation of this center in a major metropolitan area emphasizes the importance of return visitation.
Media and program planning would take this into account, and provide changing experiences in
addition to more traditional approaches. The location also means that potential visitors would have
many other choices of how to spend their leisure time. For this center to accomplish its goals, there
must be sufficient "critical mass," and it must be enough of an attraction to be appealing to po,tential
visitors and corridor users. It should also be a comfortable place and encourage return visits.

The side of the center facing the river would have an expanse of windows. Visitors would be able to
see the Mississippi River, the St. Paul downtown skyline, and Harriet Island park. Since ambient light
can threaten archival materials such as paper and textiles and can fade graphics, sensitive materials
would be kept away from windows, and treatments such as ultraviolet-reducing films on windows
would be considered. Since this is a northern exposure, and the exhibits would not be rich in artifacts
accommodation between views and artifact conservation should not be too difficult. ’
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The center would have several areas for visitors:

Area Approx. Square Feet
Lobby 1500
Exhibits 3500
Library 1500
Book sales/storage 1000
Temporary Exhibits 400
A/V Alcove 300
Auditorium (100 seats) 1600
Classrooms/Meeting Rooms (2) 1000

There would be additional space in the building for restrooms, utilities, and circulation that would
bring the total interpretive center portion to 12,000 square feet. There would be about 7,000 square feet
of administrative offices housing the MNRRA headquarters staff, bringing the total size of the building
to about 19,000 square feet. All space estimates are preliminary and subject to refinement during
building design.

Lobby

The area indicated for the lobby (1,500 square feet) would include a vestibule, information counter,
seating, and an orientation area. There would be sufficient space to accommodate the arrival of bus
loads of up to 60 people at one time.

The identity of the center and of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area would be
established immediately upon entry into the building.

The orientation area would orient visitors to recreational resources in and around the MNRRA
corridor, and to visitor services such as food and lodging. Most of the space would be devoted to
recreational opportunities; visitor services information can be handled with a brochure rack, computer,
and/or a notebook with compiled listings.

Exhibits

Exhibits would be multisensory, many would be interactive or participatory, and they would offer
enjoyable experiences to the diverse audiences that would use this center. In part because of the
strongly urban setting and clientele, the experiences would be more interactive, experiential, and,
perhaps, contemporary than exhibits found in many national park service visitor centers. There would
be computers, live fish, video, and virtual reality experiences. There would be experiences that appeal
to teenagers and children, to inner-city residents, and to ethnic minorities who may have had little
experience with national parks. Not everything would be interactive; there would be opportunities for
more passive, intellectual, and contemplative experiences as well. Many visitors would find themselves
unable or unwilling to take in everything in one visit, thus encouraging return visits. Temporary
exhibits would also provide new attractions to metropolitan residents. Alcoves would help focus
activities for educational groups and feature specialized videotapes.

Visitors would find the exhibit area organized into three general spaces:
(1) People and the River - stories, issues, and experiences dealing with human interaction with

the upper Mississippi; the working river and the recreation river; the river as scenic,
recreational, historical, cultural, natural, economic, and scientific resource




(2) Ecological Communities of the Upper Mississippi — aquatic and associated ecosystems of
the Mississippi would be represented; pool, riffle, and benthic communities, wetlands, tributary
streams, lakes, urban river, farmland river, recreational river

(3) Welcome to the National Park System — how, where, when and why to visit national

parks; trip planning assistance; MNRRA is one of over 350 national park areas; how to use but
not abuse our parks

The first two areas could be developed in partnership with other organizations. Commercial and
recreational organizations could assist with the development of media exploring human interaction
with the river. The expertise of an organization like the Minnesota Zoo or the Minnesota Science
Museum would be sought for developing and operating the ecology wing.

Specific exhibit and other media recommendations would be developed later in the interpretive plan,
which would be prepared following approval of the comprehensive management plan. In general,

however, the following approaches could be used to provide enjoyable and educational experiences
and are offered as examples.

(1) People and the River

Here are explored the many ways people interact with the river, how they benefit by it, how they
change it, and how they take care of it.

The economic story, "the working river," would be a major emphasis. Visitors would be able to learn
how the river provides transportation, energy, cooling, and waste disposal for millions. They would
consider the costs and the benefits of the many ways people work the river.

Recreation is the other major use of the river. A significant interpretive objective of this center would
be to help visitors enjoy safe and low-impact recreational activities in and around the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area. Exhibits can give visitors updated information on resource
conditions, direct visitors to desired areas, inform them of behaviors that are unsafe or damaging,
encourage involvement in new activities, and recommend further information.

Using virtual reality technology, visitors with computerized video headsets could steer a
tugboat hauling barges to St. Paul, paddle a canoe exploring the Pig’s Eye nature preserve, or
pilot a motorboat through a lock and safely past a sailboat. They would learn the different

requirements of the many craft that ply the river and how to use them safely and without
harmful impacts.

Through interactive video, visitors could decide transportation policies, weighing options, and
costs and benefits of moving commodities and other goods. The game could offer several
levels, thus appealing to children and adults, and offering more to do in future visits.

Another interactive video program could let visitors explore issues of pollution control, energy
use, waste disposal, land use, and other environmental issues that involve multiple objectives
and interests. Activities such as this would help educate residents and river users to become
more effectively involved in finding solutions to common problems.

Contemporary issues of human use of the river could be considered using updated displays
of newspaper articles, television news segments, and books. Visitors would see multiple
perspectives, better understand the relevance to their lives, and might pay more attention at
home to river-related issues.
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Anything spilled, flushed, poured, deposited, or thrown away in a river’s watersbgd can affect
the river. The Mississippi’s watershed covers two-thirds of the lower 48 states. VlSlt(?I:S shou¥d
learn this basic relationship. One could start with a computer program that 'takes visitors’ zip
codes or home countries and places them in the watersheds of the Rum River, the Z}xmbro,
the Mississippi or the Ganges. A model could illustrate to young visitors the dynamics of a

typical watershed.

The diversity of MNRRA activities and changes over time can be interpreted with
photographs, paintings, sketches, poetry and other literature, and music.

Visitors would have access to additional experiences and more in-depth information in the
library, bookstore, other institutions, and the MNRRA corridor.. The availlability of these
supplementary experiences could be announced through the d.lsplay of hl?r.ary and sales
publications and description of other interpretive sites and locations to be visited. Staff and
documents would also be available for further discussions.

(2) Ecological Communities of the Upper Mississippi

Visitors would discover aquatic and associated ecosystems of the Mississippi, see many of the plants
and animals that live there and learn of their interrelationships, and find out how we can restore and

maintain biological diversity.

Unlike bison, elk, or marmots in Yellowstone or Rocky Mountain national parks, the aquatic life of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area are mostly inaccessible. E.ven angler§ catch oply Fhe
top of the food chains. This center would provide access to and understanding of riverine and riparian
communities and encourage stewardship.

Ecosystem-based tanks could show the larger residents' of aquatic communities: the fish,
reptiles, amphibians, molluscs, crustaceans, and plants. Microscopes would reveal t.he smaller
residents ranging from insects and worms to single—cellecfl creatures. Interpretatl.on would
emphasize ecological relationships more than the natural history of isolated organisms.

Associated communities such as bottomland forests, marshes, swamps, creeks, and ponds
could be introduced in a similar fashion. Live animals would include. only those that could be
kept in aquariums or terrariums. The lives of river-dependent residents su.ch as raccoons,
muskrats, herons, and kingfishers could come alive with photographs and video.

Using computers, visitors could explore population dynamics, balancing dif.feren.t para'tmete.zrs
(such as food, habitat, pollution, predation) in trying to maintain or create biological diversity
in the Mississippi.

Visitors would have access to current scientific research on ecological systems of the upper
Mississippi, concentrating especially on the MNRRA cqrrldor but including related areas as
well. This could be provided through a variety of media and programs. Changeable exhlplt
modules could present up-to-date research with photographs, text, and video. An alcoye with
a lab table, tanks, counters, and benches could host a variety of talks and demonstratlgns by
staff and docents. Library resources would give visitors and students the opportunity for

research.

3) Welcome to the National Park System

The location of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area in a metropplitan area offers an
opportunity to reach out to populations that have had little previous access to national park areas and
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values. For metropolitan residents as well as out-of-state tourists, this center can offer needed services
that would make visits to national parks more frequent, enjoyable and beneficial, and more respectful.

In 1986 a National Park Service task force developed recommendations to create a series of urban

gateways that would help make national parks accessible to everyone. This center is an opportunity
to bring about that vision.

Urban partnership areas such as the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area are a new
concept to many. Visitors would learn why MNRRA is part of the national park system and

the similarities and differences among areas such as MNRRA, Yellowstone, and Voyageurs
national parks.

Attracted by powerful photography and videography of park resources and experiences,

visitors (especially those unfamiliar with the national park system) can learn more about key
issues and information.

Basic trip planning assistance would be available in person and by telephone.

The library would provide a wide range of books and other materials for use in planning trips
to other NPS areas.

Temporary Exhibits

Rotating, travelling, or temporary exhibits would be an important service in the center, especially for

encouraging return visits. This space would also be available for programs, workshops, and other
activities.

Audiovisual Arts

In the auditorium there would be an introductory film that presents the significance and grandeur of
the Mississippi River and defines the concept of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.
This would be the primary vehicle for interpreting theme 1: the Mississippi is one of the world’s great
rivers. The river and watershed would be treated as an entire system. It would also enable visitors to
understand the MNRRA'’s place in our system of protected areas, and it would encourage respectful
use of corridor resources and associated areas.

Because there are already several Omnimax and other large format presentations in the area,
consideration should be given to a 35 mm film format with surround sound. This format would help

tell a "big" story, and would enhance the ability of the center to effectively communicate the important
messages.

There would be short video programs available for visitors. These would be on a variety of subjects
relating to MNRRA themes. Some would be produced commercially or by the news media; others
would be specially produced to show in this center and elsewhere. These would be shown in the video
alcove and elsewhere in the exhibit area. Generally, seating would be available unless the program
lasts less than two minutes.

The video alcove would provide seating for about 40 people. Programs could be automatically
scheduled, as well as hosting special programs such as for school groups. This area would give the
operators increased flexibility, keep the auditorium free for the introductory program, and allow much
greater access to the many excellent and relevant video programs already available.
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Audiovisual programs could be developed through partnerships with other organizations.

Auditorium

This would be designed as a theater, with good acoustics, a partially sloping floor (with flat areas for
wheelchairs), and fixed seating for about 100 people.

Library

This area would offer reference publications and media and services relating to the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area, the Mississippi River, riverine and riparian ecology, ‘ur.ban Parks,
and the national parks system. These services could be offered in partnership with existing library
services in the Twin Cities area.

Classrooms

Two classes of 60-70 people would be able to meet in this area for environmental educe}tiqn programs.
The space could function as one large area, or be divided in half. Facilities would maximize flexibility
and include laboratory tables, sinks, aquariums and terrariums, storage, and mO\'fal.)le seatmg.'Gr(.)ups
would be likely to spend part of their visit in these rooms and the rest in the exhibit area, auditorium,
video alcove, on a boat on the river, and outdoors.

Bookstore

A cooperating association bookstore would offer publications, videotapes, postcards, and other theme-
related and educational items about the Mississippi River, MNRRA, and other NPS areas for sale.
Contiguous storage would be provided.

OUTDOOR INTERPRETIVE AND RECREATION EXPERIENCES

For many people, a visit to the interpretive center would be part of a recreational package that may
include a hike, bike ride, boat ride, picnic, or driving tour. Trails from the center would lead t(? Harleet
Island park, the riverfront (including excursion boat, promenade and marina), and pedestrian/bike
trails to Lilydale Park.

At Harriet Island park there would be several points where a view or a Place is significant, int.erestmg,
theme-related, and accessible, and wayside exhibits might be 1nsta11e.:d. Interprete}tlon and
environmental education programs would be conducted on and along the river. The National Pa'rk
Service would have a boat for environmental education programs. It would be moored at the Harriet
Island marina and would be available for use in aquatic ecology programs for schools and other

scheduled groups.

At Lilydale Park, which is currently being planned and developed by St..Paul Parks. a.nd Recreatlc;rll,
there would be an important part of MNRRA visitors’ experiencgs. Harriet Isla.n.d visitors can vl\('a ,
jog, bicycle, roller blade or drive to Lilydale. There they would f1r.1d opportt'mmes for more hi 1r:gi
jogging, etc., plus fishing, canoeing, nature and geology study, interpretation and environmenta
education programs, old home sites, and picnicking.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Plans.are currer.\tly in place to develop a hiking/biking trail to the west from Lilydale, eventually
reaching the anesota Zoo, and connecting with several other trails. Harriet Island will be part
of a metropolitan system of trails that would complement the NPS interpretive center.

100-year floodplain - an area of land where the probability of being inundated is once in a 100 years.
This area is frequently used by federal, state, and local agencies for floodplain management purposes.

Access — a way of approaching, entering, or using an area; river access includes boat ramps and canoe

launches.
' d
\.< Alternative — a possible course of action, one of several different ways to achieve an objective (in this
i document the term "alternative" is used to describe options to the proposed plan).
~0 2

cA

> Attraction/attractor - Attractors are environments or activities that serve to bring additional tourists
=< to the Twin Cities area. Attractions are environments or activities that are used by local residents and
<+~ < individuals who have come to the region for other reasons (including a desire to see other attractors).

‘8 ~  Balance - to weigh by comparing; to estimate the relative weight or importance of different factors or
0’7 resources and’proportion piopesfy the parts or elements in a planning or decision-making process. ¥his-

_ratherthat All elements are

\‘5 considered before plans are developed or decisions are made.
Barge fleeting area — a parking or staging area for barges awaiting loading, unloading, or transport.

Bluff - a topographic feature such as a hill, cliff, or embankment with steep slopes rising above the
river corridor floodplain.

Bluff Impact Area - a 40-foot wide area adjacent to the bluff line that is subject to preservation
stipulations.

‘ Bluff Preservation Area - includes the bluff-face, bluff impact area, and bluff setback area.

Bluff setback area - a 60-foot wide area that is subject to limitations on development. This area in
combination with the bluff impact area creates a 100-foot setback for buildings from the bluff line.

{ Bluff face - that portion of the steep slope exceeding 18% between the river bottomland and the bluff
' line. TR = o B

! Bluff line (top of the bluff) - the transition point between the steep bluff-face and more level terrain
' at the top of a bluff.

“ Buffer - a method of minimizing the impact of adjacent activities by the use of setbacks, vegetation
| screening, and other means.

Cluster - locating similar facilities together rather than spreading them out over the landscape. This
land planning approach saves open space.

Commercial development (or use) — the creation or placement of buildings or facilities for business
purposes, principally for the sale, lease, rental, or trade of products, goods, or services.

e

Commercial navigation - use of the river for hauling cargo into and out of the area, or between points
in the corridor. Most commercial navigation is represented by the barge towing industry.
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Comprehensive management plan — a general plan that sets forth a vision, management concepts and
policies, and participant roles, in the context of regional plans and trends for conservation, land use,
recreation, transportation, economic development, and other identified issues.

Cooperating associations - Nonprofit organizations formed to assist national parks with the
publication and sale of items associated with park areas. Associations often offer donations for park
purchases and scholarships for park-related study.

Consistent land use - land use activities that are consistent with the location policies contained in this
plan.

Corridor - a long, relatively narrow area that is centered on a linear feature, such as a river. In this

document corridor is used to define that area contained within the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area boundary.

Critical habitat - habitat that is important to the survival of a species.

Critical mass - grouping together of visitor facilities to achieve a minimum desired level of activity.
In this document critical mass is used to describe an objective for major interpretive facilities. It is the

combination of visitor experience necessary to create a major attraction that provides high-quality
interpretive service to the visitor.

Cultural resources - are defined as significant for their cultural association and integrity. They include
archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic buildings and structures, museum objects and
archival materials, and ethnographic resources. This includes, but is not limited to historic resources
described in the National Historic Preservation Act, which are "any prehistoric or historic district, site,
building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion on the national register, including
artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a property or resource."

Design guidelines - recommendations for development of buildings and sites relating to scale, form,
materials, color, and texture. They often deal with aesthetic issues and blending new development into
the surroundings (see appendix C).

Economic development activities - activities carried out primarily by local governments and chambers
of commerce to attract new business and industry to an area to create jobs and increase tax revenues.

Economic resources - include existing facilities, land uses, and activities that benefit the local and
regional economy such as: (1) residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial property, equipment,
and services, (2) public facilities used for economic purposes such as locks and dams, roads, bridges,
and other infrastructure, (3) jobs and their associated payrolls, and (4) the value of commodity
shipments into and out of the area, including the economic value of river navigation services to the
local, regional, and national economy. Note: This should be considered an interim definition for
comprehensive planning purposes. A more thorough, updated definition will be developed after the
comprehensive plan is completed during resource management planning.

Endangered and threatened species - are those plants and animals that are listed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and offered protection under the Endangered Species Act.

Environmental education - Activities with organized groups (schools, scouts, community groups, etc.)

or seminar participants that are designed to develop understanding, appreciation and caring for the
natural environment.
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geographically oriented data, such as vegetation, topography, roads, historic sites, and land use (see
appendix B for a description of the MNRRA GIS database).

GIS - geographic information system, a computerized%sjystem for storing and analyzing § cl o2

Heritage education - Activities with organized groups (schoolf%, scouts, cqmmunity groups, fetc.)ozlr'
seminar participants that are designed to develop understa.ndmg,- appreciation and caring for
historic and prehistoric heritage and for the manmade or built environment.

Historic resources - historic resources are defined in the National Histori.c Preser.ve?tio’anc.t ae; any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or objegt mcludgd in, or eligible hor inc usmtn
on the national register, including artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a property

or resource."

Inconsistent land use - land use activities that are not consistent with the location policies contained

in this plan.

Industrial development (or use) — the creation or placement of buildings or facil(iit‘ie.s for tfhe
production, manufacture, warehousing, storage, or transfer of goods, products, commodities, or for

resource extraction purposes.

Integrated - made into a whole; unified; or joined together. All elements of an integrateAd. plan or
integrated effort to resolve an issue are analyzed and factored together to make better decisions.

Interpretation — educational activities designed to reveal meanings and r'ela'tionship.s thr(l)(;lgh F?e usi
of presentations, original objects, by firsthand experience, and by graphic illustrations. ccrltwl 11?(5 o1
media designed to help people understand, appreciate and care for the natural and cultura

environment.

Note: The similarities among interpretation and environmental and heri'ta.g.e education daretfa; m?}i
prevalent than the differences. In this plan, interpretation ref'ers to aF:t1V1t1es and Et))r'o t1.1cesS b(;rt the
general public. Educational activities and products may be designed with th? sameI ot ]ecrgation are
intended for specific groups and those who sign up for workshops or semmarsl. n er}I: e i)
deals more with the immediate environment (that which one can see, hear, smell, touch or imagine),

while educational activities may take participants farther afield.

Interpretive media - Visual, auditory, and textual products (such as exhibits, films, videos, books,
pamphlets) designed to provide interpretation and education.

Law enforcement — The act of ensuring that laws or regulations are followed, including rules for
management of visitor use and resource protection.

Location policies - policies that affect where activities should be sited in the landscape. They generally
define desirable and undesirable land uses for a given area.

Major land use - a land use that (1) has regionwide significance, (2) Would cause signi'fice'\?t actvs:s
impacts to the river corridor, or (3) would set a precedent committing land use to significan

directions.

. . ha
Monitoring - a program established to track the condition of a resource over time, or evaluate t
effectiveness of implementation of plan elements.

i iti rban
Natural area - an area that visually exhibits primarily non-human c.:reated qua.htles, suc}l\) ashir;n l;ns
forest or wetland. In this case natural does not mean pristine or without any influence by i
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Natural resources — assets or values related to the natural world, such as plants, animals, water, air,

soils, geologic features, fossils, scenic vistas, etc. Natural resources are those elements of the
environment not created by humans.

Nonpoint source pollution — pollution from a broad area resulting from activities such as agriculture
(pesticides, fertilizer, etc.) or urban activities (oil, salt, etc.).

Open/enclosed landscape - unimpeded views or spatial enclosure from vegetation and landforms in
the landscape.

Open space - includes public and private lands that are retained as primarily undeveloped. They may
include lands devoted to active or passive recreational use or lands retained for visual or natural
resource protection purposes.

Ordinary high water level - a more precise way to designate the shoreline based on seasonal
fluctuations in water level. It is defined as the boundary between upland areas and the public waters
and wetlands in the state of Minnesota shoreland management program. It is commonly the point
where the natural vegetation changes from predominantly aquatic to terrestrial. For watercourses, the
ordinary high water level is the elevation of the top of the bank of the channel. For reservoirs and
flowages, it is the operating elevation of the normal summer pool.

Oversight - periodic review of a program’s effectiveness or the success of plan implementation to
determine if objectives are being met. Reviews could take place monthly, quarterly, annually, or even
less often based on the need.

Permits - government authorization to proceed with an activity.

Point-source pollution — pollution coming from a single source, such as a sewage treatment plant
discharge.

Purpose - simple statement of the reason for which a unit of the national park system is created. These
statements are broad goals generally derived from the enabling legislation or legislative history. They
are used to guide development of more detailed visions and management plans for an area.

Recreational resources - those elements of the environment that are used by humans for outdoor

recreation purposes. They include natural and manmade features such as rivers, lakes, parks, trails,
etc.

Residential development (or use) — creation or placement of buildings or facilities for residential
(living) purposes.

Resource - something of value to be preserved, protected, and enhanced. The Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area act lists "nationally significant historical, recreational, scenic, cultural,
natural, economic, and scientific resources." It is typical for Congress in establishing a new area to
include in the enabling legislation a long list of overlapping resource categories, such as the one found
in the MNRRA act. NPS normally defines resources in two broad categories (natural and cultural) for
management purposes. This plan includes a third broad management category, economic resources,
to assure that all items listed in the MNRRA act are addressed.

Resource management — the art or manner of treating, directing, or handling resources.

Riverfront area - a 300-foot wide area adjacent to the shoreline where certain types of land uses are
encouraged — activities that relate to the river, require a river location, or enhance the river corridor.
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Sensitive natural areas - include shorelines, floodplains, wetlands, endangered or threatened species
habitat, steep slopes, and bluff lines.

Setback - minimum horizontal distance that buildings, structures, or activities are positioned back from
a natural or manmade feature, such as a shoreline, bluff-line, road, or property line.

Shoreline - the line marking the edge between a water body and the ‘land, ipcluding backwaters
attached to the main stream. This would normally be the same as the ordinary high water level along

the river.

¥

Shoreline area - a 40-foot wide area along the shoreline where a natural appearance is encouraged
(except in downtown areas and historic districts).

Shoreline setback area - a 60-foot wide area subject to development restriction that together with the
shoreline area creates a 100-foot total setback for buildings in the riverfront area.

Site development policies - those policies that affect a development after it has been located in the

landscape. These are normally more detailed than location policies, dealing with specific issues such
as setbacks, and they provide a basis for even more specific design guidelines.

Socioeconomic conditions - combination of social axﬁeconomic elements of the environment. '

Steep slopes - are defined in this plan to be slopes over 12%, or more than a 12-foot vertical rise for
every 100 feet of horizontal distance, where development is not recommended.

Stewardship - care of resources to preserve and protect them for future generations.

Sustainable development - a shared commitment to orderly economic c.ievelopment, along with aﬁ
understanding and respect for the capabilities and limitations of the environment to support growt

and economic activity over time.

Tourism — all activities related to the leisure use of the river corridor by individuals from outside the
immediate area.

Urban uses - land uses that have an urban or suburban character, such as commercial areas, industl.'lal
facilities, parkland, institutional uses, and residential subdivisions (mcludl.ng low-density hou(?ng
areas), regardless of their location. These are generally all land uses in the corridor except water bodies,

agricultural lands, and vacant parcels.

i i i special situations. A variance
Variance - an exception made to a land use regul.at}o'n to ac;ommodate p | s =
process is included in most local zoning and subdivision ordinances to assure that they are r .
In Minnesota "variance" is defined in state statute.

Vision — simple statement of agreement indicating what an area should be in the future; delineates
broad objectives for the corridor.

Visitor activity zones - areas managed to provide for certain types of recreational activities.

Watershed - the land area that drains into a river.

Wetland — means a surface water area classified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a v;/\etlartl}flé
They include swamps, marshes, bogs, river overflows, sloughs, potholes, wet megdows, gtc., ;v erea .
ground is permanently wet or wet during significant periods of the year, providing habitat for w
loving or water-tolerant flora and fauna.
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Working river - a river that includes natural and m ;
orking ri anmade f (utilitarian) |
Mississippi has been extensively used for over 200 yejlrse fgitE;isigll:Sgrlf O:nfll}t?r@l‘rbpudrpoile& The1 | R
. " nicipal, and industri
water supply, hydropower, and waste disposal. The commercial navigation in}cjiustry is the brézt
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Brown, PJ.
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of our
nationally owned public lands and natural and cultural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our land
and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our
national parks and historical places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The
department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is in the
best interests of all our people. The department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in America campaign
by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and promoting citizen participation
in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and
for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.

June 1993, NPS D-7
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Memorandum
To: Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
From: Superintendent, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
Subject: Briefing Materials for November 8 Commission Meeting

Please remember the Commission meeting scheduled for November 8, 8:30 a.m.-5:00 p.m.
at the Holiday Inn-International Airport (34th Avenue and 1-494 in Bloomington). Enclosed
are a variety of briefing materials for the meeting.

One item is a preliminary report that outlines the 16 issues identified most frequently during
the public comment period. Each item includes a brief issue statement, possible responses to
issue, and an analysis of the issue. The responses and analysis are not intended to be all-
inclusive. The paper will serve as the basis for discussion at the meeting.

Also enclosed is a series of matrices that allow for quick cross-referencing of which
commentors addressed which issues. The matrices are organized by respondent category (i.e.
government, business, organizations, and citizens). The "letter number" in the first column
of the matrices corresponds to the identification code used on letters in the three volumes of
comments you have already received.

You may wish to bring your copies of the comment letters to the meeting. Because of the
expenses of reproducing the large number of comments, we printed very few extras. We will
have reference copies at the meeting, but no extras for distribution.

Please phone me at 290-4160 if you have questions on the above.

y 2 Y

JoAnn Kyral

Enclosures



SELECTED PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

Preliminary Report to the Commission

November 1, 1993

Following are major comments on the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA)
draft Comprehensive Management Plan/EIS that should be discussed by the Mississippi River
Coordinating Commission prior to the planning team developing (and Commission review) of
proposed responses to the numerous, more detailed comments (which total about 200 letters and
statements with well over 1000 comments). It is not possible to include all the significant
comments nor provide for the numerous variations on each theme in this kind of preliminary
report. All comments will be addressed and appropriate changes made in the plan prior to the final
EIS. Inclusion here does not imply that the comment was made by a majority, nor does it connote
agreement by the NPS or Commission. It is merely a summary recordation of what was said that is
intended to initiate discussions about potential responses.

The comments are followed by a listing of possible responses and an analysis of some implications
of those responses. A cross-reference chart is attached to this report to link these topics to the
comment letter codes, so that readers may connect original letters or statements to a particular
comment or group of comments.

While some of the possible responses are alternative approaches, many of the possible responses
are not mutually exclusive and could be combined. One alternative response to any of the
comments is to make no change in the plan and explain why in the response section of the final
EIS. In the interest of brevity, that option is not repeated for every comment in this report, but it
should be an understood option.

1. LOCAL CONTROL/LAND USE

Commenters stated that: Local control should be retained over land use decisions. Several
specific policies/standards were not supported by various commenters (e.g. riverfront land use
policy, height limits, setbacks, levee exception). Some commenters wanted a stronger role for NPS
in land use management.

Possible Responses: These comments could be responded to in several ways.

® One option is to stick with the proposed actions in the plan but more thoroughly explain the
review process in the plan, including who has the final say and the limits of NPS authorities.

® Another option would be to drop the proposal for state legislation to mandate conformance with
the MNRRA plan, and continue to use the critical area program as the primary vehicle for
encouraging compatible land use management in the corridor. Compliance with the MNRRA plan
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would rely on incentives, such as the grant program. Federal funding would be sought to support
the state critical area program as an incentive to encourage compliance with the MNRRA plan.

® A third option would be to adopt alternative B, where NPS would clearly have stronger, more
direct authorities in land use management.

® Some specific policies could also be clarified as requested by reviewers without adversely
affecting the intent of the plan. For example, the height limit policy could more clearly state that
downtown areas are exempt. Specific dimensions in the policies could be adjusted, or they could
be moved to the Design Guidelines to reduce concerns.

Analysis: Specific policies could be adjusted to make them more acceptable to the commenters.
Dropping the proposal for state legislation should reduce concern that this plan is being forced on
communities, and it could take some of the pressure off to make sure everything is precisely
worded. It would likely be supported by local control advocates; however, enforcement would
largely be left up to voluntary compliance. Some people feel this has not been shown to be very
effective in the past. The primary incentive would be through the grant program, which could be
an effective way to encourage compliance, but it is yet to be funded. The option of giving NPS a
stronger role in the land use management process (alternative B), while supported by some, would
be very unpopular with local government and many others in the corridor. Federal legislation
would also be required, which may be very difficult to achieve in the near future and lead to false
hopes about plan implementation.

2. RESIDENTIAL USE

Commenters stated that: Residential use is a legitimate land use in the corridor that should be
emphasized more clearly in the proposed plan. Some commenters were also concerned about their
ability to rebuild a damaged structure or expand their homes along the riverfront. (Also see closely
related comment on land acquisition/trails below)

Possible Responses:

® The plan does include some discussion but could be expanded further to say more forcefully that
residential use is an appropriate use in the corridor.

® Some clarification on reconstruction or expansion of residences that do not comply with the plan
could also be added. It would stress that residents would continue to go to existing agencies for
permits, variances, and similar government authorization for these activities (NPS would not have
permit authority).”

® The riverfront policy could be revised to clarify that "infill" housing would not be required to
provide public pedestrian access along the river.
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® The plan text could to be revised stress that NPS has no plans to acquire residential property.

Analysis: This comment may be a misunderstanding of the draft plan, although the Commission
and planning team have been somewhat ambivalent about residential use in the corridor, and this
could be reflected in the policies that came out of the process.

3. LAND ACQUISITION/CONDEMNATION/TRAILS/OPEN SPACE

Commenters stated that: Public land acquisition/trails should not be forced on private lands.
Some riverfront landowners are still concerned that a trail will be run through their property along
the shoreline without their consent. Several property owners are also very concerned that their
entire property could be condemned for public parkland. Some land acquisition policies in the plan
are unclear. However, many commenters expressed strong support for river-long trails and more
open space in the corridor.

Possible Responses:

® The draft plan/EIS stated that NPS land acquisition would be very limited in the corridor, the
only land proposed to be acquired would be for the NPS visitor center in St. Paul. No NPS
condemnation of land is envisioned. The text could be further supplemented to state these
proposals more clearly. The plan does promote additional local (or state) government land
acquisition, but it does not force them to do so. Local (or state) agencies would decide how much
land would be acquired and where.

® The text in the plan could be expanded to explain the involved process that NPS must go
through if it determines that a condemnation action is necessary.

® The plan could be further edited to clarify and possibly repeat some of the statements that trails
and open space would not be forced through established residential areas along the river by NPS or
the Commission.

® Another possibility would be to add a graphic showing conceptually how a trail might be routed
through residential areas to avoid private property.

Analysis: The concept of a river-long trail has been around since long before MNRRA was
established. The MNRRA plan builds on these previous plans and encourages a continuous open
space along the river where feasible. There are statements in the text saying that it is not feasible
in many places, especially the upper river. It seems that there are concerns that some landowners
have, based on previous experiences or misinformation, that would only be resolved by adding a
statement saying that additional trails and open space along the river are not proposed. This would
be in conflict with many existing local plans for the river, and the visions established by the
Commission for the MNRRA corridor. It may take additional outreach and some years of
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experience with MNRRA before landowners fully understand that the open space and trail
proposals in the plan are not a major threat to their property.

4. STREAMLINING PERMITS

Commenters stated that: The plan does not adequately address the legislative requirement for
coordination and consolidation of permits required by federal, state, and local agencies.

Possible Responses: There are several possible responses to this issue.

® One response is it was not possible given the timeframe and budget of this project to go into
greater detail on this question. Also, in the midst of this planning process, the Governor initiated a
state streamlining effort. NPS staff and the Commission did not want to duplicate efforts or
develop conflicting recommendations, so it appeared best to wait to see what came of the state
effort.

e The MNRRA plan could be revised to assign a lead agency to coordinate these efforts once the
results of the state program is known.

® A proposal could also be added to the plan that all reviews under the MNRRA plan would be
concurrent with existing reviews to the maximum extent feasible.

® Finally, the plan could be revised to propose more specific objectives and state that the
streamlining study be contracted out after the comprehensive plan is finalized.

Analysis: The current proposal in the plan, while it could be improved, meets the minimum
requirements of the MNRRA legislation, which calls for the identification of a program for
coordination and consolidation of permits. The legislation does not say this consolidation has to
actually be accomplished before the plan can be approved. Nor does it set standards for the level
of detail necessary under this component. Any or all of the possible changes listed above could be
incorporated into the final plan without too much difficulty.

5. NPS REVIEW

Commenters stated that: The legislated NPS review of federal projects, permits, and funding that
is discussed in the plan will add to bureaucracy and slow down the process. There is uncertainty
about how this will work and whether it would amount to an NPS veto authority.

Possible Responses:

® The MNRRA plan could be revised to add some of this detail from the law (see analysis below)
and clarify the process.
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® The plan could make a commitment to use existing review processes and expedite the process to
the maximum extent feasible. A statement could also be added to the plan that all reviews under
the MNRRA plan would be concurrent with existing reviews to the extent possible.

Analysis: NPS review of federal actions affecting the corridor is mandated in Section 704 (b) of
the MNRRA legislation. It says that before a federal agency takes any action on a permit, facility,
or federal assistance for an undertaking in the corridor it must notify the Secretary of the Interior
(through NPS), who will review it for compatibility with the MNRRA plan. NPS review begins
when an agency notifies NPS of a proposed action. The legislation outlines a time-line and
framework in which the review will be accomplished. If the Secretary determines that the action is
incompatible the federal agency will be notified. If the final decision by that federal agency is to
proceed with an incompatible project, the Secretary is directed to notify Congress in writing. This
process must be followed as it is mandated in the legislation. However, NPS would work closely
with other agencies to ensure review occurs as expeditiously as possible, and NPS would
incorporate its review into existing federal agency review processes to the maximum extent
feasible. For projects determined to be compatible with the plan this should not slow down the
process. The MNRRA legislation includes maximum time limits for all the steps in the process to
prevent arbitrary protraction of the comment period.

NPS could work with other agencies as the plan is being finalized to develop additional details on
how this process will work. While there are a series of steps that an incompatible project will have
to go through, the final authority to make the decision rests with the initiating federal agency.
Therefore, NPS does not have a veto authority over these projects.

Under the legislative mandate, NPS does not have a choice of whether to do this review or not; it
must. What has yet to be determined are the details of how the review process would work. The
MNRRA plan could appropriately provide some comprehensive guidance to this process, but it is
beyond the scope of a comprehensive plan to work out all the details on such an administrative
process. Work with the other federal partners and affected parties should occur before this detail is
finalized. This consultation could begin in the next several months so that the process can be
implemented after the plan is approved as envisioned in the MNRRA legislation.

6. SITE-SPECIFIC ISSUES

Commenters stated that: There are several major site-specific issues that should be addressed in
the plan (e.g. Coon Rapids dam, Grey Cloud Island, new airport study, etc.).

Possible Responses:
® The intent of the plan is to provide comprehensive visions and policies that should be useful in

resolving these issues as they develop over the next 10-15 years. The text could be further revised
to state that site-specific issues are very important, clarify how the plan can be used to address
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these issues in the future, and underscore how the Commission may serve as a forum to discuss
and help resolve these issues.

® The draft plan did include maps showing Grey Cloud Island for park land acquisition as
proposed in local plans. However, the plan text could be revised to identify Grey Cloud Island as
an example of a large parcel in the lower river that has been proposed by local government for
park land, and would potentially be eligible for the NPS grant program.

Analysis: This question has been a difficult one since project inception. A decision was made early
in scoping the MNRRA plan that it was not feasible to address site-specific issues in the
comprehensive plan. This was due to the number of potential projects, which depending on where
the line is drawn, could include dozens of projects. Also, these projects tend to be very complex
and controversial, so adequately addressing them could have absorbed most of the time and
resources of the NPS planning team and the Commission. A decision to address these issues could
lead to a major delay in the MNRRA plan or to additions of site-specific determinations that are
hastily formed without adequate analysis. Also, once we start down the road of site-specific issues,
where do we stop. New ones are likely to arise at the last minute in the planning process or shortly
after the plan is printed, and how will they be handled? Other major projects that have been
identified during the planning process include the Kondirator, the Federal Reserve building, the
University Steam Plant, and the recent proposal by 3M to develop a power/heat co-generation
plant, to name just a few. Attempting to add major new elements that are not in one of the
alternatives could lead to demands for a supplemental EIS for the plan.

7. TRANSPORTATION PLANS

Commenters stated that: The plan does not adequately cover important transportation issues (e.g.
roads, railroads, airports) other than commercial navigation.

Possible Responses:

® The plan could be left as is and the response could explain the rationale. The MNRRA
legislation specifically directs that the plan address commercial navigation. These other
transportation issues were not identified by Congress in the legislation, nor were they identified by
the public during the scoping process for the plan/EIS. Based on what is currently known about the
dual track airport planning process, there is nothing in the draft plan that would automatically
exclude a new airport or prevent expansion of the existing airport (as contended in some
comments).

® A few things could be done to change the text to respond to specific comments under this
general heading.
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® A statement could be added to the plan underscoring that the MNRRA corridor is a
historic transportation corridor. It could identify railroads as a traditional use in the corridor
that would continue. It could explain that (as with site-specific issues) these questions are
important and explain how the visions and policies can be used as a framework to analyze
future plans and proposals for transportation in the corridor.

® A policy could be added supporting the intermodal transportation goals identified in
ISTEA, especially use of mass transportation and bicycle/pedestrian trail linkages. A
specific reference to the Major River Crossing Study could be added to the policy (note this
was in an earlier draft but we could not remember why it fell out).

® A statement could also be added showing general support for regional transportation
plans that do not conflict with the MNRRA plan.

® Further explanation of "parkway road design standards," including a statement that they
do not automatically preclude truck traffic, could be added to the plan.

Analysis: As with the site-specific issue discussed above, it is unrealistic to expect a
comprehensive plan for the MNRRA corridor to cover every possible issue. Available Commission
and staff time and resources were devoted to the most pressing land resource, parkland, and trail
issues identified in the legislation and scoping process. The MNRRA plan is built on the critical
area plans, which also concentrate on these same issues. Also, as with the site-specific issues,
adding substantial sections on transportation issues to the MNRRA plan could either lead to a
major delay in the planning process as these issues are adequately addressed, or hastily composed
policies that will not include appropriate analysis for these very complex and controversial issues.
Attempting to add major new elements that are not in one of the alternatives could lead to demands
for a supplemental EIS for the plan.

8. COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION

Commenters stated that: The plan does not adequately recognize potential growth in barge
operations. Other commenters support a freeze on additional fleeting areas pending additional
planning.

Possible Responses: There are several possible responses to these comments.

® The proposed MN DOT changes in the text referencing forecasted growth in fleeting could be
incorporated as written (alternative wording is offered by DOT for the discussion on the
importance of and future growth for commercial navigation in the corridor, including a revised
policy on establishing new fleeting areas). This could create an internal inconsistency in the plan
(see analysis below).
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® Portions of the DOT comments could be incorporated as written and others modified to reflect a
balanced analysis of the issues. For example, the statements on the environmentally friendly nature
of the industry could be modified somewhat.

® The text could be modified to acknowledge the forecast for increased growth and the proposed
management strategy changed to alternative B, which calls for a freeze on additional fleeting areas
until a detailed plan can be worked out following the comprehensive plan approval.

Analysis: Adopting the DOT wording without revision could lead to an internal inconsistency and
a conclusion by many reviewers that the plan does not adequately address the barge fleeting issue.
The proposal in the draft plan was developed by the Commission through considerable discussion
during a series of meetings, which were based at least in part on the assumption that there would
be very limited growth in barge operations over the next 10-15 years and therefore, very limited
need for extensive planning for additional fleeting areas. This "new" information showing a
minimum growth rate of 2% per year suggests a need for a more substantial proposal for managing
commercial navigation. The growth projections are discussed in the DOT comments and a July
1993 DOT report on barge fleeting in the Twin Cities area. Assuming the "most conservative"
growth rate of 2% per year for the next 15 years, this would result in additional needs of over
30%. The 1993 report says that, while capacity is sufficient for now, additional fleeing areas will
be needed before the turn of the century. While there are environmental advantages to commercial
navigation on the river, there are documented environmental costs that must also be considered.
Given the controversial nature of the issue, attempting to do a comprehensive barge fleeting
proposal showing expansion areas could be very time-consuming at this stage in the planning
process. There could be arguments from the public that a supplemental EIS is needed to address
the new information adequately.

9. INTERPRETIVE CENTER

Commenters stated that: The proposed interpretive center in St. Paul is too costly and there are
higher priority needs in the corridor. Concerns were also raised about the location of the proposed
NPS facility and the relationship between this center and facilities proposed by the Science
Museum of Minnesota and the MN DNR in the area.

Possible Responses:

® The text could be revised to better explain how costs are derived. The cost estimates are rough
figures based on average costs for similar facilities in the Midwest. In addition to the building cost,
they include site development, exhibits, and furnishings. Space for MNRRA headquarters is also
included in the structure, which makes it appear more expensive than it would for just the
interpretive facility.
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® While it is acknowledged that there are many high priority needs in the corridor, it is also
considered important for NPS to establish a presence on the river, and as explained in the text,
there are four interpretive functions where it is felt NPS is the most appropriate agency to provide
that interpretation. Funding for other elements of the plan would be sought concurrently with the
funding for the interpretive center. Relative priorities are identified in the plan only for NPS
facilities. This could be better explained in the text.

® Numerous locations for the NPS center were considered by the planning team and Commission
early in the interpretive facility planning process and rejected because they would not meet some
key criteria. NPS could continue to work with potential partners to encourage cooperative and
complementary locations for their activities in the Harriet Island area. The plan could be revised to
better explain how a variety of sites were considered before the Harriet Island site was chosen.

® The plan text could be revised to further emphasize the importance of partnerships with other
entities in the area such as the Science Museum and Fort Snelling State Park.

® The proposed Fort Snelling interpretive center could be identified as an example of an associated
or cooperative center that would emphasize Native American themes and is important to the
partnership interpretive effort for MNRRA.

Analysis: The perceived high cost of NPS interpretive facilities is a common problem in NPS
plans. NPS has considerable experience designing and building visitor centers. Each center is a
unique project, and quality is a high priority. NPS centers do not generally have a typical life-span
like other buildings. Many of the existing NPS centers are in buildings well over 25 years old, and
durability is a major design consideration. The costs are somewhat higher than the actual
construction costs because they include construction supervision and contingencies. Contingencies
may or may not be needed for this project but must be included to cover unforeseen problems.
Actual design will determine the final estimated costs, which could be higher or lower. There is no
doubt that NPS visitor centers are expensive, but they are also some of the most appreciated
developments in the national park system. Interpretation was identified in earlier MNRRA public
involvement efforts as the one thing almost everyone agreed that NPS should have the lead on.
Key criteria for location included proximity to the river, access to the site and nearby resources,
flexibility of the site, view of the river, and the nature of contiguous development. NPS has a very
cooperative partnership developing with the City of St. Paul regarding park facility development.
Eliminating the NPS visitor center (and headquarters) would continue the lack of visibility and
focus needed to make MNRRA a more viable entity in the Twin Cities area.

10. SPECIFICITY/SCOPE OF THE PLAN

Commenters stated that: The plan should provide more specifics in several areas (land use
standards, pollution control implementation strategies, local plan/ordinance update process, project
review process, funding for implementation, etc.)
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Possible Responses:

® The plan could be amended to add some specifics as described above and below for the other 15
issues discussed in this paper.

® [t may be necessary to add more text to further explain that this is a comprehensive plan that is
not intended to provide all the details people would like to see. Much of this detail would require
more work with the partners, and they tend to be elements that need updating more frequently than
is feasible with a comprehensive plan.

Analysis: This has been an issue from the beginning of the project. Reviewers should note that this
is a conceptual/policy-level plan for a 72-mile corridor in a very complex urban area that is based
on direction provided by the Commission. Adding additional detail and specificity would run
contrary to the philosophy of local control, which is supported by this plan. Details on land use are
to be addressed in local plans for the corridor. The comprehensive plan should establish broad
visions and policies and allow individual communities maximum flexibility to determine how they
will make those broad concepts work for their area. The more detail that is provided, the less
discretion is available for communities to tailor the policies to their needs. Generally a
comprehensive plan sets out the broad goals and general policies for a given area. Some more
details are proposed to be provided in follow-up "action" plans. These action plans would be
developed through additional involvement with interested agencies. They tend to be more dynamic,
and can be changed more easily to reflect changing conditions and opportunities in the corridor.

11. POLLUTION CONTROL

Commenters stated that: The role of NPS in pollution control needs to be clarified. Many
commenters stated that pollution control should be strengthened, while some stated that existing
programs are adequate. Some called for a comprehensive inventory of pollution in the corridor.
Possible Responses:

® In general the NPS role as envisioned in the draft plan is one of public education and broad
oversight. Federal permits would be reviewed under the legislative mandate to do so, but as stated
above, NPS would not have a veto authority over these permits. NPS should work closely with
MPCA, which has the lead in pollution control, to clarify NPS and MPCA roles and
responsibilities at a comprehensive plan level.

® A paragraph could be added to the text under the section on Partner Roles for MPCA.

® The plan could also be revised to better recognize current programs that address pollution
control.

® Some additional readily available general pollution data could be added from existing sources.
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® A major inventory of pollution in the corridor is beyond the scope of this plan. MPCA has an
extensive data base on pollution in the state. This data could be assembled for the corridor as part
of the follow-up resource management plan.

Analysis: There is a lot of support for pollution prevention and control in the comments from the
general public. There may be some lack of knowledge on what is already being done in this area
and a lack of understanding of the limits of NPS legal authorities to address this issue. Detailed
pollution inventories, like detailed economic inventories, are beyond the scope of a comprehensive
plan.

12. FLOODPLAINS/WETLANDS
Commenters stated that: The plan should emphasize ﬂbodplain and wetland protection.

Possible Responses:

® The plan does have several relatively strong policies on floodplain and wetland protection and
restoration that could be pointed out.

® Additional discussion on the relatively new state law addressing wetlands could be provided in
the plan.

® A statement could be added that these issues would be an important part of the critical area
planning program.

® The plan could be changed to adopt the language in alternative B for even stronger policies on
floodplain and wetland protection.

Analysis: This is another area that has strong support in the comments made by the general public.
It may also be a case of lack of knowledge of recent state law and existing programs to improve
protection for these areas.

13. BALANCE QUESTION
Commenters stated that: The plan emphasizes environmental protection too much; or the plan
emphasizes economics too much. There are also several comments on the use of the term

"balance" vs. other terms.

Possible Responses: Proposed responses will be developed through discussion with the
Commission.
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Analysis: The emphasis provided in the plan is a basic philosophical question that each person will
need to draw their own conclusion on. In preparing the draft plan, the Commission and planning
team spent considerable time discussing needs for both environmental and economic health in the
corridor. What came out in the plan was guided by the MNRRA legislation and considerable
public input through newsletters, public statements made at Commission meetings, and other
involvement techniques. It was felt that the plan provides for an appropriate mix of resource
protection and economic growth.

Regarding terminology, there are both commenters that support and oppose the use of the term

balance. The actual term used is probably less important than whether the Commission feels the
plan has met the intent of the MNRRA legislation and will accomplish the visions identified to

guide the development of the plan.

14. ECONOMIC RESOURCES

Commenters stated that: The DEIS does not adequately inventory economic resources in the
corridor, nor does it adequately address the economic impacts of the plan.

Possible Responses:

® The document does include considerable data and aflalysis on economic resources and impacts.
These could be pointed out.

® Some additional readily available general economic data could be added from existing sources.

® [t could be further explained that a large economic inventory and analysis was beyond the scope
of the plan, and would have added considerable time and costs to the project schedule.

Analysis: Business leaders and other experts on the Twin Cities economy could be asked to
provide some additional data. Doing a major economic resource inventory and analysis could take
over a year and would be at a large cost. It would need to be contracted out. NPS did contract
with a University of Minnesota professor for economic analysis that was used in the document.
Based on the experience with the efforts made for the DEIS, it is quite possible that the study
would be inconclusive or subject to much disagreement. Comprehensive policy plans are generally
not conducive to rigorous economic analysis. If this detailed study is made, to offer balance, there
would likely be demands for more detailed inventories of natural, cultural, and recreational
resources in the corridor. These are also proposed in the document for after plan approval.
Analysis of economic impacts is made more difficult because individual business plans, that in
aggregation would give a clearer picture of future economic conditions, are generally not available
to the public.
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15. RECREATION USE CONFLICTS

Commenters stated that: The plan should address key recreation use conflicts and solutions (e.g.
establishing no-wake zones)

Possible Responses:

® The plan could be left as is. The response could explain that the comprehensive plan places
emphasis on a corridor-wide visitor use management plan. Many of these issues are site specific
and it would be inappropriate to address them in the comprehensive plan. Considerable additional
work is needed with the partners on an action plan for recreational use in the corridor.

® The plan could be revised to recognize that this issue is an important one and needs to be
addressed. NPS or DNR could be given a stronger or more active role in coordinating efforts to
resolve conflicts.

® Additional examples could be added to the comprehensive plan text showing possible solutions
to use conflicts (e.g., horsepower limits, set aside time periods for certain uses, non-motorized
zones, educational efforts, etc.).

Analysis: This is a very important issue to some folks living along or using certain sections of the
river. NPS authority is very limited under current law to manage recreational use on the river. It is
appropriate for NPS to facilitate planning and be a forum for resolution, but NPS regulation of
visitor use (36 CFR) is limited to lands owned by the federal government.

16. NEPA ISSUES

Commenters stated that: The DEIS does not sufficiently describe/detail the alternatives,
cumulative impacts, indirect effects, or mitigating measures.

Possible Responses:

® The EIS could be left as is. The response could explain that the EIS adequately describes the
alternatives, cumulative impacts, indirect effects, and mitigating measures. Departmental and NPS
NEPA guidelines allow mitigating measures to be integrated in the text of the proposed action and
alternatives or the environmental consequences, and it is not necessary to isolate them in the table
of contents (516 DM 4.10B; NPS-12 4-1E&QG).

® Some of the issues identified in the comments would require major additional work, and these
were not identified during the scoping phase of the project.

® Specific additions of detail could be made to the alternatives and impacts as specific additions
are made to the proposed plan to respond to other comments.
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® Some additional text could be added to incorporate or address specific comments or issues
provided in the comments.

Analysis: Analyzing alternatives and impacts for a comprehensive management plan is different
than doing so for a site-specific project. It is not possible to quantify impacts in as great a detail so
they must be assessed in a more qualitative manner. These sections are by definition shorter
because elements common with the proposed plan are not repeated in the interest of brevity and to
isolate the differences between the alternatives. It is possible that some of the need for these
analysis will be reduced based on revisions in the text of the plan to accommodate commenter
concerns. General statements that the analysis is not adequate are not very useful in improving the
document. Specific comments may be helpful in improving the analysis and should be evaluated on
a case-by-case basis and incorporated where appropriate. ’
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